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Preamble 

The Approved Project is for an iron ore mine and associated facilities located on North Baffin Island, in 
the Qikiqtaaluk Region of Nunavut (Figure 1-1.1 in the FEIS).  The Project involves the Construction, 
Operation, Closure, and Reclamation of an 18 million tonne-per-annum (Mt/a) open-pit mine that will 
operate for 21 years.  The high-grade iron ore to be mined is suitable for international shipment after only 
crushing and screening with no chemical processing facilities.  A railway system will transport 18 Mt/a of 
the ore from the mine area to an all-season deep-water port and ship loading facility at Steensby Port 
where the ore will be loaded into ore carriers for overseas shipment through Foxe Basin.  A dedicated 
fleet of cape-sized ice-breaking ore carriers and some non-icebreaking ore carriers and conventional 
ships will be used during the open water season to ship the iron ore to markets.  The Approved Project 
was issued Project Certificate No. 005 by the Nunavut Impact Review Board on December 28, 2012. 

An Early Revenue Phase (ERP) has been proposed as an amendment to the Approved Project.  The 
ERP comprises the production of 3.5 Mt/a of iron ore that is to be transported via the upgraded existing 
road to Milne Port where it will be stockpiled for shipment during the open water season. 

Once the ERP is approved, the total production level of the Mary River Project will be 21.5 Mt/a. 

The ERP introduces the following additional activities that were not assessed in the FEIS of the Approved 
Project: 

1. Mine Site 
a. Loading of ore into trucks; and 
b. Ore haulage truck fleet and maintenance facilities. 

 
2. Tote Road 

a. Haulage of ore along the Tote Road. 
 

3. Milne Port 
a. Ore stockpiling and loading onto ships. 

 
4. Marine Shipping 

a. Ore carrier loading at Milne Port; and 
b. Ore carrier shipping volume and timing. 

 
The Project Description and related assessments for approval of the ERP are addressed in this 
Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
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SECTION 1.0 - CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ASSESSMENT (CHANGE) 

The cumulative effects assessment (CEA) in this FEIS Addendum closely resembles the CEA presented in 
the FEIS, and more closely resembles the CEA presented in the DEIS which included the road haulage 
option as part of the Project. 

1.1 INTRODUCTION (NO CHANGE) 

1.2 APPROACH (CHANGE) 

1.2.1 Methodology (No Change) 

Figure 9-1.1 Cumulative Effect Assessment Framework (No Change) 

1.2.2 Temporal Boundaries (Change) 

The temporal boundaries of the assessment have changed with the introduction of the ERP, as described in 
Volume 2, Section 3.2.2.  Therefore, the CEA temporal boundaries of this FEIS Addendum are as follows:  

• Pre-development or Definition Phase (nine years - 2004 to 2012); 
• Construction Phase (seven years - 2013 to 2019); 
• Operations Phase (21 years - 2020 to 2040); and 
• Closure (three years - 2040 to 2042) and Post-Closure Phase (minimum five years - 2043 to 2047). 

The FEIS included open water shipping via Milne Port to support the construction of the approved Project 
and infrequent supply of large items during its operations.  The primary change in temporal boundaries 
relates to the shipment of ore from Milne Port during the open-water season; this will begin during 
construction of the Approved Project and will continue into operations.   

1.2.3 Spatial Boundaries (No Change) 

Figure 9-1.2 Existing and Future Industrial Projects and Activities in Nunavut (No Change) 

1.2.4 Consideration of Alternative Development Scenarios (Change) 

The ERP involves the assessment of one of the alternatives to the approved Project considered within the 
FEIS.  In terms of other project alternatives, the assessment provided in the FEIS remains valid. 

1.2.5 Ranking of Cumulative Effects (No Change) 

1.2.6 Cumulative Effects of Accidents and Malfunctions and other Projects (No Change) 

1.2.7 Adaptive Management (No Change) 

1.3 SCOPE (CHANGE) 

1.3.1 Project Components (No Change) 

1.3.2 Other Projects and Activities of Consideration (Change) 

For purposes of the ERP CEA, the approved Project represents activity for which cumulative effects must be 
assessed as part of this FEIS Addendum, as the approved Project represents the only material change in 
mining projects since the FEIS was submitted and approved.  The remainder of this CEA addresses 
cumulative effects of the ERP with respect to the approved Project. 
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1.3.2.1 Baffinland’s Exploration and Bulk Sampling Programs (No Change) 

1.3.2.2 Baffinland’s Monitoring Programs Concurrent with the Project (No Change) 

1.3.2.3 Designated Areas (No Change) 

Figure 9-1.3 Special Management Areas (No Change) 

1.3.2.4 Mining and Mineral Exploration Activities (No Change) 

1.3.2.5 Operating Mines (No Change) 

1.3.2.6 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Mines (Change) 

The reasonably foreseeable future mines as presented in the FEIS remain unchanged, with the exception of 
the following projects.   

Bathurst Inlet Port and Road Project (Xtrata Zinc Canada) 

The Bathurst Inlet Port and Road (BIPR) Project consists of a port on Bathurst Inlet in the Kitikmeot Region, 
a new 211 km all-weather road connecting to the existing Tibbitt to Contwoyto Winter Road (TCWR) at 
Contwoyto Lake.  The project is proposed to resupply local communities in the region and to facilitate 
mineral exploration and development projects.  

A Part 5 environmental review of this project was initiated in 2007, and in 2011 the previous proponents 
announced that it would no longer be re-engaging the NIRB review of the project.  In 2012, however, Xtrata 
Zinc Canada and Sabina Gold & Silver Inc. resumed the review process.  A DEIS for this project is pending.  
It is expected that shipping to the BIPR port will include shipping through Lancaster Sound and Baffin Bay.  

Included for Consideration in the CEA: Yes 

The BIPR Project qualifies as a reasonably foreseeable project, given that two new co-proponents have 
announced their intent to re-engage the environmental review process.   

Back River Project (Sabina Silver and Gold Inc.) and Hackett River Project (Xtrata Zinc Canada) 

Project proposals have been filed for these projects.  However, both propose to use the BIPR (described 
above) to access their projects.  The projects are otherwise land-locked on the mainland of Nunavut, and no 
terrestrial overlap exists with the Mary River Project.  

Included for Consideration in the CEA: No 

The potential overlap of these reasonably foreseeable projects with the Mary River Project exists in terms of 
the potential overlap with shipping, addressed with the inclusion of the BIPR above. 

1.3.2.7 Induced Developments (No Change) 

1.3.2.8 Decommissioned Mines (No Change) 

1.3.2.9 Shipping (Change) 

Shipping routes with the Potential to Interact with the Project (Change) 

For the proposed ERP, the shipping routes with the potential to interact with the Project include those in 
Eclipse Sound and Baffin Bay as described in the FEIS for the approved Project. 
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Canadian Coast Guard Activities (No Change) 

Nanisivik Naval Facility (No Change) 

1.3.2.10 DEW Line Decommissioning (No Change) 

1.3.2.11 Air Transport (No Change) 

1.3.2.12 Military Exercises (No Change) 

1.3.2.13 Communities, and Traditional and Recreational Hunting, Fishing and Foraging (No Change) 

1.3.2.14 Tourism and Commercial Recreation Activities (No Change) 

1.3.2.15 Potential Separation Lake Hydroelectric Project (No Change) 

1.3.2.16 Seismic Study (No Change) 

1.3.2.17 Commercial Fishery (No Change) 

1.3.2.18 Climate Change (No Change) 

1.3.3 Summary of Other Projects and Activities (Change) 

Summary of Forecasted Shipping Activities in Milne Inlet, Lancaster Sound, Baffin Bay (Change) 

The baseline shipping levels in Eclipse Sound and Baffin Bay are presented in Table 9-1.1 (unchanged but 
present for the convenience of the reader).  It is assumed that in many instances the reportings may capture 
the arrival and return voyages of a ship entering the area.  For the months of August and September, an 
average of 29 ship occurrences were recorded in Eclipse Sound and 56 in Baffin Bay.  It is assumed that 
tourism-related ship traffic is included in this number and will remain relatively constant over time, in the 
absence of any information suggesting otherwise.  Construction of the proposed Nanisivik Naval Facility is 
likely to increase marine shipping in the area, though the level of military shipping in relation to current 
military exercises undertaken in the past several years is unknown; it is assumed in this assessment that 
this traffic remains relatively constant.  

The Mary River Project (inclusive of the ERP) will require open-water shipping through Baffin Bay, Pond 
Inlet, and Eclipse Sound to Milne Inlet during the Construction Phase (2013 through 2019), with up to 24 
freight and fuel vessels arriving in the first couple of years of construction, followed by an estimated 55 ore 
carrier vessels.  Project-related shipping in Eclipse Sound will nearly double the baseline quantity during 
construction and for as long as the ERP operates.  During this period, it is possible that shipping related to 
the BIPR and associated projects may add up to ten ships per year to this quantity.  However, these ships 
are unlikely to enter Eclipse Sound and are likely to pass through Lancaster Sound into Baffin Bay. 
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Table 9-1.1 Current Levels of Shipping in the Eastern Arctic (2002-2010) (No Change) 

AREA SUB AREA 
January February March 

Min Max Average Min Max Average Min Max Average 

Eclipse Sound Tay Sound 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Eclipse Sound White Bay 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Eclipse Sound Eskimo Inlet 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Eclipse Sound Milne Inlet 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Eclipse Sound Tremblay Sound 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Eclipse Sound Koluktoo Bay 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Eclipse Sound Eclipse Sound 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Foxe Basin Steensby Inlet 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Foxe Basin NW Foxe Basin 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Foxe Basin NE Foxe Basin 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Foxe Basin E Foxe Basin 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Foxe Basin SE Foxe Basin 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Foxe Basin SW Foxe Basin 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Frobisher Bay Frobisher Bay 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Hudson Strait Hudson Strait QC 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 
Hudson Strait Ungava Bay 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Hudson Strait Hudson Strait NU 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 
Hudson Bay Hudson Bay 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Baffin Bay Baffin Bay 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Lancaster Sound Lancaster Sound 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
Eclipse Sound Navy Board Inlet 2 2 2 na na na 1 1 1 
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Table 9-1.1 Current Levels of Shipping in the Eastern Arctic (2002-2010) (No Change) (Cont’d) 

AREA SUB AREA 
April May June 

Min Max Average Min Max Average Min Max Average 

Eclipse Sound Tay Sound 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Eclipse Sound White Bay 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Eclipse Sound Eskimo Inlet 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Eclipse Sound Milne Inlet 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Eclipse Sound Tremblay Sound 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Eclipse Sound Koluktoo Bay 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Eclipse Sound Eclipse Sound 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Foxe Basin Steensby Inlet 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Foxe Basin NW Foxe Basin 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Foxe Basin NE Foxe Basin 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Foxe Basin E Foxe Basin 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Foxe Basin SE Foxe Basin 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Foxe Basin SW Foxe Basin 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Frobisher Bay Frobisher Bay 1 2 2 3 3 3 1 3 2 
Hudson Strait Hudson Strait QC 1 3 2 3 3 3 2 6 4 
Hudson Strait Ungava Bay 1 2 2 3 3 3 1 2 1 
Hudson Strait Hudson Strait NU 1 2 2 2 3 3 1 7 3 
Hudson Bay Hudson Bay 2 2 2 3 3 3 1 2 2 
Baffin Bay Baffin Bay 1 2 1 3 3 3 1 2 1 
Lancaster Sound Lancaster Sound 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Eclipse Sound Navy Board Inlet 1 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
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Table 9-1.1 Current Levels of Shipping in the Eastern Arctic (2002-2010) (No Change) (Cont’d) 

AREA SUB AREA 
July August September 

Min Max Average Min Max Average Min Max Average 

Eclipse Sound Tay Sound 1 3 2 1 5 3 1 9 3 
Eclipse Sound White Bay 1 3 2 1 5 3 1 9 3 
Eclipse Sound Eskimo Inlet 1 3 2 1 5 3 1 9 3 
Eclipse Sound Milne Inlet 1 3 2 1 11 4 1 11 5 
Eclipse Sound Tremblay Sound 1 3 2 1 11 4 1 9 5 
Eclipse Sound Koluktoo Bay 1 3 2 1 5 3 1 9 4 
Eclipse Sound Eclipse Sound 1 5 3 13 25 18 5 19 11 
Foxe Basin Steensby Inlet 1 3 2 1 5 3 1 9 3 
Foxe Basin NW Foxe Basin 1 4 2 4 11 7 4 20 10 
Foxe Basin NE Foxe Basin 1 3 2 1 6 3 2 14 6 
Foxe Basin E Foxe Basin 1 3 2 1 6 3 2 12 6 
Foxe Basin SE Foxe Basin 1 4 2 1 10 6 2 11 7 
Foxe Basin SW Foxe Basin 1 4 3 3 14 8 7 20 12 
Frobisher Bay Frobisher Bay 15 31 23 10 33 20 13 33 19 
Hudson Strait Hudson Strait QC 39 61 46 29 61 41 29 60 43 
Hudson Strait Ungava Bay 11 25 19 8 16 12 7 19 13 
Hudson Strait Hudson Strait NU 18 29 23 14 38 26 21 38 27 
Hudson Bay Hudson Bay 17 42 25 10 66 37 20 50 35 
Baffin Bay Baffin Bay 8 21 12 24 47 32 16 41 24 
Lancaster Sound Lancaster Sound 4 9 5 16 31 23 8 27 14 
Eclipse Sound Navy Board Inlet 1 4 2 3 8 5 2 10 5 
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Table 9-1.1 Current Levels of Shipping in the Eastern Arctic (2002-2010) (No Change) (Cont’d) 

AREA SUB AREA 
October November December 

Min Max Average Min Max Average Min Max  Average 

Eclipse Sound Tay Sound 1 3 2 1 4 2 na na na 
Eclipse Sound White Bay 1 3 2 1 4 2 na na na 
Eclipse Sound Eskimo Inlet 1 4 2 1 4 2 na na na 
Eclipse Sound Milne Inlet 1 7 3 1 4 2 na na na 
Eclipse Sound Tremblay Sound 1 7 2 1 4 2 na na na 
Eclipse Sound Koluktoo Bay 1 3 2 1 4 2 na na na 
Eclipse Sound Eclipse Sound 2 7 4 1 4 2 na na na 
Foxe Basin Steensby Inlet 1 3 2 1 4 2 na na na 
Foxe Basin NW Foxe Basin 2 10 6 1 4 3 na na na 
Foxe Basin NE Foxe Basin 1 5 3 1 4 2 na na na 
Foxe Basin E Foxe Basin 1 5 2 1 4 2 na na na 
Foxe Basin SE Foxe Basin 2 10 4 1 4 2 na na na 
Foxe Basin SW Foxe Basin 2 11 6 1 5 2 na na na 
Frobisher Bay Frobisher Bay 14 33 19 1 10 5 1 2 2 
Hudson Strait Hudson Strait QC 26 57 43 5 28 14 1 4 2 
Hudson Strait Ungava Bay 6 17 10 1 11 6 na na na 
Hudson Strait Hudson Strait NU 17 38 26 1 13 6 1 4 2 
Hudson Bay Hudson Bay 16 58 34 1 15 7 na na na 
Baffin Bay Baffin Bay 6 17 10 1 5 2 1 1 1 
Lancaster Sound Lancaster Sound 1 9 3 1 4 2 na na na 
Eclipse Sound Navy Board Inlet 1 4 2 1 4 2 na na na 
NOTE(S): 
1. SOURCE DATA FROM THE CANADIAN COAST GUARD MARINE COMMUNICATIONS AND TRAFFIC SERVICES PROGRAM (INNAV), SUMMARIZED BY XPERT 

SOLUTIONS TECHNOLOGIQUES INC., 2010 
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The credible scenario of doubling of production (and shipping) of the Mary River Project is unlikely to 
change shipping in the area meaningfully; it is possible that a second Construction Phase could occur at 
some time in the future associated with an expansion.  

Summary of Forecasted Shipping Activities in Foxe Basin and Hudson Strait (No Change) 

1.3.4 Screening of VEC and VSECs for Potential Cumulative Effects (No Change) 

Table 9-1.2 Screening of VECs/VSECs and Key Indicators for Potential Cumulative Effects (No 
Change) 

Table 9-1.3 Screening of VSECs and Key Indicators for Potential Cumulative Effects (No 
Change) 

1.4 ASSESSMENT (CHANGE) 

The following section describes potential cumulative effects identified for each Valued Component and Key 
Indicator.  A summary of identified cumulative effects is presented in Table 9-1.4. 

1.4.1 Atmospheric Environment (No Change) 

1.4.1.1 Climate Change - Greenhouse Gas Emissions (No Change) 

There is no change to this assessment.  Volume 5 of the FEIS Addendum addresses the incremental 
increases in GHGs due to the ERP.  

1.4.1.2 Air Quality (No Change) 

There is no change to this assessment.  Volume 5 of the FEIS Addendum addresses the incremental 
increases in air emissions due to the ERP.  There are no other new projects (other than the ERP) to 
consider in this CEA. 

1.4.1.3 Noise (No Change) 

There is no change.  The ERP will result in greater noise emissions at Milne Port for a longer period, but 
these effects do not overlap with effects from other known or reasonably foreseeable projects or activities.  
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Table 9-1.4 Cumulative Effects Summary (Change) 

Potential Effects Evaluation Criteria Rated 
Significance 
of Residual 

Effects Effect Direction Mitigation 
Measure (s) Magnitude Duration Frequency Extent Reversibility 

GREENHOUSE GASES  

Greenhouse gas emissions No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

AIR QUALITY 

Air quality emissions of criteria 
of concern (COC) at the Mine 
Site from concurrent 
development of Deposits No. 2 
and/or 3 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

Air quality emissions of criteria 
of concern (COC) along the 
Milne Inlet Tote Road or 
Railway, from concurrent 
development of Deposits No. 2 
and/or 3, or development of 
other deposits in the region that 
utilize the tote road or railway 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

Air quality emissions of criteria 
of concern (COC) at Milne Port 
or Steensby Port from larger 
tonnages of ore handled through 
the port sites, from concurrent 
development of Deposits No. 2 
and/or 3, or development of 
other deposits in the region, and 
construction of the Separation 
Lake hydroelectric site staged 
from Steensby Port 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 
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Table 9-1.4 Cumulative Effects Summary (Change) (Cont’d) 

Potential Effects Evaluation Criteria Rated 
Significance 
of Residual 

Effects Effect Direction Mitigation 
Measure (s) Magnitude Duration Frequency Extent Reversibility 

NOISE 

Increased noise within the noise 
study areas of each of the 
Project sites, resulting from an 
increased mining production 
rate and construction of the 
Separation Lake hydroelectric 
project (applicable to Steensby 
Port) 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

VEGETATION 

Reduction in vegetation 
abundance and diversity within 
the terrestrial RSA 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

Reduction in vegetation health 
due to deposition of dust and 
metals in soil 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

Reduction in culturally valued 
vegetation (blueberries) 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND HABITAT 

Reduction in caribou habitat No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

Reduction in caribou movement No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

Caribou mortality No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

Migratory birds No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

FRESHWATER FISH 

Effects to Arctic char health and 
habitat resulting from water 
quality effects 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 
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Table 9-1.4 Cumulative Effects Summary (Change) (Cont’d) 

Potential Effects Evaluation Criteria Rated 
Significance 
of Residual 

Effects Effect Direction Mitigation 
Measure (s) Magnitude Duration Frequency Extent Reversibility 

SEA ICE 

Disruption of fast ice (ringed 
seal habitat) 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

Changes to marine water quality 
at port sites due to more 
frequent shipping and discharge 
of ballast water 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

Effects to marine biota, including 
Arctic char, due to potential 
water and sediment quality 
changes. 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

RINGED SEAL 

Increased disruption of fast ice 
in Steensby Inlet 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

BEARDED SEAL 

Habitat change, disturbance, 
and masking 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

WALRUS 

Habitat change, disturbance, 
and masking 

No change No change No change No change No change No change No change Not Significant 

NARWHAL 

Habitat change, disturbance, 
and masking 

Negative Apply mitigation in 
current Project  

Level I - low 
(habitat change); 
Level II - 
moderate 
(disturbance, 
masking) 

Level II - life 
of the 
Project 

Level III - 
Frequent 

Level I - 
confined to 
LSA; possibly 
Level II - 
beyond the 
LSA and within 
the RSA 

Level I - 
reversible 

Not Significant 
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Table 9-1.4 Cumulative Effects Summary (Change) (Cont’d) 

Potential Effects Evaluation Criteria Rated 
Significance 
of Residual 

Effects Effect Direction Mitigation 
Measure (s) Magnitude Duration Frequency Extent Reversibility 

BELUGA WHALE 

Habitat change, disturbance, 
and masking 

Negative Apply mitigation in 
current Project  

Level I - low 
(habitat change); 
Level II - 
moderate 
(disturbance, 
masking) 

Level II - life 
of the Project 

Level III - 
Frequent 

Level I - 
confined to 
LSA; possibly 
Level II - 
beyond the 
LSA and within 
the RSA 

Level I - 
reversible 

Not Significant 

BOWHEAD WHALE 

Habitat change, disturbance, 
and masking 

Negative Apply mitigation in 
current Project  

Level I - low 
(habitat change); 
Level II - 
moderate 
(disturbance, 
masking) 

Level II - life 
of the Project 

Level III - 
Frequent 

Level I - 
confined to 
LSA; possibly 
Level II - 
beyond the 
LSA and within 
the RSA 

Level I - 
reversible 

Not Significant 

POLAR BEAR 

Habitat change, disturbance, 
and possibly mortality 

Negative Apply mitigation in 
current Project  

Level I - low Level II - life 
of the Project 

Level III - 
Frequent 

Level I - 
confined to 
LSA 

Level I - 
reversible 

Not Significant 

NOTE(S): 
1. CACs = CRITERIA AIR CONTAMINANTS [TSP, PM10, PM2.5, SO2, NO2, CO, Fe, Mn, As, Ca, Co and POI (potential acid input). 
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1.4.2 Terrestrial Environment (No Change) 

1.4.2.1 Vegetation (No Change) 

Potential for Reduction in Vegetation Abundance and Diversity (No Change) 

Potential for Reduced Vegetation Health (No Change) 

Culturally Valued Vegetation (No Change) 

1.4.2.2 Terrestrial Wildlife and Habitat – Caribou (No Change) 

Habitat (No Change) 

Movement (No Change) 

Mortality (No Change) 

1.4.2.3 Migratory Birds and Habitat - Peregrine Falcons, Snow Geese, Common and King Eiders, Red 
Throated Loons, Lapland Longspur (No Change) 

1.4.3 Freshwater Aquatic Environment (No Change) 

1.4.3.1 Freshwater Aquatic Environment– Surface Water Quantity (No Change) 

Climate change and Water Quantity (No Change) 

1.4.3.2 Freshwater Aquatic Environment - Water and Sediment Quality (No Change) 

Development of the Separation Lake Hydroelectric Project (No Change) 

Climate Change (No Change) 

1.4.3.3 Freshwater Fish, Fish Habitat and Other Aquatic Organisms - Arctic Char (No Change) 

Mary River Project Deposits No. 2 to 9 (No Change) 

Development of Separation Lake Hydroelectric Project (No Change) 

Climate Change (No Change) 

1.4.4 Marine Environment (Change) 

1.4.4.1 Sea Ice (Change) 

The ERP includes shipping of ore out of Milne Port during the open-water season.  As a result, icebreaking 
will not be required and there will be no disruption of either landfast ice or pack ice.  

Table 9-1.5 Approximate Width of Landfast Ice Disruption from Vessel Traffic with Various 
Transits Under Different Production Levels (No Change) 

1.4.4.2 Marine Water and Sediment Quality (Change) 

The ERP will involve minor changes in marine water and sediment quality.  The Project footprint at Milne 
Port will be slightly modified, and the transport, storage and shipment of ore will introduce pathways that 
could increase effects potential when considered in concert with the approved Project. 
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The construction of an ore dock at Milne could affect water and sediment quality through the introduction of 
nutrients, metals and increases in total suspended solids (TSS).  Petroleum hydrocarbons and metals could 
also be introduced during construction. 

During operation, the transportation, storage and transfer of ore will result in minor dust deposition to the 
marine environment.  Wastewater from Milne Camp as well as Site surface water drainage will transport 
minor quantities of potential contaminants (metals, nutrients, suspended solids and petroleum 
hydrocarbons) to the marine receiving waters of Milne Inlet.  Additionally, vessel movements at the port site 
have the potential to mobilize and redistribute bottom sediments.  The discharge of ballast over a three-
month period each open-water season will alter the temperature and salinity of receiving waters; however, 
these effects will be well within (and less than 1% of) the range of natural variation.   

During Site closure and dismantling, minor disruption will occur and affect marine water and sediment 
quality in a manner similar to (but considerably less than) during construction.  

When considered on their own, the predicted effects of the ERP on Marine water and sediment quality 
during construction, operation and closure are all predicted to be negligible.  There is limited potential 
overlap between the ERP and other projects and undertakings, including the Approved Mary River Iron 
Mine Project. Where that overlap is present, the effect of the ERP in combination with other projects and 
undertakings will continue to be negligible and Not Significant. 

Marine Habitat and Biota 

The ERP will involve minor changes in marine habitat and biota.  During construction of the ore dock, a 
small area of marine habitat will be altered and lost.  Other habitat alterations will occur due to construction 
activities – propeller-generated currents and underwater noise.  

During operation, dust deposition will occur from the transportation, storage and transfer of ore.  Propellor-
generated currents as well as underwater noise from vessels will also continue, along with the discharge of 
ballast water, which can alter temperature and salinity of the water column.  There is also the possibility of 
the introduction of invasive species through ballast water discharges and hull biofouling.  

Similar but reduced effects will result during site closure activities such as ore dock removal.  

When considered on their own, the predicted effects of the ERP on Marine Habitat and Biota water during 
construction, operation and closure are all predicted to be negligible.  There is limited potential overlap 
between the ERP and other projects and undertakings, including the Approved Mary River Iron Mine 
Project.  Where that overlap is present, the effect of the ERP in combination with other projects and 
undertakings will continue to be negligible and Not Significant. 

1.4.4.3 Marine Mammals (No Change) 

1.4.5 Communities (No Change) 

1.4.5.1 Population Demographics – Demographic Stability (No Change) 

1.4.5.2 Population Demographics Assessment (No Change) 

1.4.5.3 Human Health and Well-being (No Change) 

1.4.5.4 Community Infrastructure and Public Services (No Change) 
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1.4.6 Culture, Resources and Land Use (No Change) 

1.5 MONITORING CUMULATIVE EFFECTS (NO CHANGE) 

1.6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS (NO CHANGE) 

1.7 AUTHORS (NO CHANGE) 
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SECTION 2.0 - EFFECTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT ON THE PROJECT (CHANGE) 

2.1 ENGINEERING HAZARD ASSESSMENT (NO CHANGE) 

Environmental hazards that could potentially affect the Project are assessed in FEIS Tables 9-2.1 to 9-2.5 of 
Section 2, Volume 9.  These tables identify the potential engineering hazards that could occur for each 
component of the Project, describe the hazard within the context of the specific project component, describe 
and assess potential consequences of the hazard, assess the risk factor, and describe potential mitigation 
measures.   

Potential hazards associated with the Milne Port and the Tote Road were presented in Tables 9-2.1 and 9-
2.2.  The engineering hazard assessment in the FEIS does not change as a result of the ERP. 

Table 9-2.1 Engineering Hazard Assessment - Milne Port (No Change) 

Table 9-2.2 Engineering Hazard Assessment - Milne Inlet Tote Road (No Change) 

Table 9-2.3 Engineering Hazard Assessment - Mine Site (No Change) 

Table 9-2.4 Engineering Hazard Assessment – Railway (No Change) 

Table 9-2.5 Engineering Hazard Assessment - Steensby Port (No Change) 

2.2 POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON THE PROJECT (NO CHANGE) 

Table 9-2.6 Sea-ice extent (106 km2) in Winter (March) as projected by the five ACIA-designated 
models (International Arctic Science Committee, 2010) (No Change) 

Table 9-2.7 Sea-ice extent (106 km2) in Summer (September) as projected by the five ACIA-
designated models (International Arctic Science Committee, 2010) (No Change) 

Table 9-2.8 Changes in mean annual Northern Hemisphere sea-ice extent between 2000 and 
2100 projected by the five ACIA-designated models (International Arctic Science 
Committee, 2010) (No Change) 

Table 9-2.9 Design Measures for Project Structures used to Account for Climate Change (No 
Change) 

2.3 ERP COMPONENTS (NEW) 

Extreme weather (storms, extreme rainfall or snowfall, extreme low temperatures) and geo-hazards 
(seismicity, ground and slope instabilities) have the potential to affect Project infrastructure and in turn 
represent concerns for human safety and the environment.  Included in the context of extreme weather is 
the potential for global climate change to affect the Project.  

Environmental hazards that could potentially affect the engineering structures are assessed in FEIS Volume 
9, Section 2.  Baffinland has identified the potential engineering hazards that could occur for each Project 
component, described the hazard within the context of the specific Project component, described and 
assess potential consequences of the hazard, assessed the risk factor, and described potential mitigation 
measures for each hazard.  



  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  June 2013 
 

 
Volume 9 - Cumulative Effects and 17 of 39 
Other Assessments  

At Milne Port there are some low to moderate risks associated with ice-rich permafrost and thaw-sensitive 
soils that could result in failures of structures, creep settlement, or movement of foundations for heavy 
structures.  Permafrost protection measures will be used to mitigate these risks. 

Along the Tote Road there are risks associated with ice-rich permafrost and thaw-sensitive soils that could 
result in creep settlement in high embankment, thermokarst development along the route or in borrow areas, 
and some general road embankment instability.  While proposed construction is limited to addressing 
problem areas (realignments and stream crossings) and general road maintenance, these risks will 
generally be mitigated through proper design and construction in an effort to protect and maintain the 
thermal conditions along the road.  Maintenance is required at some locations due to thermal degradation of 
the underlying foundations.  Another more significant risk is related to the hydrology and the fact that high 
runoff events can lead to flows beyond the capacity of the hydraulic structures established along the road 
alignment.  This risk is further increased by the spring icing of culverts, further reducing capacity and leading 
to potential overtopping and wash-outs, causing increased erosion and high sediment loadings to the 
downstream environment.  

The highest risks at the Mine Site are related to ice-rich and thaw-sensitive soils associated with the waste 
rock stockpile and open-pit overburden cut slopes.  The high ice contents anticipated below the waste rock 
stockpiles are expected to lead to significant creep settlement of the stockpiles once they are fully loaded.  
The stockpiles could experience instability and other settlement issues associated with changes to the 
thermal regime in the area resulting from improper permafrost protection measures and stockpile 
construction scheduling.  A thermal barrier will be required at the base of each stockpile as well, to protect 
the exposed overburden cut slopes above the open pit to preventing thaw and instabilities above the pit.  
For ice-rich areas near other Mine Site infrastructure, the majority of the structures locations have been 
either optimized to avoid problem areas or founded on competent bedrock.  In areas where this optimization 
is not possible, adequate permafrost protection measures will be implemented. 

Based on accepted climate change models, it is generally believed that global warming will have little impact 
on the very cold and deep permafrost conditions at the Project Site and associated infrastructure locations 
over the currently planned life of the Project.  Although it is projected that the Mary River Project will remain 
within the zone of continuous permafrost, it is predicted that the active layer thickness could increase by 
50% (Arctic Council and the International Arctic Science Committee, 2005).  Other potential impacts include 
changes to drainage pattern resulting from subsidence and thermokarst formation, increased sediment 
loadings, and mass wasting on sensitive slopes.  Based on investigations, the location of infrastructure has 
been optimized in an attempt to avoid potential problem areas to the maximum extent possible.  
Additionally, areas where problems cannot be avoided will be constructed with conservatively designed 
permafrost protection measures and thermal barriers.  Thus, the project is not sensitive to changes in 
climate-related parameters. 

Table 9-2.9 provides design measures that may be implemented to protect project structures from the 
impacts of construction, operations and potential changes to the climate.  In general, conservative 
assumptions are used as the way to address potential effects of climate change. 
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Table 9-2.9 Design Measures for Project Structures used to Account for Climate Change 
(Change) 

Project Structure Design Measures used to Account for Climate Change 

Milne Inlet Tote Road  
No specific measures were taken into account for climate change beyond 
those for construction on permafrost 

Milne Inlet Tote Road - Water 
Crossings  

Large and X-large is a 25-year storm.  All others at small or medium 
crossings are 10-year storm events 

Port Facilities Docks can account for the fluctuation in sea levels due to climate change 

Waste Rock Stockpile 
Potentially-acid generating (PAG) rock will be buried sufficiently deep within 
the pile to account for increase in active layer thickness 

Airstrips and Access Roads 
Thermal barrier (non-frost/thaw-sensitive fill) thickness increased to account for 
increases active layer depth 

Building foundations 
Adfreeze pile calculations to account for slightly warmer permafrost and deeper 
active layer.  Thermal barriers and foundation pads thicker. 

 
2.4 AUTHORS (NO CHANGE) 
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SECTION 3.0 - ACCIDENTS AND MALFUNCTIONS (CHANGE) 

A detailed assessment of major accidents and malfunction scenarios was presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, Volume 9, Section 3.   

Baffinland has an obligation to identify any foreseeable hazards that may arise from the Mary River Project 
and to assess the risk of harm arising from the identified hazards.  The reasons for this process: 

• Out of concern for the health and safety of employees, contractors and visitors; 
• Out of concerns for environmental protection; 
• It makes good business sense and is cost-effective; and 
• So that Baffinland’s duty of care for its employees and contractors can be undertaken, and so that 

health, safety and environmental legal requirements can be met. 

Knowledge of hazards and evaluation of associated risks are necessary requirements for establishing 
health, safety and environmental objectives and targets, and for setting priorities to control the identified 
risks to employees and others on an ongoing basis.  Hazard identification, risk assessment and control 
constitute an on-going process undertaken periodically throughout the Project life cycle.  Baffinland’s 
guideline for hazard and risk assessment is presented in FEIS Volume 10, Appendix 10A-2.  This rigorous 
approach to hazard identification and risk assessment leads to the development and implementation of 
mitigation actions and procedures and the development of management plans that ensure on-going control 
of such risks. 

Despite this on-going effort, major accidents and malfunctions can occur due to natural events, breakdown 
of mitigation measures, or human error.  Although the likelihood or probability of occurrence of such events 
is low, accidental events could have severe environmental, health or safety repercussions. 

3.1 IDENTIFICATION OF RISKS AND METHODOLOGY (NO CHANGE) 

A list of potential malfunctions or accidents was developed from the following primary sources: 

• Public concerns: expressed by local communities and other members of the public; 

• Project personnel: all Project risks, including environment-related risks were developed and 
assessed as part of Project risk assessment exercises; 

• Comparative projects: review of readily available Environmental Assessments issued recently for 
other large scale mineral Projects; and 

• Experience of personnel with other Projects. 

Only credible malfunctions and reasonably probable accidents have been assessed.  The severity of 
consequences is provided in Table 9-3.1 and the likelihood of occurrence is defined in Table 9-3.2.  The 
level of risk is thus defined by consideration of the severity of the consequences and the likelihood of 
occurrence.  The risk matrix used to define the risk associated with the potential accidents and malfunctions 
is presented in Table 9-3.3. 

Despite the fact that all foreseeable precaution measures have been implemented to prevent malfunctions 
and accidents, the consequences of their occurrences can entail the loss of human life or severe 
environmental damage.  Table 9-3.4 presents a list of credible potential accident and malfunction scenarios 
for the Mary River Project.  Risks were assessed based on operational controls implemented on the basis of 
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best management practices (BMPs) as outlined in Baffinland’s EHS Management System (FEIS Volume 10, 
and Appendix 10A-2 for Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment Procedure) and the application of the 
various management plans provided as appendices in FEIS Volume 10.  The detailed discussions related to 
these major accident and malfunction events is presented in FEIS Volume 9, Section 3.0. Tables 9-3.1 to 9-
3.4 of the FEIS are reproduced below for information purposes. 

Table 9-3.1 Consequence Severity (No Change) 

Consequence Definition 
Critical  Major uncontrolled event or inefficiency with uncertain and perhaps prohibitively costly 

remediation. 
Health and Safety: Fatality. 
Production: More than six month production loss or expenditure. 
Cost: >$500,000,000 damage or additional costs. 
Environmental Impact/Compliance: Very serious environmental impacts with impairment on 
landscape/ marinescape ecology.  Long-term, widespread effects on significant environment. 
Corporate Image or Utility: Corporate image tarnished internationally. 
Community Affairs: Non-compliance with existing community agreement.  Extreme and 
widespread community concerns with international exposure/influence. 

Major Significant event or inefficiency that can be addressed but with great effort.  
Health and Safety: Lost-time injury(s) potentially resulting in permanent disability.  
Production: Three to six months production or expenditure.  
Cost: $100,000,000 to $500,000,000.  
Environmental Impact/Compliance: Serious environmental impacts with impairment on 
ecosystems.  Relatively widespread long-term effects.  Regulatory approval withdrawn for a 
few months.  
Corporate Image or Utility: Corporate image tarnished in North America.  
Community Affairs: High local community concerns with national exposure/influence  

Moderate Moderate event or inefficiency that might need physical attention and certainly engineering 
review. 
Health and Safety: Lost-time injury (no permanent disability). 
Production: One to three production loss or expenditure. 
Cost: $1,000,000 to $100,000,000 damage or additional costs. 
Environmental Impact/Compliance: Some impairment on ecosystem function.  Displacement 
of species.  Moderate short-term widespread effects.  Regulatory orders with significant cost 
implications. 
Corporate Image or Utility: Corporate image tarnished in region. 
Community Affairs: Moderate local community concern with potential permanent damage to 
relations. 

Minor  Minor incident or inefficiency that might require engineering review and is easily and 
predictably remediated. 
Health and Safety: Injury (no lost time). 
Production: Less than one month production loss or expenditure. 
Cost: $100,000 to $1,000,000 damage or additional costs. 
Environmental Impact/Compliance: Minor effects on biological or physical environment.  
Minor short-term damage to small areas. 
Corporate Image or Utility: Corporate image not affected, written complaint or concern dealt 
with internally. 
Community Affairs: Minimal local community concern with no lasting damage to relations. 

Insignificant  Minor incident or inefficiency of little or no consequence. 
Health and Safety: No injury or lost time. 
Production: One to two weeks production loss or expenditure. 
Cost: <$100,000 damage or additional costs. 
Environmental Impact/Compliance: No lasting impacts.  Low-level effects on biological or 
physical environment.  Limited damage to minimal area of low significance. 
Corporate Image or Utility: Corporate image not affected or verbal complaint dealt with 
internally. 
Community Affairs: No community concern 
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Table 9-3.2 Likelihood of Accidents and Malfunctions (No Change) 

Likelihood Description in Context of Full Operating Life 
of the Facility Frequency 

Almost Certain Consequence expected to occur in most 
circumstances 

High frequency of occurrence - occurs more 
than once per year 

Likely Consequence will probably occur in most 
circumstances 

Event does occur, has a history, occurs 
once every 1 to 10 years 

Possible Consequence could occur at some time Occurs once every 10 to 100 years 

Unlikely Consequence may occur at some time Occurs once every 100 to 1000 years 

Rare Consequence may occur at some time Occurs once every 1,000 to 10,000 years 

NOTE(S): 
1. REFER TO APPENDIX 10A-2 STANDARD FOR HAZARD IDENTIFICATION AND RISK ASSESSMENT. 

 

Table 9-3.3 Risk Matrix (No Change) 

 Likelihood 
Consequence Rare Unlikely Possible Likely Almost Certain 

Critical Moderate Moderate High Extreme Extreme 
Major Low Moderate Moderate High Extreme 

Moderate Low Moderate Moderate Moderate High 
Minor Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Insignificant Very Low Very Low Low Low Moderate 

 
Table 9-3.4 Major Accidents and Malfunctions Risk Summary (No Change) 

Project Sector Issue of Concern Consequence Likelihood Risk Rating 

Mine Site 

Open pit and waste rock stockpile 
– slope failure causing production 
delay or human injury 

Minor Unlikely Low 

Explosive accidents (accidental 
detonation of explosives) causing 
human injury or fatality 

Major to Critical  Rare Low - Moderate 

Hazardous material release 
resulting in contamination of 
environment 

Minor Unlikely Low 

Truck accidents resulting in human 
injuries or fatalities Major to Critical Unlikely Moderate 

Open Pit flooding resulting in a 
production delay Minor Unlikely Low 

Open Pit flooding resulting in a 
human injury Major Unlikely Moderate 

Fire at the camp facilities and 
infrastructure resulting in human 
injuries or fatalities 

Major to Critical Unlikely Moderate 
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Table 9-3.4 Major Accidents and Malfunctions Risk Summary (No Change) (Cont’d) 

Project Sector Issue of Concern Consequence Likelihood Risk Rating 

Mine Site 

Failure of power supply resulting in 
human injuries or fatalities Major to Critical Rare Low - Moderate 

Failure of WWTP resulting in 
environmental contamination Minor Unlikely Low 

Contamination or interruption of 
water supply resulting in effects on 
human health 

Moderate Rare Low 

Tote Road 

Road embankment failure/collapse 
of water crossing resulting in 
environmental degradation 

Insignificant Likely Low 

Hazardous material release 
resulting in environmental 
contamination 

Minor Rare Very Low 

Truck accident resulting in human 
injuries  Moderate Likely Moderate 

Collision with other users resulting 
in human injuries or fatalities Major - Critical Unlikely Moderate 

Weather related strandings 
resulting in human injuries  Major  Possible Moderate 

Collision with wildlife 
Resulting in injury to wildlife 

Minor Unlikely Low 

Railway 

Road embankment failure/collapse 
of water crossing resulting in 
environmental degradation 

Insignificant Possible Low 

Derailment resulting in human 
injuries or fatality Major - Critical Rare Low - Moderate 

Tunnel collapse resulting in human 
injuries or fatality Major - Critical Rare Low - Moderate 

Weather related strandings 
resulting in human injuries or 
fatality 

Major - Critical Rare Low - Moderate 

Hazardous material release 
resulting in contamination of the 
environment 

Minor Rare Very Low 

Collision with human resulting in 
human injury  Major Rare Low 

Collision with wildlife 
Resulting in harm to wildlife 

Minor Unlikely Low 

Milne Port and  
Steensby Port 

Diesel spill – ship to shore transfer 
resulting in contamination of the 
marine environment 

Minor Unlikely Low 
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Table 9-3.4 Major Accidents and Malfunctions Risk Summary (No Change) (Cont’d) 
Project Sector Issue of Concern Consequence Likelihood Risk Rating 

Milne Port and  
Steensby Port 

Fire at the camp facilities and 
infrastructure resulting in human  
injuries or fatalities 

Major - Critical Unlikely Moderate 

Failure of power supply resulting in 
human injuries or fatalities Major - Critical Rare Moderate 

Failure of WWTP resulting in harm 
to human health or the 
environment 

Minor Unlikely Low 

Contamination or interruption of 
water supply resulting in an effect 
on human health 

Minor Possible Low 

Congestion at Port resulting in 
damage to vessels, possible spills, 
production delay 

Minor Unlikely Low 

Hazardous material release 
resulting in environmental 
contamination 

Minor Unlikely Low 

Ice accumulation at Port resulting 
in damage to port infrastructure 
and vessels, production delay 

Insignificant  Likely Low 

Introduction of invasive species 
(marine and terrestrial) Minor Likely Low 

Air traffic 
Aircraft or helicopter crash 
resulting in human injuries or 
fatalities 

Major - Critical Rare Low - Moderate 

Shipping 

Collision with marine mammals 
resulting in harm to marine 
mammals 

Minor Rare Very Low 

Engine failure resulting in a delay 
in shipping Insignificant Possible Moderate 

Ship grounding resulting in 
damage to ship or possible harm 
to aquatic life 

Minor Unlikely Low 

Ice/ship interaction resulting in a 
delay or possible damage to 
vessel 

Insignificant Likely Low 

Collision with other vessels 
resulting in damage to ship, 
possible harm to aquatic life 

Moderate Rare Low 

Major diesel spill along the 
shipping route resulting in 
contamination of marine and 
coastal environment along 
shipping route 

Critical Possible High 

NOTE(S): 
 ASSESSMENT IS BASED ON OPERATIONAL CONTROLS IMPLEMENTED ON THE BASIS OF BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AS OUTLINED IN 

BAFFINLAND’S EHS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (REFER TO VOLUME 10, AND APPENDIX 10A-2 FOR HAZARD IDENTIFICATION AND RISK 
ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE). 
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Table 9-3.5 Ratings for Evaluating Significance of Residual Effects of Accidents and 
Malfunctions (No Change) 

3.2 MINE SITE (NO CHANGE) 

3.2.1 Open Pit Slope Failure or Waste Rock Stockpile Slope Failure (No Change) 

3.2.2 Open Pit Flooding (No Change) 

3.2.3 Explosives Accident (No Change) 

3.2.4 Accidental Discharge of Hazardous Materials (No Change) 

3.2.5 Traffic Accident (No Change) 

3.2.6 Fire at the Camp Facilities and Infrastructure (No Change) 

3.2.7 Failure of the Camp Power Supply (No Change) 

3.2.8 Failure of the Wastewater Treatment Plant (No Change) 

3.2.9 Contamination of the Water Supply (No Change) 

3.3 TOTE ROAD (NO CHANGE) 

3.3.1 Traffic Accidents and Release of Hazardous Materials (No Change) 

3.3.2 Collision with Wildlife (No Change) 

3.3.3 Road Embankment Failure and/or Collapse of a Water Crossing (No Change) 

3.3.4 Weather-related Strandings (No Change) 

3.4 RAILWAY OPERATION RELATED ACCIDENTS AND MALFUNCTION (NO CHANGE) 

3.4.1 Train Derailment with Ore Cars or General Non-Hazardous Freight (No Change) 

3.4.2 Train Derailment with Fuel or Other Hazardous Materials (No Change) 

3.4.3 Train Collisions (No Change) 

3.4.4 Injury to Passing Hunters at Steensby Inlet (No Change) 

3.4.5 Collapse of the Railway Tunnel (No Change) 

3.5 MILNE PORT AND STEENSBY PORT (NO CHANGE) 

3.5.1 Ship-to-shore Fuel Transfer (No Change) 

3.5.2 Fuel Spill from Over Wintering Fuel Barge/Vessel (No Change) 

3.5.3 Ice Accumulation at the Port (No Change) 

3.5.4 Congestion at the Port (No Change) 

3.5.5 Introduction of Invasive Marine Species (No Change) 

3.5.6 Introduction of Terrestrial Invasive Species (No Change) 

3.6 SHIPPING RELATED ACCIDENTS AND MALFUNCTIONS (NO CHANGE) 

3.6.1 Collision with Marine Mammals (No Change) 
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3.6.2 Ship Engine Failure at Sea (No Change) 

3.6.3 Cargo Ship or Ore Carriers Grounding without Fuel Spill (No Change) 

3.6.4 Fuel Tanker Grounding or Collision Causing Fuel Spill (No Change) 

3.6.5 Ice / Ship Interaction (No Change) 

3.6.6 Collision with Other Vessels (No Change) 

3.7 AIR TRAFFIC (NO CHANGE) 

3.8 MAJOR DIESEL SPILL AT PORT OR ALONG THE SHIPPING ROUTE (NO CHANGE) 

3.8.1 Worst-Case Scenario (No Change) 

Table 9-3.6 Relative Risk Value of a “Worst-case Spill Scenario” per Vessel Type (No Change) 

3.8.2 Spill Modelling (No Change) 

3.8.3 Fate of Diesel Fuel – Natural Weathering Processes (No Change) 

3.8.4 Mitigation Measures (No Change) 

3.8.5 Recovery Methods for Spills (No Change) 

3.8.6 Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) Response in the Arctic Region (No Change) 

3.8.6.1 CCG Expectations of Oil Handling Facilities (OHF) for Response (No Change) 

Table 9-3.7 Canadian Coast Guard Arctic Community Pack Locations (No Change) 

3.8.6.2 Recent Enhancements to the CCG Response Capability in the Arctic Region (No Change) 

3.8.6.3 Interaction of CCG with Industry and Potential Polluters (No Change) 

3.8.7 Potential Effects of a “Worst-Case” Spill Scenario (No Change) 

3.8.7.1 Impact on Seabirds (No Change) 

3.8.7.2 Impact on Marine Mammals (No Change) 

3.8.8 Large Spill Modeling - Establishing the Size and Trajectory of the Spill (No Change) 

3.8.9 Spill Modelling at Milne Port (Appendix 9A) (No Change) 

3.8.10 Spill Modelling at Steensby Port (Appendix 9B) (No Change)  

3.8.11 Generic Spill Scenario along the Shipping route (Appendix 9C) (No Change) 
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3.9 DISCUSSION RELATED TO EARLY REVENUE PROJECT (NEW) 

Additional accidents and malfunctions scenarios associated with the ERP activities/infrastructure are 
related to: 

1. Increased Tote Road traffic (ore truck fleet). 

Accidents and malfunctions have already been identified and assessed as part of the approved Project.  
The increased frequency of the vehicle traffic along the Tote Road does not change the conclusions of 
the assessment presented in Table 1-7.4. 

2. Ore carrier movements in and out of Milne Port and Milne Inlet. 
 

Approximately 55 vessels will sail in and out of Milne Inlet during the open-water season.  Types of 
accidents and malfunctions that could occur are listed in Table 9-3.4 and were discussed in section 3.5, 
Volume 9 of the FEIS.  The added shipping traffic related to the ore carriers does not change the 
conclusions of the assessment presented in Volume 9, Section 3.9 of the FEIS. 

In terms of fuel delivery and fuel tanker traffic in and out of Milne Inlet, the potential accidents and 
malfunctions, including fuel spills, were discussed at length in FEIS Volume 9, Sections 3.8 and are 
summarized in Section 7.2 below.   

3.9.1 Emergency Response Plan (Change) 

The number of hazardous substances transported, stored and used on the sites is limited.  Bulk 
hazardous material consists of:  

• Arctic grade diesel fuel and aviation fuel (Jet A)  

o Transported by tankers during open-water season to Milne Port;  
o Stored in tank farms at Milne Port;  
o Transported by truck from Milne Port to the Mine Site during the construction and operations 

phases;  
• Ammonium nitrate for the manufacture of explosives  

o Received in one tonne tote bags placed within Seacan containers at Milne Port;  

o Transported by flatbed truck to the Mine Site storage area or the emulsion facility for the 
preparation of emulsion; and 

o Ammonium nitrate and diesel fuel are used to prepare an emulsion used for blasting at 
quarries and the Mine.  This emulsion is transported by specialized equipment.  

In terms of storage of fuel, all tank farms (Milne, Mine Site and Steensby) will be constructed in 
accordance with applicable codes and regulatory requirements.  All fuel tanks will be installed within 
impermeable secondary containments.  Detailed designs of these containments are presented in FEIS 
Volume 3, Appendix 3B, Attachment 5, and are approved under Baffinland’s Type A Water Licence. 

All other hazardous substances are limited in quantities and are stored in barrels/drums or specialty 
containers transported within the confine of Seacan containers.  Such hazardous substances include:  

• Lubricating oils and greases for use in the maintenance facilities;  
• Minor amounts of paints and solvent used for cleaning in maintenance facilities;  
• Acetylene (in bottles) used for cutting/welding;  
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• Cleaners, soaps and solvents; and 
• Reagents for laboratory, water and sewage treatment facilities.  

These materials are stored in accordance with MSDS instruction in warehouses or at the maintenance 
facilities (either at Steensby or the Mine Site).  Hazardous waste generated by the use of these chemicals 
is contained within maintenance facilities (or place of use), collected and packaged in appropriate 
containers, and stored in a designated Hazardous Waste Storage Area (as outlined in the Waste 
Management Plan) until they are shipped offsite for treatment at an approved Hazardous Waste 
Treatment Facility in accordance with Transport Canada regulations and the Basel Convention on the 
handling/transportation and disposal of hazardous material.  For a more detailed description of the 
hazardous chemical and hazardous waste storage facility, see FEIS Volume 3, Appendix 3B, 
Attachment 5.  Storage facilities and management plans associated with the handling and storage of 
hazardous substances were included in the Type A Water Licence for approval by the Nunavut Water 
Board (NWB). 

The Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan identifies the resources available (human and 
equipment) for response to spills and uncontrolled releases.  Given the context described above, for the 
Mary River Project, it is evident that the transportation, handling and storage of diesel fuel and Jet A fuel, 
and the transportation, handling and storage of ammonium nitrate are the likely source of large 
uncontrolled releases of hazardous substance.  Therefore, Baffinland’s Emergency Response and Spill 
Contingency Plan focuses mainly on fuel and ammonium nitrate spills.  

It should be noted that ammonium nitrate does not pose a risk of explosion.  When ammonium nitrate is 
mixed with diesel fuel, it produces an emulsion used in explosives.  Production occurs in a controlled 
environment at the emulsion production facility.  The emulsion is then transported by specialized vehicles 
to the end use at the quarry sites or mine site.  The use, storage and handling of explosives are strictly 
regulated, and Baffinland will retain a qualified licensed contractor.  A detailed explosives management 
plan is presented in FEIS Volume 3, Appendix 3B, Attachment 8, which was included in the Type A Water 
Licence for approval by the NWB. 

With respect to fuel, the Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan presented in FEIS Volume 3, 
Appendix 3B, Attachment 5, has been updated to reflect the level of activities for the 2013 work plan and 
was included in the Type A Licence.  The Plan addresses all credible spill scenarios.  The 2013 Milne 
Port OPEP has been reviewed by Transport Canada and must be reviewed annually.  The OPEP 
addresses possible/credible fuel spill scenario for ship to shore transfer of fuel and fuel storage at the Port 
facilities.   

Baffinland’s overall Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan also addressed fuel spills that 
could occur during transport by tanker truck.   

3.9.1.1 Preparedness and Spill Response (Change) 

As explained during the NIRB final hearings for the Project Certificate (July 2012), Baffinland’s approach 
to Preparedness and Emergency Response consist of: 

1. Compliance with regulatory requirement, 
2. Prevention during planning and design, 
3. Implementation of effective management plans, and  
4. Maintaining a well trained Emergency Response Team on site at all time. 
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In terms of ensuring compliance with all regulatory requirements, Baffinland has formed a number of work 
groups with regulators to ensure that the intent of the shipping regulations are well understood and 
effectively implemented.  For example: 

• Work Group for preparedness and Emergency Response – includes representatives of TC, CCG, 
QIA, GN, EC and DFO, and 

• Work Group on Security – includes representatives of TC, GN, Department of Justice, RCMP. 

The focus of Baffinland’s effort is on prevention of unplanned events and accidents.  This begins with the 
undertaking of comprehensive risk assessment at each critical phase of the project (hazard and 
operability studies) and ensuring the reliability and safety of the installations and equipment.  Another 
important component is the selection of suppliers and operators with Arctic experience and expertise.  

The third aspect of Baffinland’s approach preparedness and prevention is the implementation of effective 
management plans.  The Company’s Environmental, Health & Safety Management framework, presented 
in Volume 10 of the FEIS, is based on the concepts of adaptive management and continuous 
improvement. Management plans evolve over time.  The experience acquired over time is used to inform, 
improve and adapt the management plan. 

With respect to accidents and malfunctions related to the ERP, three management plans deal with 
shipping activities: 

• Overall Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan; 
• The Milne Port Oil Pollution Emergency Plan (OPEP) which is specific to the Oil Handling 

Facilities (Appendix 10C-2 for Milne Port and Appendix 10C-3 for Steensby Port); and 
• Ship Oil Pollution Emergency Plan which is mandatory for every vessel sailing in Canadian 

waters.   
Management plans must be reviewed and approved by the regulators annually.  The emergency 
response plans take into consideration the environmental sensitivities of the areas as identified during risk 
assessment workshops. 

It is important to note that Baffinland has involved and will continue to involve external expertise to assist 
in the development of the emergency response plans and to assist or provide training of its Emergency 
Response Team, and the work group on Preparedness and Emergency Response will continue to 
provide valuable feedback. 

The fourth aspect of Baffinland’s approach focuses on the effectiveness of the ERT.  All team members 
undergo formal safety and emergency training.  Baffinland will maintain a well trained dedicated ERT on 
site at all times.  Training will be specific to accidents and emergencies and will focus on identification of 
emergencies and acceptable/appropriate response actions and techniques.  ERT training includes 
classroom and practical field exercises.  The classroom training covers: 

• The reviews of standard operating procedures,  
• The use of personal protective equipment,  
• Signalling an emergency,  
• The identification of evacuation routes and muster locations, and 
• Reporting and the notification protocol, and other general safety procedures.  
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Baffinland will undertake annual spill exercises to test the readiness of management and responders, and 
to practice and validate the logistics of the deployment of spill gear.  These exercises will ensure that spill 
contingency procedures are effective and up to date.  The Company will retain external expert 
organizations to assist in delivery of training. External organization such as Transport Canada, the 
Canadian Coast Guard, representatives of the Government of Nunavut and of North Baffin Island 
communities will be invited to participate in the training and field exercises.  

3.9.2 Fuel Delivery (Change) 

Fuel will be unloaded by the floating hoses, commonly used in the Arctic. The distance between onshore 
fuel storage and the fuel tanker is about 400m.  The shipping contractor will establish appropriate off-
loading procedures based on regulatory requirements in order to prevent or quickly contain any spills or 
releases.  These requirements and procedures are detailed in the Shipboard Oil Pollution Emergency 
Plan (SOPEP), which is a requirement of the Canada Shipping Act. 

As well, Baffinland will have standard operating procedures for the unloading process.  These are 
detailed in the Milne Port OPEP. Transfers of fuel will only occur as weather permits.  

3.9.2.1 Spill Modelling at Milne Port (Change) 

Fuel spill modelling carried out for Milne Port is presented in FEIS Volume 9, Appendix 9A.  Modelling 
was based on spill of Arctic diesel and assumes worst-case scenario (5ML spill) without intervention.  The 
modelling was based on current information and wind data for Milne Inlet and considers the fate and 
persistence of fuel spill on water during open-water season temperatures.  Diesel is volatile; it evaporates 
and disperses in the water column rapidly.  It is expected that up to 90% of the spill will weather within 96 
hours (60% evaporation and 30% dispersal in water column).  

The purpose of modelling is to identify the trajectory of fuel slick on water and in environmentally sensitive 
areas of coastline adjacent to the port; that is a credible worst-case scenario.  Spill modelling for Milne Port 
indicates that  up to 90% of trajectories are expected to reach shoreline in less than four hours.  Hence 
preparedness and rapid deployment of response equipment are essential elements of the spill response 
strategy. 

3.9.3 Large Spill Along Shipping Route (Change) 

Large diesel fuel spills along the Milne Inlet – Eclipse Sound shipping route (FEIS Volume 9, Appendix 9F) 
were modeled to determine the size and direction of a potential diesel slick and to assess potential impacts.   

Baffinland commissioned a study by Coastal & Ocean Resources Inc. on the Coastal Sensitivity of 
Proposed Port and Shipping Routes for the ERP (FEIS Addendum Volume 9, Appendix 9F).  This study 
considers the potential for open water diesel spill associated with fuel shipment to Milne Inlet.  The 
assessment examines potential environmental sensitivity associated with the Milne Inlet – Eclipse Sound 
shipping route. 

Arctic diesel fuel and Jet-A fuel will be delivered to Milne Port in 10-20 ML tankers.  For reasons 
explained in the Milne Port spill modeling report (FEIS Volume 9, Section 3.8.8 and FEIS Appendix 9A), a 
potential worst-case scenario for a spill is approximately 5 ML (10% of the cargo). For the reader’s 
information, the worldwide Oil Tanker Spills Statistics for 2011, prepared by the International Tankers 
Owners Pollution Federation Limited (ITOFP) is presented in FEIS Addendum Appendix 9D.  This report 



  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  June 2013 
 

 
Volume 9 - Cumulative Effects and 30 of 39 
Other Assessments  

confirms that the vast majority of spills occurred at dock while loading or unloading fuel and were 
generally less than 7 tonnes. 

The result of the spill modeling for Milne Port can be used to infer outcome of potential spill scenarios 
along the shipping route.  The Milne spill scenario was modeled in OilMap, a widely used spill-modeling 
program, which assumed spill volumes and release periods, previously measured wind conditions for 
open-water periods and predicted tidal currents to predict possible fuel spill trajectories.  Evaporation of 
the spill, dispersal of fuel into the water column and stranding of fuel along shorelines are the primary 
dissipation processes.  A diesel slick is tracked as part of the modeling process.  Plots of individual model 
runs provide a spatial picture on the extent of the spill at any one time. The spill is modeled over a wide 
variety of measured wind conditions to build a stochastic picture of spill probability around the site.  The 
spill probability envelopes indicate the potential of spills to reach a certain point. The modeling results are 
developed for a specific site and rely on appropriate wind data and tidal current data for that site.  Thus 
the predictions and results are specific to a site. 

Diesel is a relatively volatile fuel and weathering is relatively rapid.  The overall extent of a spill in open 
water is limited by nearby shoreline and drift from the spill site.  The above assumptions can thus be used 
to develop a generic worst-case spill description based on site-specific modeling. 

3.9.3.1 Diesel Spill Along the Northern Shipping Route (Change) 

The northern shipping route enters eastern Eclipse Sound from Baffin Bay and turns southwards into 
Milne Inlet, at the western end of Eclipse Sound.  The proposed unloading port is at the head of southern 
terminus of Milne Inlet.  The shipping route passes within the 15 km of Pond Inlet.  Approximately 600 km 
of Milne Inlet-Eclipse Sound-Pond Inlet shoreline lie within the area of concern (i.e., the 15 km swath 
each side of the proposed shipping route). 

Concentrations of narwhal occur in Milne Inlet during open-water season.  Although the sensitivity of 
narwhal to spills is unknown, the large aggregation of animals in a small area could result in a significant 
exposure to a worst-case, open-water diesel spill. 

There are large aggregations of marine birds along the proposed shipping route, particularly near the 
eastern mouth of Pond Inlet.  Some estimates suggest that as much as 1% of some bird populations 
could be represented within a single aggregation (Mallory and Fontaine, 2004).  These aggregations 
represent a significant concern for a worst-case, open-water spill. 

3.9.3.2 Effects Assessment of a Major Diesel Spill Along the Shipping Route (Change) 

In the unlikely event that a major diesel fuel spill would occur along the shipping route, it would have a 
significant environmental effect.  However, refuelling of fuel depots is a well mastered routine activity in 
Arctic communities.  Furthermore, Baffinland will receive fuel during the open-water season.  A recent 
study published by the National Energy Board looked at the effectiveness of oil spill recovery techniques 
for the Beaufort Sea and the Davis Strait under a range of weather conditions.  The study looks at the 
time of the year when three types of response measures are effective for spill recovery on the basis of 
wind conditions, wave conditions, and visibility.  The response measures investigated are in-situ burning, 
containment and recovery, and use of dispersant. 

The study concludes that for the central Davis Strait, the months of June, July, August and September, at 
least one method of response intervention is applicable 100%, 100%, 99% and 95% of the time 
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respectively (on the basis of wind and wave data).  The effectiveness of recovery methods can drop to 
the low 80% by November.  In terms of fuel delivery for the ERP, this study confirms that the known 
response measures for dealing with spills would be effective. 

3.9.4 Possible Significant Effects (Change) 

Safety is of paramount importance, and human injury (occupational or to bystanders) is a serious 
occurrence.  Human fatality is considered a significant event.  Therefore, it is recognized that a human 
fatality resulting from an accident or malfunction, while considered an unlikely event, is significant and 
adverse.   

A second potential significant effect identified is that of the unlikely potential for a large fuel spill to occur 
along the shipping route.  Depending upon location and other factors such as weather, a diesel spill by a 
tanker in the open water could result in a moderate magnitude effect to most marine environmental 
components and a high magnitude effect to seabirds.  A large spill, depending upon the location and 
sensitivity of the area, could have a large extent (Level II or possibly Level III) and effects are potentially 
permanent (Level III duration) and only partially reversible (Level II reversibility). 

3.9.4.1 Response For Fuel Spill along Shipping Route (Change) 

Response at sea requires specialized skills and training.  Baffinland’s emergency response team (ERT) is 
present at Milne Port and ready to respond to spill. Responders, work boats and other response 
equipment are on stand-by during fuel transfers.  The ERT will implement the spill contingency plan 
should a spill occur within reasonable reach of Milne Port.  It is expected that, for spills occurring during 
ship-to-shore transfer or at close range to the Port, the ERT will be on scene well within an hour and 
response equipment located at Milne Port could be rapidly deployed, since all equipment and resources 
are strategically placed near the beach front.  This equipment includes workboats, containment booms, 
skimmers/pumps, barge, and recovery equipment.  In the event of a spill, on-water recovery will be 
initiated immediately upon containment of free-floating product.  

Accidents and malfunctions along the shipping route that could result in a fuel spill were assessed in 
Volume 9, Sections 3.6 of the FEIS.  The worldwide Oil Tanker Spills Statistics for 2011, prepared by the 
International Tankers Owners Pollution Federation Limited (ITOFP) is presented in FEIS Addendum 
Appendix 9D.  This report confirms that the vast majority of spills occurred while loading or unloading fuel 
and are generally less than 7 tonnes. Furthermore, Canadian regulations required that fuel tankers 
navigating in Arctic waters be double-hull vessels.  Figure 9-3.1 presents the typical configuration of a 
double-hull full tanker. 

The likely scenarios considered that could lead to a spill event are: 

• Ship engine failure at sea (possible; moderate risk) – many ships have dual engines; 
• Ship grounding (unlikely, low risk) – bathymetry along shipping corridor is known; and 
• Collision with other vessels (rare, low risk) – radar very low incidence of collision. 

For a fuel spill to occur, accidents must lead to a breach of the ship’s hull.  Because of the tanker ship 
double-hull design, systems redundancy, and the focus on prevention of accidents and malfunctions, the 
recorded frequency of such accidents and malfunctions is very low.  In support of this statement, 
Baffinland points to the millions of tonnes of fuel cargo transiting in the St. Lawrence River annually, as 
well as the large tanker traffic off the coast of Norway, where no major fuel spills have occurred. 
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Despite the all efforts place on prevention, however, the remote possibility of a spill along the shipping 
route remains a concern.  This was assessed in FEIS Volume 9, section 3.8.  The FEIS concluded that 
the risk of a spill event along the shipping route is low. 

Subsequent to the FEIS, Baffinland held a risk assessment workshop on June 18, 2012, with the 
objective of identifying possible shipping related hazards and risks along the shipping route. This 
workshop was attended by representatives of TC, CCG, QIA, DFO and EC as well as representatives of 
two shipping companies - Fednav and PetroNav.  Their conclusion supported the FEIS conclusion: that 
“the risk of a spill along the shipping route is unlikely with the prevention measures in place and the strict 
adherence to the “rules of the road” for shipping.  Minutes are presented in FEIS Addendum Volume 9, 
Appendix 9E. 

The key spill prevention measures identified during this workshop are as follows:  
• Ship Master’s responsibility is to navigate with caution.  He is ultimately responsible for the safety 

of his crew and of the ship; 
• Transport Canada requires any tanker built after 1993 to be double-hulled to operate in Canadian 

waters; 
• Vessels have anti-collision devices with alarms and radar to ensure that collisions are avoided; 
• Vessels are equipped with several dual/redundant backup systems such as twin engines and 

radar, and have redundancy for navigational systems and communication systems; and 
• Shipping route bathymetry is known. 

As stated by the Canadian Coast Guards and Transport Canada, the “Rules of the Road” for shipping 
are: 

1. Shipping operators must abide by the established regulatory framework; 
2. Ships must sail within the established shipping corridor; and 
3. Ships must have a Shipboard Oil Emergency Response Plan (SOPEP). 

Additional prevention measures adopted by Baffinland include: 
• The environmentally sensitive areas along shipping route have been identified.  This information 

is presented in Appendix 9F (Milne Inlet Coastal Sensitivity Report); 
• Shipment of bulk fuel during the open-water season; and 
• Selection of suppliers with Arctic expertise and experience in delivery of fuel. 

For response along the shipping route, as required by regulation, Baffinland must have the capabilities to 
escalate its response to cope with a 10,000 tonne fuel spill.  Discussions are underway with a third party 
response organization (RO) to develop strategy on how to escalate response capabilities for a spill of up 
to 10,000 tonnes.  This RO will provide expertise for emergency response training and assistance for 
emergency response along shipping route and will have capabilities to bring in expertise for cleanup of 
wildlife if required. 
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Figure 9-3.1 Typical Double-hull Fuel Tanker (courtesy of PetroNav) (New) 
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3.9.4.2 Effects Assessment of a Spill Along Shipping Route (Change) 

The assessment is based on what could be considered worst-case scenario for a spill event from a 
50,000 capacity fuel tanker sailing in the Canadian Arctic.  The spill modelling assumes no containment 
or response action for this spill.  

The assessment considers fate and persistence of diesel fuel. In open water, due to weathering, over 
90% of the fuel is likely to weather within 96 hour, that is, approximately 60% of the 5,000 tonnes spill 
would evaporate and another 30% would disperse in the water column.  In a worse case, persistence of 
the slick would be one to two weeks.  It is highly probable that 98% of the trajectories of the slick will be 
largely confined to a 15 km swath on each side of the spill location.  Shoreline outside the swath is 
unlikely to be impacted. 

Shoreline characterisation and sensitivity along the shipping route undertaken by Coastal and Ocean 
Resources Inc. is presented in FEIS Addendum Appendix 9F.  This work will enable Baffinland to adapt 
emergency response strategies for the appropriate ecological sensitivities of the shoreline potentially 
affected by the spill.  

Although the risk of occurrence is low, Baffinland acknowledges that the environmental consequences of 
a diesel spill along the shipping route could be severe, and therefore considers the potential effects of 
such a spill as significant. 

In conclusion:  

1. The risk of a spill along the shipping route is low or unlikely because of the prevention measures 
incorporated into the Project. 

2. If there is an accident or malfunction associated with vessels along the shipping route, Baffinland 
will be prepared to intervene effectively and rapidly. 

3. The risk of Transboundary effect associated with a fuel spill is considered very unlikely (very low 
risk) because the shipping route is entirely within Nunavut territory. 

 
3.10 RESIDUAL EFFECTS SUMMARY (NO CHANGE) 

Table 9-3.9 Significance of Residual Effects from Accidents and Malfunctions (No Change) 

3.11 AUTHORS (NO CHANGE) 
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SECTION 4.0 - TRANSBOUNDARY EFFECTS ASSESSMENT (CHANGE) 

4.1 INTRODUCTION (NO CHANGE) 

4.2 BOUNDARIES (NO CHANGE) 

4.3 RELEVANT INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS (NO CHANGE) 

4.3.1 Arctic Environment Protection Strategy – 1991 (No Change) 

4.3.2 Polar Bear Conservation (No Change) 

4.3.3 Exchange of Information Related to Energy Project - Canada-Greenland Collaboration (No 
Change) 

4.3.4 Collaboration on Oil Spill Preparedness and Spill Response (No Change) 

4.3.5 Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on the Conservation and Management of Narwhal and 
Beluga (No Change) 

Table 9-4.1 Summary of Project Transboundary Effects Assessment – VSECs (No Change) 

Table 9-4.2 Summary of Project Transboundary Effects Assessment – VECs (No Change) 

4.4 DEFINITION AND APPROACH (CHANGE) 

A transboundary effect can occur when animals move across jurisdictional boundaries (e.g., caribou and 
birds migrating) or when project activities themselves, or their zone of influence, cross jurisdictional 
boundaries (e.g., transportation and air quality).  The focus of Baffinland’s transboundary effects 
assessment is on the latter, as impacts to migratory VECs occurring within Nunavut are considered and fully 
assessed in both the component specific and cumulative effect assessments.  

In accordance with the definition and guidance provided by NIRB, the transboundary effects assessment for 
the Project identifies if the effects from Project activities occur across provincial, territorial and international 
boundaries.  The Project, including the proposed Canadian shipping route, is located entirely within the NSA 
and therefore only the resulting zone of influence of Project activities could potentially result in 
transboundary effects.  

There are two jurisdictional boundaries that border the Qikiqtaaluk region of Nunavut.  To the south of 
Baffin Island and across Hudson Strait is the Nunavik Inuit Settlement Area, which forms part of northern 
Quebec, and to the east of Baffin Island and across Davis Strait is Greenland.  The Project does not directly 
cross into these jurisdictions. 

The Project activities that could cause transboundary effects are shipping and air emissions.  All other 
activities and VECs are not transboundary concerns because of the geographical location of the Project and 
the limited range of any possible or detectable effects.  Transboundary socio-economic effects are not 
identified as a concern as employees from points of hire outside of Nunavut are accustomed to the wage 
economy. 

The transboundary effect assessment is based on proximity to jurisdictional boundaries and possible long-
range effects of contaminant deposition and shipping activities. 
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4.5 ASSESSMENT (CHANGE) 

4.5.1 Shipping (Change) 

Three types of events could cause transboundary effects resulting from the Approved Project or the ERP 
shipping activity: 

• A fuel spill along the shipping route;  
• Marine mammals; and 
• The introduction of invasive species. 

4.5.1.1 Large Fuel Spill Along the Shipping route (Change) 

Large diesel spill scenarios along the shipping routes were modeled to predict the trajectory of a diesel spill 
and the coastline that could be impacted.  This modeling estimated the marine and coastal areas potentially 
affected by an event and the initial weathering of the diesel.  In most cases, the modeling indicates that the 
worst-case diesel spill of 5 ML is likely to have a relatively short duration, in the order of days to weeks  

In terms of the northern shipping route (Milne – Eclipse Sound – Baffin Bay), the shipping route moves into 
international waters shortly after exiting Eclipse Sound. It is thus unlikely that a diesel spill would reach the 
coast of Greenland, and therefore the ERP does not result in transboundary effects. 

4.5.1.2 Marine Mammals (Change) 

The impact assessment (FEIS Volume 8, Section 5) indicates that the Project will have no significant 
residual effects on the marine mammal population within the Project area or along the shipping routes.  For 
this reason, current marine mammal migration patterns should not be impacted and no transboundary 
effects are anticipated. 

4.5.1.3 Introduction of Invasive Species (Change) 

The introduction of an invasive marine species is a more likely outcome of a transboundary effect.  In this 
scenario, an invasive species would be introduced to the Port areas via ballast water or by adherence to the 
hull. 

To minimize the risk of introduction of such species, ballast water will be exchanged in the mid-North 
Atlantic Ocean, which is part of the same ocean regime as Steensby Port.  Upon arrival at the port, the 
ships will discharge ballast water and take on ore.  During winter the full ballast is required to assist in ice 
breaking, so the entire amount of ballast water (approximately 185,000 m3) will be discharged at the ore 
dock.  During summer the ships may discharge ballast water along the shipping route before arriving at the 
dock, and only a partial load (in the order of 70,000 m3) will be discharged at the dock.  To date, there is no 
compelling evidence to suggest that the release of ballast water in port will adversely affect the marine 
environment.  

With respect to antifouling coating for the ships, the dedicated ore carriers (190,000 DWT) will have no 
antifouling, but if the project is supported by market ships, there may be (regulatory compliant) coatings in 
use.  Smaller ore carriers will be taken from the market and will comply with international regulations 
prevailing at the time.  Under the Canada Shipping Act, the Regulations for the Prevention of Pollution from 
Ships and for Dangerous Chemicals apply to all ships in Canadian waters and to all Canadian ships 
everywhere. 

http://www.tc.gc.ca/acts-regulations/acts/2001c26/menu.htm
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/SOR-2007-86/
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/SOR-2007-86/
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4.5.2 Climate Change/Air Quality (No Change) 

4.5.3 Demographic Change (No Change) 

4.5.4 Air Emissions (New) 

The assessment of effects on air quality is presented in FEIS Volume 5 of the EIS.  The air dispersion 
modeling carried out as part of the impact assessment shows that residual effects will not extend beyond 
3 km from the Project site.  As a result, and given the location of the Project, no transboundary air quality 
effects are possible. The operation of the ERP does not add significantly to dust emissions (refer to FEIS 
Addendum Volume 5). 

In addition to local air quality, the Project will emit greenhouse gases (GHG) into the atmosphere, as diesel 
generators are the only current viable and available source of energy to operate the mine and support 
facilities.  GHG emissions contribute to global warming, which is an issue of global concern that crosses all 
borders and affects all jurisdictions, particularly circumpolar countries.  Baffinland acknowledges that GHG 
emissions are a broad-scale transboundary issue for which there is presently no viable alternative in 
Nunavut.  The operation of the ERP does not add significantly to the amount of greenhouse gases 
generated by the Project (refer to FEIS Addendum Volume 5). 

At the Project level Baffinland will report annually on performance indicators, including energy use and 
GHG emissions management.  The report will show Nunavummiut and other Canadians the Company’s 
current performance and how it can be improved.  Baffinland will also explore ways of conserving energy as 
the Project moves through development, and will adapt accordingly. 
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SECTION 5.0 - NAVIGATION OF WATERWAYS (CHANGE) 

5.1 INTRODUCTION (NO CHANGE) 

5.1.1 Purpose (No Change)  

5.1.2 Relevant Legislation (No Change) 

5.1.3 NWPA Related Consultation (No Change) 

5.2 MILNE PORT (CHANGE) 

5.2.1 Baseline Conditions (No Change) 

5.2.2 Proposed Works (Change) 

The FEIS proposed a freight dock at Milne Port.  The ERP introduces an ore dock.  

At the onset of the Project, much of the construction material and supplies, fuel and mining equipment will 
be received at Milne Port during the open-water season.  Up to 23 resupply vessels will dock at the peak 
during construction.  This will transition into a similar level of ore carrier traffic for the duration of the ERP. 

5.2.3 Potential Effects and Mitigation (Change) 

Collisions at Sea and Increased Navigation Risk (Change) 

Marine shipping required for the Project has the potential to affect other ship activity, use by small watercraft 
along the proposed shipping corridors, or in association with ship operations in and around Milne Port.  The 
potential effects of marine shipping on navigation include: 

• Risk of collision between cargo ships and other commercial marine traffic; and 

• Increased navigation risk to small vessels by having to alter their normal course around the cargo ships, 
or tugs. 

Mitigation of these potential effects is best achieved by adopting best industry practices and ensuring 
compliance with relevant legislation to reduce the risk of collisions.   

The infrastructure required for Milne Port will change the existing coastline with the addition of the ore dock 
and construction/freight dock.  The port docks and land-based infrastructure will make a portion of the beach 
unavailable for beaching small craft in this area, although the two primary use areas (for camping to the east 
of the port and for safe harbour/storage of small craft to the west within the mouth of Phillips Creek) will 
remain available for use.  

Interference with Coastline Navigation (No Change) 

5.3 MILNE INLET TOTE ROAD (NO CHANGE) 

5.3.1 Baseline Conditions (No Change) 

5.3.2 Proposed Works (No Change) 

5.3.3 Potential Effects and Proposed Mitigation (No Change) 

5.4 RAILWAY (NO CHANGE) 
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5.4.1 Baseline Conditions (No Change) 

5.4.2 Proposed Works (No Change) 

5.4.3 Potential Effects and Proposed Mitigation (No Change) 

5.5 STEENSBY PORT (NO CHANGE) 

5.5.1 Baseline Conditions (No Change) 

5.5.2 Proposed Works (No Change) 

5.5.3 Potential Effects and Proposed Mitigation (No Change) 

5.6 POTENTIAL RESIDUAL EFFECTS AND SIGNIFICANCE (NO CHANGE) 

5.7 AUTHORS (NO CHANGE) 

 

SECTION 6.0 - REFERENCES (NO CHANGE) 

 

SECTION 7.0 - DEFINITIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS (NO CHANGE) 

7.1 GLOSSARY (NO CHANGE) 

7.2 ABBREVIATIONS (NO CHANGE) 



 

 

June 12, 2013 
 

Mr. Brian Aglukark 

Nunavut Planning Commission 

P.O. Box 2101 

Cambridge Bay, NU,  X0B 0C0 

Re: Mary River Project – Early Revenue Phase 

Dear Mr. Aglukark: 

Thank you for your letter of April 13, 2013, which summarized the procedure the Nunavut 
Planning Commission (“NPC”) will perform to address the proposed amendment related to 
Project Certificate No. 0005 (and related amendments to federal permits and licences) as 
required by Section 11.5.10 of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (“NLCA”).  We are writing 
to provide NPC with the project proposal and other information requested by the NPC in its April 
13, 2013 letter required, to enable NPC to make any required conformity determinations relating 
to the Early Revenue Phase (“ERP”).   

This letter and its attachments have been organized in a fashion to satisfy the NPC requests in 
their letter dated April 13, 2013 and the requirements of the NLCA. For the reasons set out in 
this letter, we believe that the ERP is in conformity with the North Baffin Regional Land Use 
Plan (“NBRLUP”), and that such works and activities can be treated as not changing the project 
proposal(s) that have already been reviewed for conformity under Section 11.5.10 of the NLCA. 

A. Overview of NPC Request and Information Provided in this Correspondence 

As noted in your letter, the NPC will determine on a timely basis whether the works or activities 
proposed in the application are relevant to the conformity requirements of the North Baffin 
Regional Land Use Plan.   

In order to assist with NPC to complete its review, Baffinland is providing the enclosed “Early 
Revenue Phase Project Proposal for Nunavut Planning Commission Conformity Review” 
(Attachment # 1).  In this letter, we provide reference to applications submitted to date as part of 
the Approved Project (see Part C below).   
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B. Overview of Early Revenue Phase (ERP) 

The essential components of the ERP, those which have not been assessed as part of the 
Approved Project (Project Certificate No. 005), are as follows: 

• Construction and operation of ore handling facilities at Milne Port (stockpile, ship-
loading); 

• Construction of fixed ore loading dock; and, 
• Haulage of ore over the Milne Inlet Tote Road. 

 
C. Authorizations related to the Approved Project (Project Certificate No. 005) 

The following authorizations, licence or permits are associated with the Approved Project:  

• Project Certificate No. 005 – Issued by Nunavut Impact Review Board (see link, 
Attachment #2). 

• Type A Water Licence Application – FEIS, Volume 3, Appendix 3B (see link, Attachment 
#2). 

• Determination of Harmful Alteration, Disruption or Destruction (HADD) of Freshwater 
Fish Habitat – FEIS, Volume 10, Appendix 10D-7A (see link, Attachment #2). 

• Determination of Harmful Alteration, Disruption or Destruction (HADD) of Marine Fish 
Habitat – FEIS, Volume 10, Appendix 10D-7B (see link, Attachment #2). 

• Land Use Permit N207F0004 (Section of Crown Land along Tote Road) – FEIS, Volume 
2, Figure 2-2.1, and Table 2-2.3 (see link, Attachment #2). 

Baffinland has evaluated each of the above documents in relation to the Proposed ERP, and 
concluded as follows: 

• Project Certificate No. 005:  As per our correspondence with NIRB and NPC during 
Spring 2013, Baffinland has identified the requirement to amend Project Certificate No. 
005 before it may proceed with the Proposed ERP.  If NIRB grants the amendment to 
the Project Certificate allowing Baffinland to proceed with the ERP, Baffinland will apply 
for amendments (if required) to the various pending permits, licences and authorizations 
the company expects to receive for the Approved Project. 

• Type A Water Licence Application – Baffinland anticipates that all activities and 
facilities proposed for the ERP will be within the scope of the pending Type A Water 
Licence, as submitted with Appendix 3B of the FEIS.   Although it is currently anticipated 
that amendments to the Type A Water Licence will not be required in order to proceed 
with the ERP, Baffinland will review the Type A Water Licence once it is issued and 
apply for amendments, should such amendments be required.  
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• HADD Authorization for Proposed Ore Dock – In addition to the HADD Authorizations 
already required for the Project, the ERP will require a HADD Authorization for the 
proposed Milne Port Fixed Ore Dock. 

• AANDC Land Use Permit –The existing Land Use Permit (N207F0004) will be renewed 
in July 2013. 

D. Conformity of Early Revenue Plan with North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan 

The scope of the ERP is consistent with two previous conformity determinations for the Mary 
River Project, which we suggest are relevant in NPCs consideration: 

• NIRB File No. 07EN012 – On January 22, 2007, NPC provided Baffinland with a positive 
conformity determination on for its 2007/08 bulk sampling program. This successfully 
completed program involved the following: 

o expansion of exploration phase camp facilities at the mine site 
o the establishment of camp facilities at Milne Port 
o upgrade of the Milne Inlet Tote Road to all-season capability 
o the mining of up to 250,000 tonnes of ore 
o haulage of the ore sample by truck to Milne Port  
o Ore stockpiling and ship loading facilities, and ocean shipment of ore to markets 

 
• NIRB File No. 08MN053 – On April 30, 2008, NPC confirmed a positive conformity 

decision on the Baffinland’s Development Proposal for the Mary River Project. The 
scope of the Project subsequently grew to include a 3 million tonne per year road 
haulage operation in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”), though this 
component of the Project was later withdrawn and was not included in the Final EIS.  

We believe that that the ERP is in conformity with the NBRLUP and that such works and 
activities can be treated as not changing the project proposal(s) that have already been 
reviewed for conformity under Section 11.5.10, for the following reasons: 

• The ERP works and activities are a modification of the works and activities 
outlined in Baffinland’s previous project activities that received positive 
conformity determinations from the NPC; and, 

• The ERP uses the existing Milne Inlet Tote Road, which is recognized as a public 
access easement under Article 21, Part 4 (Section 21.4.1) of the Nunavut Land 
Claim Agreement; and 
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E. Request for NPC Determination 

We request your confirmation that the works and activities proposed under the ERP will be 
treated in accordance with paragraph 2 of your April 13 letter, as not outside of the scope of 
previous conformity determinations under Section 11.5.10 completed for the Mary River Project.  

We look forward to NPC completing its conformity determination.  To that end, we would like to 
request that NPC complete its review and issue its conformity determination to Baffinland and to 
NIRB on or before June 28, 2013, which will support the Nunavut regulatory process and permit 
the required NIRB processes to proceed in a timely manner.  

We would be pleased to provide you with any additional information which you may require in 
reviewing conformity for the ERP, and otherwise to answer any general inquiries you may have 
about the Mary River Project.  Please do not hesitate to contact me directly at 
erik.madsen@baffinland.com or (416) 996-5523. 

Yours truly, 

 

Erik Madsen, Vice President 
Sustainable Development, Health, Safety & Environment 

CC  Ms. Sharon Ehaloak - NPC 

Ms. Navarana Beveridge - QIA 

 Mr. Ryan Barry - NIRB 

Ms. Karen Costello - AANDC 

Mr. Dale Nicholson - DFO 
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SECTION 1.0 - OVERVIEW OF PROJECT PROPOSAL 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

This document provides an overview of the Project Proposal for the proposed Early Revenue Phase (ERP), 
describing Project development phases, time frames, work required and a description of the associated 
infrastructure and activities.  The overview has been prepared for the Nunavut Planning Commission (NPC) 
in order to facilitate the conformity review of the proposed ERP prior to the submission of the Addendum to 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement to the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB).   

The ERP includes certain changes to the Mary River Project as it was originally reviewed by the NIRB.  
Construction of additional facilities required for the ERP will commence once Project Certificate No. 005 is 
amended (expected in Q1 2014) by the NIRB to permit Baffinland to proceed with the project modifications 
included in the ERP.  It is anticipated that construction of the ERP facilities will be completed by the end of 
Q1 2015.  

For the approved Project (Project Certificate No. 005), all material, equipment and supplies required for 
the construction of the Mine Site and the northern portion of the railway will be delivered to Milne Port and 
transported to the Mine Site over the upgraded Tote Road.  Therefore, the development of Milne Port 
(freight dock, laydown areas, expanded camp and sewage treatment facilities, maintenance shops and 
warehouses) and the upgrade of the Tote Road (limited realignment, replacement of culverts, addition of 
bridges) are an integral part of the Approved Project and were included in the scope of the Final 
Environmental Impact Assessment (FEIS) submitted for and approved on December 28, 2012 as Project 
Certificate No. 005.  

The Early Revenue Phase (ERP) introduces the following additional activities that were not assessed in 
the FEIS of the Approved Project: 

1. Mine Site 
a. Loading of ore into trucks; and 
b. Truck fleet (for haulage of ore). 

2. Tote Road 
a. Haulage of ore along the Tote Road. 

3. Milne Port: 
a. Ore stockpiling at Milne Port. 

4. Marine Shipping 
a. Ore carrier loading at Milne Port; 
b. Ore carrier shipping volume and timing. 
 

Permanent Project facilities will be located at the Mary River Mine Site, the Milne Port site and Steensby 
Port.  The Mine Site will be connected to Steensby Port by a railway and to Milne Port by the existing Milne 
Inlet Tote Road (Figure 1-2.1).  Marine access and shipping will occur seasonally through Milne Port and 
Steensby Port during the construction phase and year-round through Steensby Port during operations, but 
only during open water season to Milne Port.   

Based on the iron ore reserves currently defined and under exploration in Deposit No. 1, the Project will 
operate for about 21 years.  The Project Schedule is shown on Figure 1-2.2.  Geological conditions suggest 
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that additional ore may be delineated as exploration continues, potentially extending the life and/or 
increasing the production rate of the Project.  The development of other deposit(s) is conditional on future 
government approvals. 

Site conditions play an important role in the planning and execution of the Project.  The Project area 
experiences cold temperatures in the wintertime and near 24-hour darkness from November to January.  
Summers bring 24-hour daylight from May to August, with continued cool to cold conditions.  Below, for the 
Nunavut Planning Commission’s (NPC) convenience, Key Project Facts are presented in Table 1-2.1, not 
only for the proposed Early Revenue Phase but also for the Approved Mary River Rail Project. This will 
allow the NPC to evaluate the additional components that the ERP introduces in the overall context of the 
approved Project. 
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Table 1-2.1 Key Project Facts (Approved Project and Early Revenue Phase) 

 

Ore Production and Shipment 
Year 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 + 

Project Phase Approved Project Construction Phase     
  Early Revenue Phase 18 Mtpa Production Phase 

Ore Movement 

Mine 
Operation 

Ore Mined - Mt  0.5 Mt 2.7 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 4.8 Mt 20 Mt 21.5 Mt 21.5 Mt 21.5 Mt 
Truck Loading Stockpile at 

Mine  0.2 Mt 0.2 Mt 0.2 Mt 0.2 Mt 0.2 Mt 0.2 Mt     

Run of Mine  - - - - - 0.4 Mt 0.4 Mt 0.4 Mt 0.4 Mt 0.4 Mt 0.4 Mt 
Crushed Ore Stockpile - - - - - - 1.4 Mt 1.4 Mt 1.4 Mt 1.4 Mt 1.4 Mt 

Waste Rock /Overburden  0.03 Mt 0.5 Mt 0.8 Mt 0.85 Mt 0.85 Mt 3.2 Mt 40Mt 54 Mt 54 Mt 60 Mt 

Tote Road 

Ore transported  0.5 Mt 2.0 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 
Truck fleet and size 140 t haul trucks (20 tractors with two 70 tonne trailers) 

Number of ore trucks trip  per 
day (average)  11 43 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 

Average ore truck trip per 
day  22 86 152 152 152 152 152 152 152 152 

Non ore truck vehicle 
traffic/day 30 30 30 30 30 30 20 10 10 10 10 

Milne Port 

Shipping season July 1st to October 1st annually; two tug boats will be chartered for a period of 135 days per year 
Ore carrier type Panamax, Supramax and Post Panamax at 50,000 DWT to 90,000 DWT 

Ore shipped - Mtpa - 0.5 Mt 2.0 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 
Number of sailings  7 30 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 
Ore stockpile - Mt  0.5 Mt 2 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 3.5 Mt 

Railway 

Ore transported - - - - - - 1.3 Mt 16.5 Mt 18 Mt 18 Mt 18 Mt 
Railway trip/day       1 4 4 4 4 

Service road traffic 
vehicle/day - - 30 50 50 50 Service road decommissioned 

Ice Road traffic 
vehicle/day - - 50 Ice road no longer required 

Steensby Port 

Shipping Year around shipping; 4 Ice Management Vessels anchored at Steensby Port to enable winter shipping 
Ore carries type Ten dedicated icebreaker ore carriers - 160,000 DWT to 190,000 DWT 

ore shipped -Mtpa - - - - - - 1.3 Mt 16.5 Mt 18 Mt 18 Mt 18 Mt 
Number of sailings - - - - - - 9 110 120 120 120 
Fine ore Stockpile - - - - - 1.4 Mt 1.4 Mt 1.4 Mt 1.4 Mt 1.4 Mt 1.4 Mt 

Coarse ore stockpile - - - - - 3.2 Mt 3.2 Mt 3.2 Mt 3.2 Mt 3.2 Mt 3.2 Mt 
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 Freight and Fuel Delivery 
Year 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 + 

Project Phase Approved Project Construction Phase     
  Early Revenue Phase 18 Mtpa Production Phase 

Freight Delivery to Site 

Milne Port Vessels 14 10          
Cargo tonnage (t) 200,000  150,000 165,000 95,000 43,000 46,000      

Steensby Port Vessels - - 22 20 7 4 approximately 3 per annum 
Cargo tonnage (t) - - 206,000 150,000 107,000 80,000 approximately 60,000 per annum 

Fuel Consumption – Mtonnes 

Milne Port ERP Construction 12 14.2 2.9         
ERP Operation  1.9 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 

Mine Site ERP Construction 3.5 8.7          
ERP Operation  0.65 14.7 14.7 14.7 14.7 14.7 14.7 14.7 14.7 14.7 

On Site Fuel Storage Capacity 

Milne Port 

Arctic diesel - ML 2 x 5ML 
2 x 12 ML 2 steel tanks at 5 ML plus 3 steel tanks at 12 ML storage capacity 

Jet-A - ML 1 steel tank at 1.5 ML capacity 
Marine diesel Two tanks 100,000L each within tank farm secondary containment 

Isocontainers (other fuel) One double wall isocontainer for gasoline; two isocontainers for propane or other fuel. 

Mine Site 
Arctic diesel - ML 4 x 0.5ML isocontainers 3 steel tanks at 5 ML (total storage capacity of 15 ML) 
Jet-A - ML 1 x 50,000L isocontainer 2 steel tanks at 1.5 ML (total storage capacity of 3 ML) 

Isocontainers (other fuel) 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Steensby Port 

Arctic diesel – ML 
(steel tank ) - - 15 x 1ML 

20ML barge 
15 tanks at 1ML 
2 tanks at 40ML 4 steel tanks at 40ML each 

Jet-A - ML - - 5 x 1ML steel tanks 
Marine diesel - - - - - - 1 tank at 7.5ML plus 2 tanks at 25 ML 

Isocontainers (other fuel)   4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Quarries Isocontainers - diesel 8 8  isocontainers at various quarry sites along railway No requirements 

Tote Road & 
Railway Const. Isocontainers - diesel as required as required one x 100,000L isocontainer at each railway camp and at 

tunnel construction sites One isocontainer at each refuge station 

Water Crossings Isocontainers - diesel 1 1  isocontainers at major bridge construction sites No requirements 
Fuel Delivery (Open water season – July 1st to October 1st ) 
Milne Port  Fuel tankers 2 2 2 2 2 2 2     

Diesel (ERP) -  ML 35 50 36 36 36 36 36     
Marine diesel (tugs)  0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2     
Diesel (Const) - ML   15 15 15 15      
Jet-A - ML 3 6 3 3 3 3 3     

Steensby Port Fuel tankers - - 2 4 4 3 3 to 6 tankers per annum 
Arctic diesel - ML   40 35 35 120 160 160 160 160 160 
Marine diesel - ML - -    50 50 50 50 50 50 
Jet-A - ML - - 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
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Workforce and Camps 
Year 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 + 

Project Phase 
Approved Project Construction Phase     

  ERP Production 18 Mtpa Production Phase 
Estimated Workforce (all Project sites) 
Construction  
ERP  

On-site (Upper range) 600 600          
Payroll 825 750          

Operation ERP 
On-site  210 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 
Payroll  420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 

Construction 
18 MT Phase 

On-site   570 1800 1600 1600 900     
Payroll   800 2700 2400 2400 1350     

Operation 
18 MT Phase 

On-site      450 950 950 950 950 950 
Payroll            

Air Traffic (estimated flights per year) 
Milne Port Dash 8/ATR 210  210 210 105 105      
Mine Site B737 / C130 300 300 550 550 550 550 365 365 365 365 365 

Steensby Port B737 / C130   185 185 185 185 185 185 185 185 185 
Camp Capacity (persons per camp) 

Milne 
Construction 225 225 110 110 110 110 110 Camp is Downsized 

Operation   60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 

Mine Site 

Exploration camp 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 
Construction  400 400 900 900 900 900 900     

ERP Operation   150 150 150 150 60 60 60 60 60 
Approved project Operation       250 500 500 500 500 

Mine Site total beds 550 550 1200 1200 1200 1200 1220 710 710 710 710 

Steensby 
Tent Camp 40 40 40 Tent camp decommissioned 

Floating camp - - 600 600 600 600 Removed 
Hardwall camp - - 600 600 600 600 300 300 300 300 300 

Railway 

Mid-rail - - - 200 200 200 Decommissioned 
Ravn River - - - 400 400 400 Decommissioned 

S. Cockburn - - - 300 300 300 Decommissioned 
N. Cockburn - - - 200 200 200 Decommissioned 
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Water Consumption and Sewage Discharge 
Year 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 + 

Project Phase 
Approved Project Construction Phase     

  ERP Production 18 Mtpa Production Phase 
Expected Water Consumption – Type A Water Licence – annual volumes: Camp lake = 240,000 m3/year; Philips Creek/32 km Lake =25,000 m3/year 

Milne  Port Phillips Creek (summer) 
km 32 Lake (winter) 30,200 30,200 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 

Mine Site Camp Lake 58,000 73,000 240,000 240,000 240,000 240,000 240,000 135,000 135,000 135,000 135,000 

Steensby Port ST 347 Lake 
(3 km Lake 1,500 1,500 155,000 155,000 155,000 155,000 155,000 155,000 155,000 155,000 155,000 

Railway 
Construction 

Ravn Camp Lake   53,000 53,000 53,000 53,000 53,000 53,000 53,000 53,000 53,000 
Nivek Lake   29,000 29,000 29,000 29,000 29,000 29,000 29,000 29,000 29,000 
Cockburn Lake   37,000 37,000 37,000 37,000 37,000 37,000 37,000 37,000 37,000 
Cockburn Lake   41,000 41,000 41,000 41,000 41,000 41,000 41,000 41,000 41,000 

Sewage Discharge Volumes – m3/day (Authorized under Type A Water Licence) 

Milne Port 
Generated, m3/d 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 
Holding pond size PWSP #1= 575 m3 

Mine Site 
Exploration 
Camp 

Generated, m3/d 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 
Holding pond size Three PWSP – total capacity of 9,400 m3 

Sheardown Lake Discharge (90 
days) 

60 
m3/day 

60 
m3/day 

60 
m3/day 

60 
m3/day 

60 
m3/day 

60 
m3/day 

60 
m3/day 

60 
m3/day 

60 
m3/day 

60 
m3/day 

60 
m3/day 

Mine Site 
Main Camp 

Generated, m3/d   315 315 315 315 315 168 168 168 168 
Holding pond size 110,000 m3 - PWSP sized to hold 10 months of sewage effluent  
Mary River Discharge 
(90 day period) 

365 
m3/day 

365 
m3/day 

1,740 
m3/d 

1,740 
m3/d 

1,740 
m3/d 

1,740 
m3/d 

1,740 
m3/d 

672 
m3/d 

672 
m3/d 

672  
m3/d 

672 
m3/d 

Steensby Port 
Land Based Camp   310 310 310 310 102 102 102 102 102 
Floatel   310 310 310 310 Removed 
Discharge   Ocean discharge of treated sewage effluent via outfall 

Ravn Camp 
Trucked to Mine   120 120 120 120 Camp and sewage plant decommissioned 
Holding pond size   48,000 m3 - 1 year of sewage effluent Decommissioned & site reclamation 

Mid-Rail Camp 
Trucked to Mine   60 60 60 60 Camp and sewage plant decommissioned 
Holding pond size   24,000 m3 - 1 year of sewage effluent Decommissioned & site reclamation 

N. Cockburn Trucked to Mine   60 60 60 60 Camp and sewage plant decommissioned 
Holding pond size   24,000 m3 - 1 year of sewage effluent Decommissioned & site reclamation 

S. Cockburn 
Trucked to Mine   90 90 90 90 Camp and sewage plant decommissioned 
Holding pond size   36,000 m3 - 1 year of sewage effluent Decommissioned & site reclamation 
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Quantities of Wastes and Explosives 
Year 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 + 

Project Phase 
Approved Project Construction Phase     

  ERP Production 18 Mtpa Production Phase 
Quantities of Waste 
Milne To Landfill – t/year 596 596          
 To incinerator – t/y 135 135 135 135 135 135      
 Shipped off-site – t/y 150 150 200 300 300 200      
 Hazardous  waste – t/y 150 150 255 255 255 255      
Mine Site To Landfill – t/year 100 100 4,335 4,335 4,335 4,335 1,765 1,765 1,765 1,765 1,765 
 To incinerator – t/y 400 400 980 980 980 980 980 980 980 980 980 
Steensby To Landfill – m3/year   2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 650 550 550 550 550 

 To incinerator – t/y   490 490 490 490 490 200 200 200 200 
 Shipped off-site – t/y       135 135 135 135 135 

 Hazardous  waste – t/y       150 150 150 150 150 
Quantities of Explosives 

Mine Site AN Stored on site            
Emulsion used            

 Explosive Manufacture Mobile / portable Emulsion Plant plus magazines  Permanent Emulsion Plant 
Steensby 

Port 
AN Stored on site            

Emulsion Used Mobile / portable Emulsion Plant 
 Explosive Manufacture            

Power 
Milne Demand 5300 kW    

 Installed Power five diesel generating sets – four for normal operation and one for emergency purposes    
Mine Demand - ERP 5250 kW    

 Installed Power - ERP five diesel generating sets – four for normal operation and one for emergency purposes    
 Railway Proj. - Demand   Annual consumption = 114,000 MWh 
 Generators   Installed power = 15.8 MW; 5 units at 5.6 MW each (2 emergency standby units) 

Steensby Demand   Annual consumption = 114,000 MWh 
 Installed Power   Running Load/Installed power = 11 MW/22MW; 3 units at 5.6 MW each (2 emergency standby units) 

Other Sites (Quarries, etc.) Mobile genset as required used during construction period     
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Figure 1-2.1 Location of Project Activities 
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1.2 SCOPE OF THE EARLY REVENUE PHASE (ERP) 

While the Approved Project scope includes all works and/or undertakings required for the construction, 
operation, modification, maintenance, decommissioning, and abandonment phases of Milne Port, the Tote 
Road, the Mine Site, the Railway, Steensby Port and marine shipping, the ERP focuses solely on Milne 
Port, the Tote Road and the Mine Site.  Air Traffic and on-going geotechnical exploration at the other 
Approved Project activities at the sites will occur during the ERP.  

1.2.1 Scope of the ERP 

All material, equipment and supplies required for the construction of the Mine Site and the northern 
portion of the railway will be delivered at Milne Port and transported to the Mine Site over the Tote Road. 
Therefore, the development of Milne Port (freight dock, laydown areas, expanded camp and sewage 
treatment facilities, maintenance shops and warehouses) and the upgrade of the Tote Road (limited 
realignment, replacement of culverts, addition of bridges) are an integral part of the Approved Project as 
well as the ERP and were included in the scope of the Final Environmental Impact Assessment (FEIS) 
submitted for and approved December 28, 2012 in Project Certificate No. 005.  

The ERP introduces the following additional activities or infrastructure that were not assessed in the FEIS 
of the Approved Project: 

1. Mine Site 
a. Loading of ore into trucks; 
b. Truck fleet and maintenance facilities. 

2. Tote Road 
a. Haulage of ore by trucks along the Tote Road.  

Note: Ugrades to the Tote Road were assessed as part of the Approved Project. Design details and 
description of these upgrades will be included in the addendum to the FEIS submission for information 
purposes as per condition #29 of the Project Certificate. 

3. Milne Port: 
a. Ore stockpiling at Milne Port 

4. Marine Shipping 
a. Ore carrier loading at Milne Port; 
b. Ore carrier shipping volume and timing. 

1.3 CONSTRUCTION PHASE – ERP AND APPROVED PROJECT 

The revised timing for the three main Project phases is summarized as follows: 

• Construction Phase (Year 1 through Year 7): 

o ERP construction:  Q2 2014 to Q2 2015 

o Approved ERP Project: Q3 2015 to Q2 2019 

• An approximate 21-year Operations Phase:  

o ERP operation:  Shipping of ore begins in Q3 2015 

o Approved Project: Railway operation and shipping to commence in Q1 2019 

• An approximate 3-year Closure Phase and 5 year Post-Closure Monitoring Phase. If closure objectives 
are not met, post closure would extend beyond five years. 
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While construction of the ERP infrastructure will require approximately two years, the construction of the 
remaining portion of the Approved Project infrastructure is expected to take up to five years (longer 
construction phase to allow for availability of financing), with the Railway being on the critical path.  The 
Railway is necessary for shipment of iron ore to Steensby Port.   

The Project workforce on rotation will peak in the second year of construction of the larger Project.  For the 
ERP, peak construction workforce will occur in 2014.  Workers hired from Nunavut communities will typically 
work for two weeks, followed by two weeks off.  Other construction workers will likely work four weeks on 
and two weeks off.  

1.3.1 Transition to the Approved Project Execution Phase 

As Baffinland noted in early of January 2013, in a correspondence with the NIRB, a decision was made to 
move the project forward in a phased approach due to the current economic climate.  It is Baffinland’s 
intention to obtain any additional permits required to continue construction of the Approved Project as 
required. 

Baffinland is moving forward with the application to amend the Project Certificate to allow for an Early 
Revenue Phase and recognizes that the ERP scope of work needs to undergo an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) review process.  At this time, Baffinland cannot predict with certainty the length of time 
that the ERP will continue; however, it remains the goal of the Company to pursue the full scope of the 
Approved Project, once the global economy has improved.  

For the purpose of the EIS, it is assumed that financing for the Approved Project Execution Phase will 
become available to begin engineering in 2014 and full scale mobilization at all Project sites in 2015.  
Construction of the Approved Project, which began with site capture activities at Milne Port in 2013, will 
be completed in 5 years to enable first ore shipment in Q4 2019.  

 

1.3.2 Milne Port – Construction 2013 to 2014 

Construction of the Approved Project began with the 2013 Work Plan and is currently underway.  The 2013 
Work Plan focuses on site capture at Milne Port, along with the development and construction of 
infrastructure required for site capture at Milne Port and the Mine Site for the launching of the 18 MT Mary 
River Project. 

The site plan for Milne Port is presented on Figure 1-2.3.  Milne Port and the Milne Inlet Tote Road will be a 
key transportation hub supporting construction of the Mine Site and the north portion of the Railway.  
Equipment and supplies will be delivered to Milne Port by conventional sealift during the open-water season 
and then transported overland by trucks to the Mine Site via the Milne Inlet Tote Road.  

The existing facilities at Milne Port will play a key logistical support role for receiving sealift materials at Milne 
Port for both the ERP and the construction of the Approved Project.   These facilities include: a personnel 
camp for 60 people, water supply and treatment facilities, mobile diesel generators, a sewage treatment 
plant, an incinerator, a 5 ML permanent steel fuel tank, borrow areas, rock quarries, laydown area, airstrip, 
and temporary bulk sampling ore stockpile area.  
  
Once the Project Certificate is amended (expected in 2014) by the NIRB, in support of ERP construction 
and operation, Baffinland will proceed with the fixed ore dock construction and the development of the ore 
stockpile and reclaim area, which are the essential infrastructure required for ore shipment.  An ore stockpile 
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will be constructed at Milne Port to receive ore on a year round basis.    Mobile stacking and reclaim 
equipment will be used except for a fixed reclaim conveyor will be installed from the stockpile to the ship 
loader.  An ore dock will be constructed from sheet piling and a ship loader will be installed to load ore 
carriers during the open water season.   

It is expected that by the Q2 2015, Milne Port will be fully developed and operational for the loading and 
shipment of ore.  It is expected that commissioning activities will constrain iron ore shipments to 2Mt iron 
ore during the 2015 open water shipping season with 3.5Mtpa shipped during the following seasons. 

The infrastructure constructed will satisfy the requirements of the larger Approved Project (staging of 
construction material for the Mine and Railway development). 

 

1.3.3 Milne Inlet Tote Road – ERP  

The Milne Inlet Tote Road was upgraded in 2008 from a winter road to an all-season road adequate for 
transporting equipment and ore using 45-t trucks.  Figure 1-2.4 presents the alignment of the Milne Inlet 
Tote Road.  The approved road upgrade work (Project Certiifcate No.005) will begin in Q4 2013 and carry 
through during 2014. The upgrade consists of improvements to the road base and reductions of steep 
grades at certain locations, and, the replacement of culverts and construction of four bridges. 

The upgrade to the Tote Road will enable trucking of iron ore from the Mine Site to Milne Port and support 
transport of materials for construction for the Approved Project.  The road haulage will use conventional 
trucks with 2 trailers as currently operated in other northern mining operations such as the Red Dog Mine in 
Alaska. 

A Roads Management Plan (to be included in Addendum to FEIS in Volume 10) stipulates the rules of the 
road, including for example: the safe access and use by the public including hunters, limiting travel speed, 
yielding the right-of-way to wildlife, reporting wildlife observations, travelling in convoys for safety, 
emergency and spill response procedures, a safety policy addressing discharge of firearms near the road, 
truck traffic communications, and a community notification and update process.  

1.3.4 Mine Site - ERP 

For the ERP, the mining area will be developed in an area with a low stripping ratio.  An upgraded haul 
road with appropriate widths, curves and safety features such as runaway lanes will be built connecting 
the pit to the crusher.  Mining equipment will be sized to suit the lower production rate.  It should be noted 
that all activities associated with mining at Deposit 1 are approved under Project Certificate No. 005. 

Mobile crushing, screening, stacking and reclaim equipment will be installed at the Mine Site.  The 
facilities can easily be relocated/removed as required.  The mining and materials handling system will 
operate year round. 

Additional infrastructure such as a 400 person camp will be constructed to house construction and 
operation personnel.  Maintenance facilities, warehouses, administration buildings as well as waste 
management facilities that will ultimately be required for the larger project will also be constructed. 

As stated above, the ERP operation will be designed, planned, executed and operated in a manner that 
does not interfere with the Approved Project construction or operation. ERP facilities that interfere with 
the execution of the larger Approved Project will be replaced, moved or removed. 
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The airstrip at the Mine Site will be a primary air access point throughout the Project life.  The airstrip 
will be extended from 1,600 m in length to 2,000 m with a graded area consistent with the dimensions.  
As a key link to the Project and the requirement for year-round accessibility by air, a gravel runway will be 
constructed to accommodate jet aircraft (Boeing 737 - 200) and L-382 Super Hercules turboprop aircraft. 

1.3.4.1 ERP Integration with the Approved Project 

Construction at the Mine Site will focus on establishment of infrastructure needed to support mining 
activities at an increase rate of 21.5 Mtpa (18 Mtpa for the railway and 3.5 Mtpa for road haulage via Milne 
Port) and the construction of the northern section of the Railway.  Existing infrastructure established during 
the ERP development will be used to the extent possible to minimize land disturbance.  Figure 1-2.5 
presents the layout of the Mine Site.  New facilities will include a permanent accommodation complex and 
offices, permanent fuel storage, ore handling and stockpiling facilities, temporary explosives magazines and 
a permanent explosives plant.   
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Figure 1-2.2 Milne Port Layout 
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Figure 1-2.3 Milne Inlet Tote Road 
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Figure 1-2.4 Mine Site Layout 
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1.4 OPERATION PHASE OF THE ERP 

Table 1-2.1 presents key facts summary for the Early Revenue Phaset and the transition period to the 
larger Approved Project. 

During the ERP, 3.5Mtpa of ore will be mined, crushed and screened, using mobile crushing equipment at 
the Mine Site, and then transported north to Milne Port via side-dump tractor trailer combinations.  At 
Milne Port the material will be stacked and then during the open-water season, the material will be loaded 
onto ships that will transport the ore to market. Figure 2-1 presents a simplified flow diagram for the ERP.  
It is important to note that the activites up to “truck loading” in Figure 2-1 are approved activities under 
Project Certificate No. 005.  Therefore, activities introduced as part of the ERP include loading of trucks at 
the Mine Site, transporting the ore along the Tote Road, stockpiling ore at Milne Port, and shipping ore 
from Milne Port via Milne Inlet. 

 

Figure 2-1 ERP Simplified Flow Diagram 
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It is expected that the ERP will produce for 5 years on its own, after which time it is expected that 
production from the Approved Project (18 Mtpa) will start and augment ERP production. The ERP 
shipping profile is shown in Figure 2-2 in relation to the Approved project.    
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Figure 2-2 Annual Product Shipped (Mtpa) 
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1.4.1 Shipping from Milne Port 

The current shipping window in Milne Inlet is 90 days during the period July 15 to October 15 although a 
conservative 70 days is assumed to allow for ship scheduling delays.  Depending on vessel availability, 
Handymax and Panamax vessels (approximately 55,000 to 90,000 DWT) will be used.  In order to 
schedule the vessels in the time period, it will be necessary to contract with one or possibly two ship-
owners of sufficient size to allow all ships to be chartered and scheduled.  Vessel docking will be assisted 
by harbour tugs and lines personnel on the temporary floating dock during the construction phase.  The 
shipping route to Milne Port from the North Atlantic Ocean is well established through very deep waters.  
It extends from Baffin Bay and passes through Eclipse Sound to the head of Milne Port. It is the same 
shipping route assessed and Approved in Project Certificate No. 005.  Figure 1-2.1 presents the shipping 
route from both Milne Port. 

 

1.5 PRELIMINARY CLOSURE AND POST CLOSURE 

Throughout all phases of the Project, Baffinland will plan and conduct operations in a manner designed to 
return Project sites to a safe and environmentally stable condition.  Baffinland will undertake progressive 
reclamation throughout the mine life.  Temporary facilities will be decommissioned and removed as their use 
ceases.  Borrow areas, quarries, temporary roads and other disturbed sites will be stabilized to limit erosion 
of ground surfaces and rehabilitated once they are no longer required.  Environmental and safety monitoring 
will continue as long as necessary to ensure that closure objectives have been met.  The Preliminary 
Closure Plan was developed in accordance with Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada 
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(AANDC) Guidelines for Mine Closure (2007 Guidelines) as well as QIA Closure Guidelines.  An interim 
Abandonment and Closure plan will be submitted with the Addendum to the FEIS prior to the end of June 
2013. 



ATTACHMENT #2 

Electronic Links to Documents Referenced in Part C 



Electronic Links to Documents Referenced in Part C 

 

The following authorizations, licence or permits are associated with the Approved Project:  

• Project Certificate No. 005 – Issued by Nunavut Impact Review Board: 

ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED%20REVIEWS/08MN053-
BAFFINLAND%20MARY%20RIVER/2-REVIEW/11-PROJECT%20CERTIFICATE/02-
CORRESPONDENCE/ 

• Type A Water Licence Application – FEIS, Volume 3, Appendix 3B: 

ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED%20REVIEWS/08MN053-
BAFFINLAND%20MARY%20RIVER/2-REVIEW/08-
FINAL%20EIS/FEIS/Vol%2003/Appendices/ 

• Determination of Harmful Alteration, Disruption or Destruction (HADD) of Freshwater 
Fish Habitat – FEIS, Volume 10, Appendix 10D-7A: 

ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED%20REVIEWS/08MN053-
BAFFINLAND%20MARY%20RIVER/2-REVIEW/08-
FINAL%20EIS/FEIS/Vol%2007/Appendices/ 

 
• Determination of Harmful Alteration, Disruption or Destruction (HADD) of Marine Fish 

Habitat – FEIS, Volume 10, Appendix 10D-7B: 

ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED%20REVIEWS/08MN053-
BAFFINLAND%20MARY%20RIVER/2-REVIEW/08-
FINAL%20EIS/FEIS/Vol%2007/Appendices/ 

• Land Use Permit N207F0004 (Section of Crown Land along Tote Road) – FEIS, Volume 
2, Figure 2-2.1, and Table 2-2.3: 

ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED%20REVIEWS/08MN053-
BAFFINLAND%20MARY%20RIVER/2-REVIEW/08-FINAL%20EIS/FEIS/Vol%2002/ 

 

 

 

 

ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND MARY RIVER/2-REVIEW/11-PROJECT CERTIFICATE/02-CORRESPONDENCE/
ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND MARY RIVER/2-REVIEW/11-PROJECT CERTIFICATE/02-CORRESPONDENCE/
ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND MARY RIVER/2-REVIEW/11-PROJECT CERTIFICATE/02-CORRESPONDENCE/
ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND MARY RIVER/2-REVIEW/08-FINAL EIS/FEIS/Vol 03/Appendices/
ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND MARY RIVER/2-REVIEW/08-FINAL EIS/FEIS/Vol 03/Appendices/
ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND MARY RIVER/2-REVIEW/08-FINAL EIS/FEIS/Vol 03/Appendices/
ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND MARY RIVER/2-REVIEW/08-FINAL EIS/FEIS/Vol 07/Appendices/
ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/02-REVIEWS/COMPLETED REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND MARY RIVER/2-REVIEW/08-FINAL EIS/FEIS/Vol 07/Appendices/
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July 5, 2013 

 

 

Oliver Curran 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation 

2275 Upper Middle Road East, Ste 300 

Oakville, Ontario 

L6H 0C3 

 

 

BY EMAIL oliver.curran@baffinland.com 

 

Dear Oliver Curran, 

 

Re: DFO File NU-07-0050 NIRB File 08MN053 Baffinland Iron Mine Early 
Revenue Phase (ERP) Curran Jun 13 CR 

 

The above-noted proposal has been forwarded to the Nunavut Planning Commission 

(NPC) for determination of its conformity with the North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan 

(NBRLUP) under the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement and Nunavut Land Claims 

Agreement Act, S.C. 1993, c. 29.  NPC is currently reviewing the proposal and in order 

to complete its review NPC requires that you undertake to comply with certain terms of 

the NBRLUP.  

 

All project proposals within the region in question are required to comply with the terms 

of the NBRLUP. I am attaching the conformity requirements relevant to your project and 

with which it must comply. Also attached, is a copy of the Code of Good Conduct, as 

well as specific sections of the NBRLUP related to transportation and/or communication 

corridors. These documents form part of the Plan. 
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Reply to each statement in the List of Relevant Conformity Requirements by circling 

either YES or NO, complete the signature block and return the form to NPC via 

facsimile (867) 983 4626 or email ctickner@nunavut.ca.    

 

If you would like more information, please contact me at the following number: (867) 

857-4634. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

Christopher Tickner, MCIP, RPP 
Senior Planner   
 

Attachment 

mailto:ctickner@nunavut.ca


 
 

APPLICATION #  DFO File NU-07-0050 NIRB File 08MN053 Baffinland Iron Mine Early Revenue Phase (ERP) Curran Jun 13 
Que 

 
 

NUNAVUT PLANNING COMMISSION 
APPLICATION TO DETERMINE CONFORMITY 

 WITH THE NORTH BAFFIN REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN 
 

All applicants for a project proposal shall comply with the requirements listed below.  
The relevant sections of the plan are noted in each requirement. 

 
 

2. Environmental Protection: s3.13.8: The applicant undertakes to prevent any 
new occurrences of pollution, garbage and contamination at the site of the 
development.  

 
Yes     No 

 
3. Removal of Fuel Drums: s3.13.8: The applicant undertakes to remove all 

drums safely from the site and dispose of the drums in a safe manner.  
    

Yes     No 
 

4. New Site Restoration and Clean Up: Appendix H, s1: The applicant 
undertakes to clean up the site and restore the site to its natural condition to 
the greatest extent possible.  

 
Yes     No 

 
5. Old Site Restoration and Clean Up: s3.13.2 and Appendix H, S1: The 

applicant undertakes to clean up the site and restore the site to its original 
condition to the greatest extent possible, including any work required due to 
the applicant's action prior to this application. 

 
Yes     No 

 
6. Low-Level Air Flights: Appendix H, s3: Will the applicant avoid all low-level 

flights? 
 

Yes     No 
 

i. If not, explain why such flights are or may be absolutely 
necessary. 

            
            
            
            
            



            
            
            

 
ii. If such flights are or may be absolutely necessary, will they 

avoid disturbance to people and wildlife? 
 

Yes     No 

            
            
            
            
            
            
 

iii. If not, explain why it is not possible to avoid such disturbance. 

            
            
            
            
            
            
 

7. Caribou Protection Measures.s3.3.7 and Appendix I: Will the applicant 
comply with the Caribou Protection Measures outlined in section 3.3.7 and in 
Appendix I?  

 
Yes     No 

 
9. Polar Bear Denning Areas and Walrus Haul-outs: s3.3.8: Will the applicant 

keep its activities away from any polar bear denning area or walrus haul-out?    
 

Yes     No 
 

HERITAGE RESOURCES 
 
10. Reporting of Archaeological Sites: s3.11.3 and Appendix H, s2 and s8: 

Will the applicant immediately report the discovery of all suspected 
archaeological sites to the Department of Culture and Heritage (GN)?  

 
Yes     No 

 

MINING 
 

11. Mining Development: s3.6.5: Is the proposal for mining development? 
 

Yes     No 



 
If yes, include with the application a mine closure and restoration plan and 
the proof of complete financial guarantees for the abandonment and 
restoration of the site. 
 
 

12. Negative Effects: s3.6.6: Has the applicant planned to minimize the negative 
effects of its activity on the environment? 

 
Yes     No 

 
Include with the application the mitigative measures developed. 
 
 

13. Hunting Restrictions: s3.6.9: The applicant is informed of any special 
hunting restrictions that may apply to the area and will strictly enforce them at 
its mine sites and along transportation routes. 

 
Yes     No 

 
14. Carving Stone Deposits:  Appendix H, s9. Will the applicant report any 

discoveries of carving stone deposits to the Qikiqtani Inuit Association? 
 

Yes     No 
 

MARINE AND TERRESTRIAL TRANSPORTATION 
 
21. Corridor: s3.5.11, s3.3.5.12: Does the proposal consider the development of 

a transportation and/or communications corridor? 
 

Yes     No 
 
If yes, include with the application an assessment of alternate routes, the 
cumulative effects of the preferred route and options for other identifiable 
transportation and utility facilities. 

 
 

22. Code of Good Conduct for Land Users: Appendix H: The applicant 
undertakes to adhere to the code of Good Conduct at all times. 

 
Yes     No 

 

 
 
I,       (name of applicant), certify that the information I have 
given in this application is true and correct and hereby make the above undertakings which form part of 
my application for a project proposal within the meaning of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement.   
 
 
Date:      Signature of Applicant:        
 



North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan 
Appendix H 

Code of Good Conduct for Land Users 
 

1. The landscape of each camp and other land use sites will be restored to its 
original condition to the greatest degree possible.  Water quality will be preserved 
and no substances that will impair water quality will be dumped in water bodies.  
When possible and feasible, old sites will be restored to the natural state. 

 
2. All land users shall assist communities and government(s) in identifying and 

protecting archaeological sites and carving-stone sites, as required by law. 
 
3. Generally, low-level flights by aircraft at less than 300 metres should not occur 

where they will disturb wildlife or people.  If such flights are necessary, they 
should only take place after consultation with the appropriate communities.  All 
land users are responsible for reporting to the land managers any illegal or 
questionable low-level flight. 

 
4. All activities on the land will be conducted in such a fashion that the renewable 

resources of the area in question are conserved. 
 

5. Whenever practicable, and consistent with sound procurement management, 
land users will follow the practice of local purchase of supplies and services. 

 
6. Land users will establish working relationships with local communities and 

respect the traditional users of the land. 
 

7. During the caribou calving, post-calving and migrating seasons, land use 
activities should be restricted to avoid disturbing caribou, in general, and 
activities will be governed more specifically by caribou protection measures such 
as those contained in Appendix I. 

 
8. Artifacts must be left where they are found.  All land users are responsible for 

reporting the location of, or any removal or disturbance of artifacts, to 
Department of Culture and Heritage. 

 
9. The mining industry is encouraged to assist in identifying local carving-stone 

deposits and report any discoveries to the QIA.  Industry is also encouraged to 
identify and report old waste sites that need to be cleaned up. 

 
10. All land users shall obey the laws of general application applying to land use. 

 



 

 
July 9, 2013  
 
Mr. Brian Aglukark  
Nunavut Planning Commission  
P.O. Box 2101  
Cambridge Bay, NU, X0B 0C0  
 
Re: DFO File NU-07 NIRB File 08MN053 Baffinland Iron Mines Early Revenue Phase 
 
Dear Mr. Aglukark: 
 
On June 12 2013, Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation (Baffinland) provided correspondence to the 
Nunavut Planning Commission (NPC) that provided the following: 

1. A description of the Project Proposal for the Early Revenue Phase (ERP) to satisfy NPC 
requests as outlined in their letter of April 13, 2013; 

2. Authorizations related to the Approved Mary River Project (Nunavut Impact Review 
Board Project Certificate No. 005); 

3. Positive conformity determinations of the Mary River Project to the North Baffin Regional 
Land Use Plan (NBRLUP); and, 

4. Request for NPC conformity determination of the proposed Early Revenue Phase. 
 

Subsequently, on June 20th 2013, Baffinland provided a hard and electronic copy of the Addendum 
to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) to the NPC.  This document assesses the 
social, economic and environmental aspects of additional activities not already assessed and 
approved under NIRB Project Certificate No. 005. As such, the Addendum to the FEIS includes a 
detailed description of the proposed construction and operational activity associated with the Early 
Revenue Phase and provides concordance to Appendix J and Appendix K of the NBRLUP.  
 
On July 5th 2013, the NPC provided Baffinland with the questionnaire “Nunavut Planning 
Commission Application to Determine Conformity with the North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan” to 
further assist the NPC with conformity of the ERP to the NBRLUP. Baffinland’s completed 
questionnaire is included as Attachment 1 under this cover. Additionally, by way of this covering 
letter, Baffinland would like to provide the additional information below as context to the attached 
questionnaire. 
 
The scope of the ERP is consistent with two previous conformity determinations for the Mary River 
Project, which Baffinland suggest are relevant in NPCs consideration: 
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• NIRB File No. 07EN012 – On January 22, 2007, NPC provided Baffinland with a positive 
conformity determination on for its 2007/08 bulk sampling program. This successfully 
completed program involved the following: 
 

- expansion of exploration phase camp facilities at the Mine Site 
- the establishment of camp facilities at Milne Port 
- upgrade of the Milne Inlet Tote Road to all-season capability 
- haulage of ore by truck to Milne Port 
- ore stockpiling and ship loading facilities, and ocean shipment of ore to 

markets through Milne Inlet and Eclipse Sound 
 

• NIRB File No. 08MN053 – On April 30, 2008, NPC confirmed a positive conformity 
decision on the Baffinland’s Development Proposal for the Mary River Project. 

 
Baffinland believes that the ERP is in conformity with the NBRLUP and that such works and 
activities can be treated as not changing the project proposal(s) that have already been 
reviewed for conformity under Section 11.5.10, for the following reasons: 

 
• The ERP works and activities are a modification of the works and activities outlined 

in Baffinland’s previous project activities that received positive conformity 
determinations from the NPC; and, 

 
• The ERP uses the existing Milne Inlet Tote Road, which is recognized as a public 

access easement under Article 21, Part 4 (Section 21.4.1) of the Nunavut Land 
Claim Agreement and includes shipping of ore from Milne Port during the open water 
season only, and along the currently established shipping route through Milne Inlet 
and Eclipse Sound. 

 
With respect to Question # 21 specifically, Baffinland provides the following information. The 
shipping corridor for the Early Revenue Phase is the same route that will be utilized for the 
approved Mary River Project.  The shipping route is shown on Figure 1-1.1 in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), and Figure 1-1.1 in the Addendum to the FEIS 
(provided in this correspondence as Attachment 2).  As such, the ERP is not considering the 
development of a new transportation corridor. As noted in the NBRLUP, the Government of 
Canada’s policy is to encourage commercial shipping in the waters of the Arctic subject to 
environmental and safety standards enforced by Transport Canada.  Further, the NIRB process 
will ensure a comprehensive review by all interested parties regarding shipping activities 
introduced by the ERP within this approved shipping corridor. 
 
Finally, with respect to existing water crossings along the Tote Road, Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada File No. HCAA-CA7-00084 provides the authorization for existing water crossings 
pursuant to subsection 35(2) of the Fisheries Act.  The authorization includes conditions for 
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upgrades to existing crossings as planned by Baffinland under the approved Project in 2013 and 
2014. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned with any questions you might have regarding 
this correspondence. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Oliver Curran, 
Director Sustainable Development 
 
Cc: Christopher Tickner (NPC)  
      Erik Madsen (Baffinland) 
      Ryan Barry (NIRB) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 1 

Nunavut Planning Commission Application to  

Determine Conformity with the 

 North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 2 

Shipping Route Figure 1-1.1 
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July 18, 2013 
 
 
Mr. Brian Aglukark 
Nunavut Planning Commission 
P.O. Box 2101 
Cambridge Bay, NU,  X0B 0C0 
 
Re: Mary River Project – Early Revenue Phase 
 
Dear Mr. Aglukark: 
 
We would like to take this opportunity to summarize our request for a conformity determination, 
as reflected in the letters and materials provided to you on June 12, 2013 and July 9, 2013 in 
connection with the Early Revenue Phase (ERP) of the Mary River Project.  As indicated in our 
letter of June 12, 2013, and with reference to your letter of April 13, 2013, we believe that the 
ERP is in conformity with the North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan (NBRLUP) and that the work 
and activities proposed under the ERP should be given a positive conformity determination 
which would be consistent (in reference to paragraph 2 of your April 13, 2013 letter) with the 
positive conformity determination issued for the Mary River Project Proposal on April 30, 2008. 
We would like, in particular, to re-confirm our understanding of the transportation corridors 
which are part of both the approved Mary River Project and the ERP.  These include the 
existing terrestrial corridor along the Tote Road from the Mary River Project to Milne Port, and 
the marine corridor or shipping route for shipping traffic to and from Milne Port. 
 
Both the Tote Road as a terrestrial corridor, and the shipping route as a marine corridor, 
received positive conformity determination from the NPC as part of the Mary River Project on 
April 30, 2008.  As well, both of these corridors are approved for the Mary River Project under 
the Project Certificate approved by the Minister on December 28, 2012. 
 
The ERP will use these existing corridors.  The ERP does not propose to develop any new 
transportation corridors. There will be increased trucking traffic along the Tote Road, and 
increased shipping traffic along the shipping route.  However, these are existing transportation 
corridors which have been in use for many years, and in particular the shipping route has been 
utilized for several purposes including fuel and re-supply to Pond Inlet, military, government and 
tourism.  Environmental, social and economic effects as they relate to the frequency and 
duration of traffic on these existing and approved corridors will be reviewed and assessed by 
the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) and all interested parties during the review process of 
the Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The ERP does not propose 
to develop any new transportation corridors. 
 
Terrestrial Transportation 
 
We provided the following summary of the terrestrial transportation in the Application to 
Determine Conformity Questionnaire which you provided to us on July 5, 2013: 

 
Terrestrial Transportation will take place along the existing Tote Road between the Mary 
River Mine Site and Milne Inlet.  The Tote Road has been in existence as a 
transportation corridor for many years (back to the 1960s) and is recognised as a public 



 

Page 2 of 4 

access easement under Article 21, Part 4 (Section 21.4.1) of the Nunavut Land Claim 
Agreement.  Accordingly, the Early Revenue Phase (ERP) does not include the 
development of a new transportation corridor.  The Tote Road has previously been 
included as part of the bulk sampling program which received a positive conformity 
determination from the NPC on January 22, 2007, and continues to form part of the Mary 
River Project, which received a positive conformity determination from the NPC, on April 
30, 2008. 
As indicated in the Project Proposal for Early Revenue Phase, which is Attachment 1 to 
our letter of June 12, 2013, the ERP will result in increases in the volume of traffic along 
the Tote Road.  Under the Mary River Project, the Tote Road traffic included vehicles for 
equipment and supplies between Milne Inlet and the Mary River mine site.  Under the 
ERP, additional traffic will include ore trucks transporting ore from the mine site to Milne 
Inlet.  The addendum to the FEIS for the ERP includes an assessment of the potential 
effects of the increase in traffic along the existing Tote Road transportation corridor, for 
review by the Nunavut Impact Review Board. 

 
As indicated above, the Tote Road is a transportation corridor that has been in existence since 
the 1960s and is designated as a public access easement under Article 21, Part 4 (Section 
21.4.1) of the Nunavut Land Claim Agreement.  Use of this Tote Road would not constitute 
development of a new transportation corridor under the NBRLUP and should not require an 
application for amendment to the NBRLUP as a new transportation corridor under Article 3.5.11 
of the NBRLUP.   
 
Marine Transportation 
 
We provided the following summary of the Marine Transportation Corridor in the Application to 
Determine Conformity Questionnaire which you provided to us on July 5, 2013: 

The Marine Transportation Corridor to Milne Port has been used since the establishment 
of the port at Milne Inlet and the Tote Road.  The Marine Transportation Corridor is 
shown on Figure 1-1.1 in both the FEIS and the Addendum to the FEIS for the ERP 
(Attachment 2 to this correspondence).  This Marine Transportation Corridor has been 
established for many years and will not be changed under the ERP.  As indicated in the 
Project Proposal for the Early Revenue Phase which is Attachment 1 to our letter of 
June 12, 2013, the number of ship transits to and from Milne Port will increase.  The 
Mary River Project included transits to and from Milne Port for ships bringing supplies 
and equipment.  Under the ERP, shipping will also include ore carriers.  This shipping 
will take place during the open water season, which Baffinland understands is in 
conformity with the North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan. 
The shipping route into Milne Port was a component of the bulk sampling program which 
received a positive conformity determination from the NPC on January 22, 2007, and 
was also included as part of the Mary River Project, which received a positive conformity 
determination from the NPC on April 30, 2008. 
The Addendum to the FEIS for the ERP includes an assessment of the potential effects 
of the shipping to Milne Port for review by the Nunavut Impact Review Board. 

 
The Tote Road, the port at Milne Inlet, and the Marine Transportation Corridor are integrally 
connected and have been used and operated together, as a terrestrial corridor and a shipping 
corridor since the 1960s.   
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The existence of the Tote Road, Milne Port, and the shipping corridor have been recognized as 
existing corridors and in conformity with the NBRLUP, in both the positive conformity 
determination issued on January 22, 2007 by the NPC in connection with the bulk sampling 
program which involved hauling ore by truck to Milne Inlet, stockpiling the ore at Milne Inlet, ship 
loading facilities at Milne Inlet and ocean shipment of ore along the shipping route, and in the 
positive conformity determination issued by the NPC on April 30, 2008 for the Mary River 
Project which involves extensive use of the Tote Road, Milne Inlet Port, and the shipping 
corridor, both during construction of the Mary River Project, and during continuing operations, 
as a supply route. 
 
We wish to emphasize that shipping from Milne Inlet under the ERP will only be done during the 
open water season, and we note that shipping during the open water season is specifically 
supported by the NBRLUP in Section 3.5.  As noted above, the Mary River Project Certificate 
approves use of these corridors under the Project Certificate. 
 
We would be very pleased if the NPC would give consideration to these factors in issuing its 
conformity determination with respect to the ERP.   
 
As noted above, a positive conformity determination on the ERP would be consistent with the 
previous positive conformity decisions on the bulk sampling program and on the Mary River 
Project. 
 
With respect to the increased volumes of traffic on the Tote Road and along the shipping 
corridor, we emphasize that the potential environmental, social and economic impacts of these 
activities have been carefully considered in the Addendum to the FEIS which we provided to the 
NIRB and to the NPC on June 20, 2013.  We recognize that the potential impacts of the 
increased traffic volumes along the existing terrestrial and marine transportation corridors will be 
carefully reviewed and considered by the Nunavut Impact Review Board and all interested 
parties in determining whether the Project Certificate should be amended, and, if so, in 
determining the terms and conditions under which these activities can proceed while mitigating 
any potential environmental or socio-economic impacts.   
 
Issuance of your conformity determination will enable the Nunavut Impact Review Board to 
proceed with this review.  We must emphasize that the review process for the ERP must 
proceed within timelines necessary for us to be in a position to move forward. 
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Once again, we thank you for your timely consideration of our request for a conformity 
determination in connection with the ERP of the Mary River Project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Erik Madsen, Vice President 
Sustainable Development, Health, Safety & Environment 
 
Cc:      Ms. Sharon Ehaloak (NPC) 

 Mr. Ryan Barry (NIRB) 

 Mr. Damian Cote (NWB) 

Ms. Navarana Beveridge (QIA) 

 Mr. Alain Grenier (AANDC) 

Ms. Karen Costello (AANDC) 

Mr. Dale Nicholson (DFO) 

 




















	2013-06 - ERP Addendum to FEIS, Vol. 9 Cumulative Effects and Other Assessments
	Section 1.0 -  Cumulative Effects assessment (Change)
	1.1 introduction (No Change)
	1.2 Approach (changE)
	1.2.1 Methodology (No Change)
	1.2.2 Temporal Boundaries (Change)
	1.2.3 Spatial Boundaries (No Change)
	1.2.4 Consideration of Alternative Development Scenarios (Change)
	1.2.5 Ranking of Cumulative Effects (No Change)
	1.2.6 Cumulative Effects of Accidents and Malfunctions and other Projects (No Change)
	1.2.7 Adaptive Management (No Change)

	1.3 scope (Change)
	1.3.1 Project Components (No Change)
	1.3.2 Other Projects and Activities of Consideration (Change)
	1.3.2.1 Baffinland’s Exploration and Bulk Sampling Programs (No Change)
	1.3.2.2 Baffinland’s Monitoring Programs Concurrent with the Project (No Change)
	1.3.2.3 Designated Areas (No Change)
	1.3.2.4 Mining and Mineral Exploration Activities (No Change)
	1.3.2.5 Operating Mines (No Change)
	1.3.2.6 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Mines (Change)
	1.3.2.7 Induced Developments (No Change)
	1.3.2.8 Decommissioned Mines (No Change)
	1.3.2.9 Shipping (Change)
	1.3.2.10 DEW Line Decommissioning (No Change)
	1.3.2.11 Air Transport (No Change)
	1.3.2.12 Military Exercises (No Change)
	1.3.2.13 Communities, and Traditional and Recreational Hunting, Fishing and Foraging (No Change)
	1.3.2.14 Tourism and Commercial Recreation Activities (No Change)
	1.3.2.15 Potential Separation Lake Hydroelectric Project (No Change)
	1.3.2.16 Seismic Study (No Change)
	1.3.2.17 Commercial Fishery (No Change)
	1.3.2.18 Climate Change (No Change)

	1.3.3 Summary of Other Projects and Activities (Change)
	1.3.4 Screening of VEC and VSECs for Potential Cumulative Effects (No Change)

	1.4 ASSESSMENT (Change)
	1.4.1 Atmospheric Environment (No Change)
	1.4.1.1 Climate Change - Greenhouse Gas Emissions (No Change)
	1.4.1.2 Air Quality (No Change)
	1.4.1.3 Noise (No Change)

	1.4.2 Terrestrial Environment (No Change)
	1.4.2.1 Vegetation (No Change)
	1.4.2.2 Terrestrial Wildlife and Habitat – Caribou (No Change)
	1.4.2.3 Migratory Birds and Habitat - Peregrine Falcons, Snow Geese, Common and King Eiders, Red Throated Loons, Lapland Longspur (No Change)

	1.4.3 Freshwater Aquatic Environment (No Change)
	1.4.3.1 Freshwater Aquatic Environment– Surface Water Quantity (No Change)
	1.4.3.2 Freshwater Aquatic Environment - Water and Sediment Quality (No Change)
	1.4.3.3 Freshwater Fish, Fish Habitat and Other Aquatic Organisms - Arctic Char (No Change)

	1.4.4 Marine Environment (Change)
	1.4.4.1 Sea Ice (Change)
	1.4.4.2 Marine Water and Sediment Quality (Change)
	1.4.4.3 Marine Mammals (No Change)

	1.4.5 Communities (No Change)
	1.4.5.1 Population Demographics – Demographic Stability (No Change)
	1.4.5.2 Population Demographics Assessment (No Change)
	1.4.5.3 Human Health and Well-being (No Change)
	1.4.5.4 Community Infrastructure and Public Services (No Change)

	1.4.6 Culture, Resources and Land Use (No Change)

	1.5 Monitoring Cumulative Effects (No Change)
	1.6 SUMMARY and conclusions (No Change)
	1.7 authors (No Change)

	Section 2.0 -   EFFECTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT ON THE PROJECT (Change)
	2.1 engineering hazard assessment (No Change)
	2.2 Potential Effects of Climate Change on the Project (No Change)
	2.3 erp components (New)
	2.4 Authors (No Change)

	Section 3.0 -   accidents and malfunctions (Change)
	3.1 Identification of risks and methodology (No Change)
	3.2 Mine site (No Change)
	3.2.1 Open Pit Slope Failure or Waste Rock Stockpile Slope Failure (No Change)
	3.2.2 Open Pit Flooding (No Change)
	3.2.3 Explosives Accident (No Change)
	3.2.4 Accidental Discharge of Hazardous Materials (No Change)
	3.2.5 Traffic Accident (No Change)
	3.2.6 Fire at the Camp Facilities and Infrastructure (No Change)
	3.2.7 Failure of the Camp Power Supply (No Change)
	3.2.8 Failure of the Wastewater Treatment Plant (No Change)
	3.2.9 Contamination of the Water Supply (No Change)

	3.3 Tote road (No Change)
	3.3.1 Traffic Accidents and Release of Hazardous Materials (No Change)
	3.3.2 Collision with Wildlife (No Change)
	3.3.3 Road Embankment Failure and/or Collapse of a Water Crossing (No Change)
	3.3.4 Weather-related Strandings (No Change)

	3.4 Railway operation related accidents and malfunction (No Change)
	3.4.1 Train Derailment with Ore Cars or General Non-Hazardous Freight (No Change)
	3.4.2 Train Derailment with Fuel or Other Hazardous Materials (No Change)
	3.4.3 Train Collisions (No Change)
	3.4.4 Injury to Passing Hunters at Steensby Inlet (No Change)
	3.4.5 Collapse of the Railway Tunnel (No Change)

	3.5 milne port and steensby port (No Change)
	3.5.1 Ship-to-shore Fuel Transfer (No Change)
	3.5.2 Fuel Spill from Over Wintering Fuel Barge/Vessel (No Change)
	3.5.3 Ice Accumulation at the Port (No Change)
	3.5.4 Congestion at the Port (No Change)
	3.5.5 Introduction of Invasive Marine Species (No Change)
	3.5.6 Introduction of Terrestrial Invasive Species (No Change)

	3.6 shipping related accidents and malfunctions (No Change)
	3.6.1 Collision with Marine Mammals (No Change)
	3.6.2 Ship Engine Failure at Sea (No Change)
	3.6.3 Cargo Ship or Ore Carriers Grounding without Fuel Spill (No Change)
	3.6.4 Fuel Tanker Grounding or Collision Causing Fuel Spill (No Change)
	3.6.5 Ice / Ship Interaction (No Change)
	3.6.6 Collision with Other Vessels (No Change)

	3.7 air traffic (No Change)
	3.8 Major Diesel Spill at Port or Along the Shipping route (No Change)
	3.8.1 Worst-Case Scenario (No Change)
	3.8.2 Spill Modelling (No Change)
	3.8.3 Fate of Diesel Fuel – Natural Weathering Processes (No Change)
	3.8.4 Mitigation Measures (No Change)
	3.8.5 Recovery Methods for Spills (No Change)
	3.8.6 Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) Response in the Arctic Region (No Change)
	3.8.6.1 CCG Expectations of Oil Handling Facilities (OHF) for Response (No Change)
	3.8.6.2 Recent Enhancements to the CCG Response Capability in the Arctic Region (No Change)
	3.8.6.3 Interaction of CCG with Industry and Potential Polluters (No Change)

	3.8.7 Potential Effects of a “Worst-Case” Spill Scenario (No Change)
	3.8.7.1 Impact on Seabirds (No Change)
	3.8.7.2 Impact on Marine Mammals (No Change)

	3.8.8 Large Spill Modeling - Establishing the Size and Trajectory of the Spill (No Change)
	3.8.9 Spill Modelling at Milne Port (Appendix 9A) (No Change)
	3.8.10 Spill Modelling at Steensby Port (Appendix 9B) (No Change)
	3.8.11 Generic Spill Scenario along the Shipping route (Appendix 9C) (No Change)

	3.9  Discussion Related to Early Revenue Project (New)
	3.9.1 Emergency Response Plan (Change)
	3.9.1.1 Preparedness and Spill Response (Change)

	3.9.2 Fuel Delivery (Change)
	3.9.2.1 Spill Modelling at Milne Port (Change)

	3.9.3 Large Spill Along Shipping Route (Change)
	3.9.3.1 Diesel Spill Along the Northern Shipping Route (Change)
	3.9.3.2 Effects Assessment of a Major Diesel Spill Along the Shipping Route (Change)

	3.9.4 Possible Significant Effects (Change)
	3.9.4.1 Response For Fuel Spill along Shipping Route (Change)
	3.9.4.2 Effects Assessment of a Spill Along Shipping Route (Change)


	3.10 Residual Effects Summary (No Change)
	3.11 authors (No Change)

	Section 4.0 -   TRANSBOUNDARY EFFECTS ASSESSMENT (Change)
	4.1 INTRODUCTION (No change)
	4.2 Boundaries (No change)
	4.3 relevant international agreements (No change)
	4.3.1 Arctic Environment Protection Strategy – 1991 (No Change)
	4.3.2 Polar Bear Conservation (No Change)
	4.3.3 Exchange of Information Related to Energy Project - Canada-Greenland Collaboration (No Change)
	4.3.4 Collaboration on Oil Spill Preparedness and Spill Response (No Change)
	4.3.5 Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on the Conservation and Management of Narwhal and Beluga (No Change)

	4.4 DEFINITION AND APPROACH (Change)
	4.5 Assessment (Change)
	4.5.1 Shipping (Change)
	4.5.1.1 Large Fuel Spill Along the Shipping route (Change)
	4.5.1.2 Marine Mammals (Change)
	4.5.1.3 Introduction of Invasive Species (Change)

	4.5.2 Climate Change/Air Quality (No Change)
	4.5.3 Demographic Change (No Change)
	4.5.4 Air Emissions (New)


	Section 5.0 -   NAVIGATION OF WATERWAYS (Change)
	5.1 introduction (no Change)
	5.1.1 Purpose (No Change)
	5.1.2 Relevant Legislation (No Change)
	5.1.3 NWPA Related Consultation (No Change)

	5.2 Milne Port (Change)
	5.2.1 Baseline Conditions (No Change)
	5.2.2 Proposed Works (Change)
	5.2.3 Potential Effects and Mitigation (Change)

	5.3 Milne Inlet Tote Road (No change)
	5.3.1 Baseline Conditions (No Change)
	5.3.2 Proposed Works (No Change)
	5.3.3 Potential Effects and Proposed Mitigation (No Change)

	5.4 Railway (No Change)
	5.4.1 Baseline Conditions (No Change)
	5.4.2 Proposed Works (No Change)
	5.4.3 Potential Effects and Proposed Mitigation (No Change)

	5.5 Steensby Port (No Change)
	5.5.1 Baseline Conditions (No Change)
	5.5.2 Proposed Works (No Change)
	5.5.3 Potential Effects and Proposed Mitigation (No Change)

	5.6 Potential Residual Effects and Significance (No Change)
	5.7 authors (No Change)

	Section 6.0 -  REFERENCES (No Change)
	Section 7.0 -  DEFINITIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS (No Change)
	7.1 GLOSSARY (No Change)
	7.2 Abbreviations (No Change)


	2013-06-12 - Baffinland letter to NPC
	Cover Letter to NPC - June 12 - 10am.pdf
	 The ERP works and activities are a modification of the works and activities outlined in Baffinland’s previous project activities that received positive conformity determinations from the NPC; and,
	 The ERP uses the existing Milne Inlet Tote Road, which is recognized as a public access easement under Article 21, Part 4 (Section 21.4.1) of the Nunavut Land Claim Agreement; and

	Project Proposal for NPC - June 12 - 12pm.pdf
	Section 1.0 -  OVerview of project Proposal
	1.1 overview
	1.2  scope of the Early revenue phase (erp)
	1.2.1 Scope of the ERP

	1.3 Construction Phase – ERP and Approved project
	1.3.1 Transition to the Approved Project Execution Phase
	1.3.2 Milne Port – Construction 2013 to 2014
	1.3.3 Milne Inlet Tote Road – ERP
	1.3.4 Mine Site - ERP
	1.3.4.1 ERP Integration with the Approved Project


	1.4 Operation Phase of the erp
	1.4.1 Shipping from Milne Port

	1.5 preliminary closure and post closure



	2013-07-05 - NPC letter to Baffinland
	2013-07-09 - Baffinland letter to NPC
	2013-07-18 - Baffinland letter to NPC
	2013-07-30 - NPC letter to Baffinland



