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                 ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 8, 2021 

ᓯᐅᕋᓐ ᐃᕼᐊᓗᐊᒃ         

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒻᒪᕆᒃ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔩᑦ 

 

 

ᐱᔾᔪᑖ:  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ 2021 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ  (2021 DNLUP) 

 

ᐃᓚᓐᓇᕆᔮᒃ ᒥᔅ ᐃᕼᐊᓗᐊᒃ, 

 

ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ (NPC) ᖃᐃᔨᒃᑲᐃᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 15, 2021, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ (ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ) ᖁᕕᐊᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 2021 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ (DNLUP). 

 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᖁᔭᓕᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕐᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 

ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2021 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ (DNLUP) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2021 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓐᓈᖅᑑᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑲᑦᑕ  ᑕᖏᖓᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒍ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓖᓪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ 

(NLUP) ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑎᒍᑦ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᓱᖏᐅᑎᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᐊᕕᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 2021 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕐᖓᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ (DNLUP) ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᕌᕐᔪᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ. 

ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐃᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᕿᑭᑦᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (QWB), ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᒪᔭᐅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᒡᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᑐᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᖅᑕᐅᖅ. 

 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 2021  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕐᖓᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ (NLUP) ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖅᑕᖃᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᖓᓐᓂᑦ 
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ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᑦᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓕᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ. ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᓪᓗᐊᑕᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᕿᓇᔪᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓄᑦ: 

 ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ “ᑭᓖᓕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓃᑦ” ᐃᓂᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ 2021 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖅᖓᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ (DNLUP) ᐃᓂᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᕿᑭᑦᑖᓗᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (QWB) ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  

 ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ “ᓯᑯᓄᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᓕᐅᕐᓃᑦ” ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑑᓗᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᑑᑐᐃᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑯᓐ.  

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᐅᔭᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᕿᓂᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ  

ᑰᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᑎᒥᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ; 

 ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓗᒃᑖᒥᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᕝᕕᒃ ᐃᓂᒥᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

 ᓱᖅᑐᐃᓇᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒥᑦ; 

 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᕌᒐᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕝᕕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑰᔨᓛᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᒪᔭᐅᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ 

ᓴᓇᕝᕕᔪᓄᑦ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 2021 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖅᖓᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ (DNLUP) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᓂᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ. 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᖅ, ᐱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᑎᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᑐᑭᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᔾᔮᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ.  

 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᖁᔭᓕᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓇᓱᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (NPC) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓗᒃᑖᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓂᐅᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 

ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᖏᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

  

 

ᐃᓚᓐᓇᕆᔭᐃᑦ, 
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ᓘ ᑲᐃᒧᒪᓐᔅ 

ᐊᖏᔪᖅᑲᐅᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔨ − ᓱᕋᐃᔭᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

 

cc: ᒪᐃᒐᓐ ᓗᐊᑦ−ᕼᐅᐊᔪᓪ (ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ) 

 ᕉᓴᓐ ᑕᐅᐊᕋᔾᔨᐅ, ᔨᐅᕋᑦ ᐆᑕᓐᕼᐋᕝ (ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ) 

 ᑲᓐ ᐊᐅᒻᓯᑐᕌᖕ (ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ) 
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October 8,2021 

Sharon Ehaloak  

Executive Director 

Nunavut Planning Commission 

Re:  Written Comments on 2021 Draft Nunavut Land Use Plan (2021 DNLUP) 

Dear Ms. Ehaloak, 

Further to the Nunavut Planning Commission (NPC)’s notice of September 15, 2021, Baffinland Iron Mines 

(Baffinland) is pleased to provide its enclosed preliminary comments on the 2021 DNLUP. 

Baffinland appreciates  the hard work by NPC and  its  staff as well as  the participants  in  the  land use 

planning  process  that  is  reflected  in  the  2021  DNLUP  and  the  2021 Options  and  Recommendations 

document, however, we do have serious concerns with the substance of the Plan, as well as the overall 

timeline and next steps proposed to issue a final Nunavut Land Use Plan (NLUP) to the signatories.  

From a procedural perspective, Baffinland is accustomed and equipped to participate in expedited review 

processes as a matter of operational need, however, the commencement of the 2021 DNLUP was not 

anticipated and exceptionally brief relative to the gravity of the Plans implications, and need to have it 

completed. The inclusion of additional Limited Use areas and Conditional Use requirements not present 

in previous  iterations of  the Plan,  specifically  those driven by  submissions by  the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife 

Board  (QWB),  require  additional  technical  discussion  and  analysis  not  suitable  for  a  Public  Hearing 

context. The uncertainty associated with only committing to scheduling Public Hearings in the Qikiqtani 

Region subject to funding is also a significant procedural concern. 

If the 2021 DNLUP advances in its current form it will have significant generational consequences for the 

future  of  the North  Baffin where  Baffinland  operates,  and Nunavut more  generally.  In  the  attached 

submission, Baffinland has  focused  its  comments on  the  following key  topics  that  it has  identified  in 

relation to our exploration and production projects: 

 Designation of “Limited Use” areas within the DNLUP for areas identified by the QWB as potential 

caribou calving and post calving areas;  

 Requirements for “ice bridging” plans, which as explained further in the attached is not a suitable 

general requirement as it may not be appropriate or feasible in all circumstances; 

 Confirmation of protection of existing rights that would permit mineral tenure holders to explore, 

develop and advance validly held Crown and Inuit Owned Land tenures; 

 Clarification respecting a reference to land use restrictions within the pending Tallurutiup Imanga 

National Marine Conservation Area; and 

 Clarification respecting land use restrictions within the Mary River Transportation Corridor. 
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Baffinland notes that its focus on these topics is a function of the time available for review, and the issues 

most evidently pressing with respect to the Mary River Project. Baffinland has also taken part in meaningful 

discussions with the Chamber of Mines and is supportive of the issues they raise as a general concern to 

the mining industry in their submission. Baffinland is continuing to review the 2021 DNLUP and may identify 

further issues and or questions. In the interim, the lack of commentary on other topics in the Plan does not 

necessarily mean that Baffinland does not have concerns or is in agreement with the approach.   

Baffinland appreciates the continued efforts of the NPC and all participants in the land use planning process 

to develop a Nunavut Land Use Plan in accordance with the Nunavut Agreement. Baffinland reiterates its 

commitment to participation in this process, and looks forward to continued engagement opportunities. 

 

Regards, 

 

Lou Kamermans 

Senior Director – Sustainable Development 

Baffinland Iron Mines 

Cc:  Megan Lord‐Hoyle (Baffinland) 

Rosanne D’Orazio, Jared Ottenhof (QIA) 

Ken Armstrong, Scott Trusler (Chamber of Mines) 

 

Attachments 

Attachment 1 – Mary River Project ‐ Existing Rights 

Attachment 2 – Mary River Project – Caribou Calving Areas 

Attachment 3a –General Socio‐Economic and Fiscal Benefits of the Mary River Project 

Attachment 3b – Community Specific Benefits of the Mary River Project 

Attachment 4 – Canadian Ice Service Charts for Steensby and Milne Shipping Routes, Last 15 Years  
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Comment ID 2021-01 
Subject Caribou Calving Areas 
References 2021 DNLUP Section 2.2, Plan Requirement 2.2.2-1 

2021 DNLUP Map A1 
2021 DNLUP Map A2, Item 25  

Summary of Plan Requirement: 
2.2.1-1 The caribou calving areas shown on Map A are Limited Use areas within which the following 
incompatible uses are prohibited: 
(a) oil and gas exploration and production; 
(b) mineral exploration and production; 
(c) quarries; 
(d) hydro-electrical and related infrastructure; 
(e) wind turbines for electrical generation that are over 15 m in height and related infrastructure; and  
(f) linear infrastructure. 
 
2.2.1-2 Project proponents must cease all uses at those sites, except research and tourism related to 
caribou conservation, during the dates identified in Table 2: Caribou Seasonal Restrictions. [See Map A 
and Table 2 – Site # 2-6, 16-37] 
Technical Comment and Supporting Rationale 
Key Points: 
 

 NPC based the Baffin Island caribou calving and post calving polygons on new information 
submitted by the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB), which has been subject to limited 
technical review, and does not appear to consider other sources of existing information, both 
scientific and IQ, which have become available since 1998. At this time there is disputably low 
consensus in the polygons included in the 2021 DNLUP. 

 Based on our understanding from Inuit Qaijimajatuqangit (IQ) that has been shared with us by 
knowledge holders as well as western science derived from our extensive assessments and 
monitoring programs, geographic-area based land use prohibitions may not be the most 
appropriate or effective protection for Baffin Island caribou. Mobile protection measures are 
already applied at Mary River and will be advanced in sync with the return of North Baffin 
caribou, to protect them when and wherever they happen to be located.   

 Given the uncertainty in the geographic areas identified, the behavioural nature of Baffin 
Island caribou, and the merits of mobile protection measures, the currently designated 
“Limited Use” areas are an unnecessary restriction on land uses that are already regulated 
and managed with existing protection tools, including the management of Inuit Owned Lands 
by the Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA) in accordance with their stringent land use policies. 

 
Introduction 
 
Our understanding based on the 2021 O&R is that certain areas that are designated “25” on Map A of 
the 2021 DNLUP were selected by NPC on the basis that they were identified in a short document 
titled “Community Areas of Interest – Caribou Calving and Post-Calving” dated Nov. 26, 2018 and 
submitted by the QWB and the Hunters and Trappers Organizations of Grise Fiord, Resolute Bay, 
Arctic Bay, Pond Inlet, Pangnirtung, Iqaluit, Kimmirut, Cape Dorset, Hall Beach and Igloolik (the QWB 
Nov. 2018 Submission). 
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The QWB Nov. 2018 Submission relies mainly on IQ presented in a 1998 publication of calving areas 
on southern Baffin Island (Ferguson et al 1998), without a comparable consideration of scientific 
knowledge, or IQ collected by other Parties in the same area since that time. As stated in the QWB 
Nov 2018 Submission: 
 

“In August and October 2018, the QWB completed applications to the Government of Nunavut 
(GN) to directly use caribou telemetry data from 1987-1995 on Baffin Island and from 2003-
2006 for Peary caribou, to combine that information with IQ to delineate calving and post-
calving areas. The GN has not approved QWB’s applications. In 2016, the GN gave the QWB 
some maps of calving and post-calving/summering areas on Baffin Island based on telemetry 
data. However, the GN apparently have added about 10 km around telemetry locations. 
Although the GN’s 2016 maps generally agree with Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ), the mapped 
areas are too large. As a result, the QWB has relied mainly on IQ to map calving and post-
calving areas, as described below.” 

 
Baffinland respects the knowledge and information that is conveyed in the QWB Nov. 2018 
Submission. The QWB submission represents an opportunity for industry and government to learn 
about IQ, views, solutions, and wisdom from knowledge holders. We understand from the submission 
that the QWB is also interested in hearing more about scientific perspectives on these topics, but to 
date do not feel they have had access to this information. 
 
More detailed methods from the Land Use Planning Workshops held by QWB from July 2017 to May 
2018 should be provided to allow NPC and participants to understand better the perspectives, 
knowledge and advice that was shared. We understand that these workshops consisted of local focus 
groups comprised of elected HTO Directors, plus 1–3 local experts selected by the HTO Board. We 
also understand there was group-directed mapping and listing of values and restrictions; however, 
the mapping and verification process scale is not summarized in the document. It is not clear whether 
workshop participants were made aware of the potential negative consequences of prohibiting 
activity in the designated areas, QIA and Inuit priorities to develop Inuit Owned Lands, or presented 
with any information on mitigation measures that have been successfully developed in collaboration 
with Inuit and western science experts and applied to mineral exploration and development projects 
in Nunavut. It appears that the recommendations were made based on the understanding that 
mineral exploration and production could otherwise proceed in an unmanaged and unmitigated 
fashion – as described further below, this does not reflect the current situation in Nunavut or on 
Baffin Island. 
 
Our comments below identify concerns about the current proposed “Option 1 Limited Use” 
designation based on the information provided in the QWB Nov. 2018 Submission. We suggest a path 
forward that could help build a better information base on this topic for consideration in future 
concerning the approved NLUP. In the interim, however, we recommend it is appropriate for NPC to 
re-designate these areas as “Option 4 Information on Valued Components (VCs)” in the next iteration 
of the DNLUP. 
 
NPC Rating Criteria on Defining Geographic Boundaries 
 
NPC indicates in the 2021 O&R document that as part of their rationale for each recommended land 
use designation, they account for the following factors in rating the degree of confidence in the 
geographic boundaries of an area or specific habitat type: 
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 The scale and precision with which boundaries can define the area; 
 Whether the information is current; and 
 The level of consensus among participants regarding confidence and accuracy of the 

boundaries and whether participants had the opportunity to comment on the boundaries. 
 
It is challenging to precisely geographically define the areas that Baffin Island caribou use for calving 
and post-calving. The QWB Nov. 2019 Submission is consistent in many respects with what Baffinland 
has heard from knowledge holders since it began organizing formal IQ workshops in 2008. Based on 
IQ that has been shared with Baffinland by knowledge holders and scientific research, we understand 
that rather than assembling in large groups, calving females can be dispersed through the landscape 
in higher elevation areas to give birth. Like the QWB stated, we had also heard about how the land 
‘shines’ in the sun during calving because females’ placentas lay on the ground after birth and how 
the females and calves use areas for weeks after calving.  

As we heard from knowledge holders, the QWB Nov. 2018 submission also acknowledges that Baffin 
Island caribou do not aggregate: 

“Dense post-calving aggregations do not occur on Baffin Island and in the High Arctic, even 
during periods of high abundance. Because of their adaptions to their variable environment, 
the concept of “calving herds” is not applicable to Qikiqtaaluk, Peary and northern Melville 
Peninsula caribou.” 

Based on this statement, it is unclear how geographic based approach to caribou protection is optimal 
over a wildlife based approach, that could target individual locations and caribou when and as 
needed. 
 
Some inconsistencies have been identified between the information presented in the QWB Nov. 2018 
Submission and information provided by other participants. As an example, the QIA has suggested 
that they have relevant information in their internal IQ database that may conflict with some of the 
areas identified (see QIA Submission to NPC of May 2019). As acknowledged in the QWB Nov. 2019 
Submission, available GN data (for reasons out of their control) has largely not been taken into 
account.  We also have identified some inconsistencies with information that has been shared with 
us.  Much more collaborative work is required to increase confidence in the accuracy of the 
geographic areas proposed, as well as the most effective approach to protect caribou that may use 
these areas.  
 
Based on the information presented to date, the lack of consensus regarding the accuracy of the scale 
and precision of boundaries, there is low consensus and by extension confidence attributed to Baffin 
Island Caribou calving and post-calving areas identified as “25” in the 2021 DNLUP. The areas are 
newly designated in the 2021 DNLUP and were not included in previous iterations of the DNLUP. The 
information was provided to NPC in Nov. 2018, and was never subject to a workshop or other 
comment and response period. Baffinland acknowledges there was a general comment submission 
period in 2019, however, there does not appear to have been space for parties to respond to 
comments, representing a lost opportunity to advance the NPC’s understanding of a specific issue like 
this. As such, the areas proposed in the QWB Nov. 2018 Submission have not been subject to 
sufficient opportunities for discussion, review and comment by interested parties to support their 
inclusion as “Limited Use” areas in the 2021 DNLUP. 
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Ratings on Potential for Non-Renewable Resources, Transportation and Linear Infrastructure 
 
NPC indicates that it accounts for factors relating to development potential when considering land 
use designations. 
 
The Mary River Transportation Corridor is critical to the future of the Mary River Project, as are the 
yet to be developed iron ore deposits and prospects dispersed around the North Baffin. The proposed 
“Limited Use” land designations included in the 2021 DNLUP surround the Mary River Transportation 
Corridor in several areas, and overlap existing mineral tenures planned for future development (See 
Attachment 2). These Limited Use areas for caribou calving all serve to greatly reduce the flexibility 
Baffinland has to access and develop additional deposits as required to extend the Mary River 
Projects mine life.  
 
As emphasized by QIA, the new Limited Use areas also overlap Inuit Owned Lands that are already 
administered per Inuit-developed policies that ensure that development proceeds in a manner that is 
protective of the environment and beneficial to Inuit, taking into account Inuit values and priorities. It 
is not by chance that Deposits 2-5, the next most viable deposits for production are all located on 
Inuit Owned Lands (See Attachment 2). Inuit understood the value of these areas when they were 
selecting land parcels as part of the negotiation of the Nunavut Agreement, and that must be 
reconciled against the prohibitions that are being proposed in the 2021 DNLUP. 
 
Ratings on Sensitivity to Impacts  
 
NPC indicates that it takes into account factors relating to sensitivity to impacts when considering 
land use designations. 
 
The QWB Nov. 2018 submission suggests that exploration and development cannot be effectively 
mitigated in any of the areas identified during decades when their abundance or density is low. It is 
not clear, however, what QWB is basing these conclusions on, as our understanding is that they did 
not submit an analysis of mitigation measures, and they currently have limited involvement in the 
development, implementation or monitoring of project mitigations as a part of their regular 
operation. The QWB has four primary obligations as outlined on their website: 

 The regulation of harvesting practices and techniques among the members of HTOs in the 
region, including the use of non-quota limitations; 

 The allocation and enforcement of regional basic needs levels and adjusted basic needs levels 
among HTOs in the region; 

 The assignment to any person or body other than an HTO, with or without valuable 
consideration and conditions, of any portion of regional basic needs levels, and; 

 Generally, the management of harvesting among the members of HTOs in the region. 
 
We respect the expertise of the QWB on matters within its jurisdiction but suggest the development 
and evaluation of specific mitigation and other management measures is more appropriately 
explored and committed to through impact assessment process, administered by the Nunavut Impact 
Review Board (NIRB). At that stage the specific circumstances of the project and merits of the 
proposed management measures can be taken into consideration and more meaningfully be 
discussed and developed through a collaborative process that includes proponents, government, 
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Regional Inuit Associations, Hunters and Trappers Association and individually interested members of 
the communities. 
 
Baffinland has engaged with knowledge holders to ensure that we have direction from Inuit regarding 
where caribou may or may not calve within the Mary River Project Area. We also discussed what the 
risks of project activities may or may not be to calving and post-calving caribou. Knowledge holders 
that participated did not present any universal agreement about the impacts of exploration and 
development on caribou or suggested that project activity should be prohibited in areas where 
caribou are known to calve. 
 
With workshop participants that included elders and active harvesters, we developed mitigation 
measures to ensure that caribou can continue to calve in those areas outside of the direct impact of 
the project footprint. Mitigation actions include directives to not increase activities in areas where 
caribou are calving during the calving season. These mitigation measures and others are reflected in 
the Mary River Caribou Protection Measures, developed collaboratively with the QIA, and are 
integrated into the Project’s Terrestrial Environment Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. 
 
Baffinland’s stringent caribou protection measures are required by the Mary River Project Certificate, 
the North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan, as well as its Commercial Lease and other agreements with 
the QIA. Baffinland has and will continue to evolve its caribou mitigation and monitoring for the life of 
the mine with the guidance of both the Mary River Terrestrial Environment Working Group and local 
Inuit knowledge holders. Baffinland and the QIA have continued to review the Mary River Caribou 
Protection Measures concerning the Phase 2 Proposal and will agree on important improvements to 
account for a modified project should Phase 2 be approved.  
 
Conclusion 

Our monitoring work and results provide Baffinland with confidence that it is possible to develop 
effective mobile protection measures based on IQ and science. Mobile protection measures should be 
developed in collaboration with Inuit, and this is an approach we are following at our project. Even if 
the location of geographic areas for Baffin Island caribou could be defined with more confidence, we 
would continue to be concerned about the effectiveness of an area-based rather than a wildlife-based 
approach to species protection.  
Recommendation 

1. Baffinland recommends that the caribou calving areas in the North Baffin currently proposed 
as “Option 1 — Limited Use” (25) on Map A should be revised and re-designated in the NLUP 
as “Option 4 – Information on Valued Components (VCs)”.  
 
This approach acknowledges geographic areas that the QWB Nov. 2018 Submissions identify 
as important to caribou, ensures that proponents and regulatory authorities would be made 
aware of the importance of the sites, and that the NPC would consider this information when 
determining whether there are potential cumulative impact concerns regarding project 
proposals.  
 

2. While the QWB Nov. 2018 Submission presents an important perspective, more work is 
needed before its recommendations respecting geographic boundaries are included and 
attached to specific requirements or prohibitions. Baffinland recommends that the NPC 
establish a further focused and formal opportunity for individual Inuit, Inuit organizations, 
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Institutions of Public Government with expertise on mitigation and monitoring measures, 
communities, regional wildlife boards, HTOs, the Government of Nunavut, technical advisors 
and industry representatives to work together to share their respective information and 
knowledge on the topic of caribou calving and post calving in the Qikiqtani Region. Baffinland 
further suggests that this process must not occur within the bounds of the timeline to 
develop the first generation NLUP. The additional work required to better understand North 
Baffin caribou is extensive  
 

3. Baffinland recommends that the NPC give greater weight to and recognition of mobile 
caribou protection measures, should it apply a Limited Use or Conditional Use designation to 
caribou calving grounds located in the North Baffin. The NPC has been in receipt of the jointly 
developed Mary River Caribou Protection Measures since 2014, and Baffinland is confident 
that its monitoring programs will support the effectiveness of the mobile protections 
contained within and evolved from that submission.  
 
Generally speaking, exploration, production and related linear infrastructure projects are 
subject to the rigorous NIRB process established by the Nunavut Agreement and federal and 
territorial legislation before project approval. Projects located on Inuit Owned Lands would 
also be subject to restrictions included in tenures issued by the landowner, which are 
developed in accordance with Inuit values and priorities. These post land use plan conformity 
processes are more than appropriate forums to develop location and wildlife specific 
management plans that balance the goals of Inuit Owned Lands, the need for environmental 
protection, and the practical requirements of industry.  
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Comment ID 2021-02 
Subject Existing Rights 
References 2021 DNLUP, Section 6.1.8 

Nunavut Land Claim Agreement 
Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act 
Nunavut Mining Regulations (Territorial Lands Act)  
Exploration and Mining on Crown Lands in Nunavut Guidebook  
Free Entry Access to Mineral Rights in Canada’s North 
Yukon Free Entry System FAQ’s 
Dehcho Land Use Plan 
Sahtu Regional Land Use Plan  

Summary of Plan Requirement: 
6.1.8-1 A mineral exploration and production project previously approved under the Nunavut Planning 
and Project Assessment Act or the Agreement and identified in Appendix A is exempt from prohibitions 
on mineral exploration and production in Limited Use areas when the project undergoes a significant 
modification if: 

(a) it is arising from and related to existing rights and interests identified as projects in 
Appendix A; and 
(b) it remains within the same footprint of the project identified in Appendix A. 
 

6.1.8-2 To demonstrate a project is arising from, and related to, existing rights and interests, a 
proponent must demonstrate a direct connection to a project listed in Appendix A. 
 
6.1.8-3 For clarity, a change in ownership of a project identified in Appendix A, or in the ownership of 
the proponent, does not itself constitute a significant modification to the project. 
 
6.1.8-4 If there is no demonstrated direct connection to a project identified in Appendix A, the 
modification will be considered to be a new project and be subject to the prohibitions in this Plan. 
 
6.1.8-5 All other requirements in the land use designation of a project identified in Appendix A, 
including the prohibition on breaching any applicable restrictions, continue to apply to the project 
after a significant modification is made. 
 
6.1.8-6 The construction of permanent all-season linear infrastructure in an area outside the footprint 
of a project identified in Appendix A is not authorized if that type of project is prohibited in that area. 
Technical Comment and Supporting Rationale 
Baffinland maintains significant mineral tenure in the North Baffin region as outlined in Attachment 1, 
which is a figure showing Baffinland’s various mineral tenures in the North Baffin in relation to those 
acknowledged in the 2021 DNLUP. The 2021 DNLUP now proposes to designate multiple Limited Use 
areas under Plan Requirement 2.2.1-1 (caribou calving grounds) overlapping with Baffinland’s existing 
mineral tenures. See Attachment 2, which includes a figure outlining the overlap in Baffinland’s 
mineral tenure and the new Limited Use areas.  
 
Baffinland has provided its comments below to outline precisely how the 2021 DNLUP proposal would 
negatively impact Baffinland’s existing mineral tenure rights, and how the 2021 DNLUP could be 
revised to avoid that outcome. 
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Summary of Financial Contributions of Baffinland to Nunavut and Canada Economy arising from its 
exercise of existing mineral tenure rights at Deposit 1 to date and forecast into the future 
 
The Mary River Project has provided significant direct benefits to Inuit, communities and 
governments through the initial development of Deposit 1. These benefits, as well as those forecast 
to occur under the full development of the Project and the implementation of the Inuit Certainty 
Agreement, are summarized in Attachments 3a and 3b. Some highlights, current to 2020, are 
provided here for quick reference: 

 Provided over $80 million in wages to Inuit Project Employees; 
 Reached over $1.3 billion in contracts signed and awarded to Inuit Firms; 
 Provided over $1.1 million through our Sponsorship and Donation Program since 2016; 
 Seen 495 graduates of pre-employment training programs; and 
 Delivered over 150,000 hours of training to Inuit Project employees since Project 

development. 
 Over $53 million in fuel and payroll taxes to the Government of Nunavut  
 Over $66 million paid to the Qikiqtani Inuit Association in advance and royalty payments and 

commercial lease payments 
 In 2019 alone, Baffinland contributed $724 million to Nunavut’s Gross Domestic Product  

 
Should the full Project be developed, inclusive of Phase 2 and Steensby, Baffinland expects to provide 
the following fiscal benefits: 

 $1 billion to the Qikiqtani Inuit Association in IIBA Royalties  
 $1.4 billion in a federal mineral royalty to Nunavut Tunngavik Inc  
 $1.5 billion in taxes to the Government of Canada  
 $670 million in taxes to the Government of Nunavut  

 
Contribute significant funds or build directly the following community infrastructure in the 5 affected 
communities under the full Project, inclusive of Phase 2 and Steensby:  

 $3 million towards day cares in Sanijarak, Igloolik, Pond Inlet, Arctic Bay and Clyde River, as 
well as Kinngait and Kimmirut once Steensby is built 

 Build and operate community garages, or similar projects that fill critical community service 
or infrastructure gaps, and the 5 North Baffin communities 

 Build Baffinland offices in each North Baffin community that will include additional space for 
meetings and training, as well as an elder’s lounge area 

 Each North Baffin community will receive a research vessel over a 15-year period 
 $10 million towards a Pond Inlet training and research centre 

 
The current and proposed benefits to Inuit, communities and governments from the development of 
Deposit 1 at Mary River are significant, and consistent with the intention behind the selection of Inuit 
Owned Lands in the Nunavut Agreement. Baffinland has identified up to 8 other promising iron ore 
deposits, and many more prospects. While the benefits highlighted above and summarized in 
Attachment 3 are substantial, it will require the continued development of additional deposits to 
continue to provide them for the generations that are anticipated. As the 2021 DNLUP is currently 
written, the multigenerational potential of the Mary River mine is impacted through the imposition of 
additional Limited Use areas and treatment of existing rights. 
 
Key definitions remain unclear 
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It is unclear what constitutes ‘arising from and related to’ or a ‘direct connection’ when it comes to 
determining what existing rights may be exempt from prohibitions on mineral exploration and 
production in Limited Use areas.   Baffinland has developed the following case study to illustrate the 
lack of certainty presented by the current wording of Section 6.1.8 of the 2021 DNLUP. To be clear, 
this should be treated as an illustrative case study only as at this time Baffinland is not contemplating 
any significant applications to NPC or NIRB with respect to the Rowley River Prospect.  
 
The Rowley River Prospect is one of many Baffinland-owned iron ore prospects in the North Baffin 
that is planned to contribute to the multi-generational life span of the Mary River Project.  This future 
development prospect was identified in the Mary River Final Environmental Impact Statement (2012), 
and so we are proceeding on the understanding that this prospect would come within the scope of 
the existing rights protections described at Section 6.1.8-1 of the 2021 DNLUP. However, the Rowley 
River Prospect is now located within a Limited Use area in the 2021 DNLUP Map A (See Attachment 
2).  
 
Despite the many provisions in Section 6.1.8 of the 2021 DNLUP, ultimately whether or not the 
Rowley River Prospect would be possible to progress from its current grass roots exploration stage 
into a producing mine is entirely subject to the strength of its perceived ties to existing approvals 
under the Nunavut Agreement or NuPPAA at the time of a significant modification proposal.  
 
The Rowley River Prospect is currently a combination of mineral claims and a mining lease, but as 
outlined in the 2012 FEIS, we hope to advance it to the production stage in future. Given the 
equidistant proximity of the Rowley River Prospect to tide water on the west side of Baffin Island, and 
the South Railway to the east between Mary River Deposit 1 and Steensby Port, there are several 
plausible development paths Baffinland could take to develop the same resource that could lead to 
two different determinations with respect to the direct connection to the existing Mary River Project.  
It is not at all clear at present what criteria NPC would use to make a determination about whether 
either Rowley River Prospect development option is “arising from and related to” or “directly 
connected” to the Mary River Project.  In our view, Rowley River should be considered “arising from 
and related to” the Mary River Project in either scenario, because it would be impossible to develop it 
as an independent project – it would be necessary for the project rely at least in part on some existing 
Mary River infrastructure.  The need for a new Port on the west side of Baffin Island does not change 
that fact.  Similarly, proposing to connect the Rowley River Prospect to the South Railway in our view 
would be a “direct connection”.    
 
If NPC does not provide further guidance and clarity on the intended meaning of these key terms, for 
planning purposes proponents would need to assume the only option would be to apply for an 
amendment to the NLUP – a process which also lacks some clarity.  We do not believe this is what 
NPC intended.  
 
Existing Rights should include mineral tenure 
 
The 2021 DNLUP continues to rely on Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act (NuPPAA) 
transitional provision (Section 235) to define its own treatment of existing rights, without any 
consideration for mineral tenure. Under the proposed regime, only a project that has been 
“previously approved” under NuPPAA is entitled to existing rights. While there does now appear to be 
some circumstances under which a project may be considered a significant modification and still 
maintain its existing rights, the Plan requirements are both ambiguous and limited in their scope. 
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Uncertainty and exclusion of the full spectrum of existing rights is a major problem for Baffinland and 
other developers that have acquired mineral rights in the Nunavut Mining District under a free entry 
system and developed projects while exercising those rights that may now be prohibited or 
significantly restrictions. Without reasonable rights protections developers like Baffinland could lose 
the value of their investments in their entirety, investments that are in part obligatory requirements 
to have kept our mineral tenure in good standing up to the date of implementation of the NLUP 
 
Can the Plan deviate from NuPPAA? 
 
The detail and direction included in Section 235 of NuPPAA is what outlines the circumstances in 
which the Act does, or does not, apply to a given project. In any case, a project proposal is subject to a 
conformity determination by the NPC and if referred by NPC or otherwise required by NuPPAA, 
screened and/or reviewed by the NIRB. Where there may be some misunderstanding, however, is 
that the substance of the land use plan used by the NPC to issue its conformity determination does 
not necessarily have to be bound by the same principles that govern the application of NuPPAA. In 
other words, if a land use plan is designed to recognize a broader range of existing rights than what is 
provided for in the NuPPAA, that is the prerogative of the plan designers and does not in any way 
preclude the application of the plan, or the Act, to a project, consistent with Section 235. 
 
Should the Plan deviate from NuPPAA? 
 
Baffinland and other industry members have made significant investments in Nunavut’s mineral 
exploration and mining sector and there are many reasons to provide assurances that will reasonably 
protect those investments. Of critical importance is that proponents with mineral tenure in Nunavut 
have acquired it under a free entry system in relation to Crown tenures or through negotiation with 
Inuit mineral tenure holders (Nunavut Tunngavik Inc (NTI)) who own the minerals.  
 
Under the free system a proponent may enter lands where minerals are owned by the Crown and 
oblige them to grant exclusive exploration and development rights, if they are applied for in the 
prescribed manner. In order to keep tenure in good standing proponents are expected to carry out 
work that meets mandatory minimum spending requirements. The rationale behind the free entry 
system is that it allows government to share the immense task of discovering and defining its mineral 
resources with the private sector, allowing significantly more progress than would otherwise be 
possible.  
 
While NTI’s approach to granting mineral tenures on IOL is slightly different from the Crown system, 
again these agreements are entered into by NTI and proponents with the intent that the lands 
proceed to development.  Stringent requirements are included in the NTI tenure agreements to 
reflect Inuit policies and goals respecting development.  Similar to the Crown system, proponents 
must carry out minimum work on the property to keep it in good standing.  As NTI has indicated on 
numerous occasions, the lands selected by Inuit negotiators for subsurface IOL ownership under the 
Nunavut Agreement were selected with the significant promise of future mineral development in 
those areas in mind.  
 
The important thing to note is that every project, which has been initiated in Nunavut in the 
exercising of legitimately acquired mineral tenure, has occurred with the intent and hope to 
eventually extract and sell the minerals, bar none.  
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The activities required to exercise the rights granted through title are typically subject to strong 
Crown and or Inuit surface tenure requirements as well as environmental permitting and regulations 
before the rights can be exercised. It is for these reasons that land use plans can provide 
accommodations with the assurance that land owners, regulators and the public will continue to be 
involved in the development of a project prior to and after final approvals are received.  
 
Both the Dehcho Land Use Plan and the Sahtu Regional Land Use Plan have adopted this approach; 
the two geographically closest land use plans to Nunavut. Baffinland’s suggestion is that NPC should 
consider the use of a system most similar to those included in the Sahtu and Dehcho Land Use Plans, 
developed under the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act. 
 
Sahtu Land Use Plan 
 
Section 2.5 ‘Plan Exemptions’ includes a broad spectrum of ‘legacy land use’ definitions, which may 
be continued or undertaken despite any nonconformity with the Plan. Of particular interest is 
subsection 1.2 that identifies “land uses for which authorizations are required in order to exercise 
rights created by or pursuant to a disposition of interests or entitlements that were issued by the 
Crown”, and includes, among other things, prospecting permits, mineral claims, and mineral leases. 
Subsection 1.4 provides further reach by including “land uses for which authorizations are required 
that are necessarily incidental to the exercise of rights created by the interests or entitlements 
identified in 1.2.” Pursuant to subsection 3 these identified ‘legacy land uses’ are effectively exempt 
from any applicable zoning, including Conservation Zones and their associated land use prohibitions 
(Sahtu Regional Land Use Plan, Page 23). 
 
Dehcho Land Use Plan 
 
The Dehcho Land Use Plan includes a similar notion of existing rights to the Sahtu Regional Land Use 
Plan through the recognition of successor rights. Successor rights are described as stemming from 
“existing rights present on the day prior to Plan approval, and includes expansions in area of use that 
are reasonably necessary to enable the existing use to continue, even if the land uses do not conform 
to the zoning or other Conformity Requirements of the Plan” (Dehcho Land Use Plan, Page 3) 
 
Consideration for the Nunavut Context 
 
Baffinland proposes that an approach to existing rights similar to the two NWT land use plans 
described above for Nunavut is not only reasonable, but desirable. This system should recognize all 
stages of existing mineral tenure under both the Crown and Inuit Owned mineral tenure systems, as 
well as the expansion of activities reasonably necessary to move through the full spectrum of the 
mining cycle, as was expected when mineral tenure was initially sought and granted. 
 
To be clear, a system in the Plan that recognizes a broader spectrum of existing rights, including 
mineral tenure, would not exempt a project from rigorous scrutiny and the application of stringent 
mitigation measures as are considered appropriate through a transparent and comprehensive public 
review process. The screening, review and reconsideration processes for projects administered by the 
NIRB is designed to consider the significance of project level and cumulative impacts as well as any 
existing public concern in forming any recommendation to the Minister. 
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Resources with existing rights may be stranded by restrictions in the same and adjacent Limited Use 
Areas where necessarily incidental activities (such as transportation and access) are restricted that 
would occur outside of the existing Project footprint 
 
As proposed, Section 6.1.8 of the 2021 DNLUP would continue to limit the incidental activities 
necessary to develop projects otherwise qualifying for existing rights. This approach could effectively 
land lock many existing rights of mineral tenure holders, as it is impossible to proceed to production 
mining without reliable land and marine access. This is particularly true in Nunavut, where the 2021 
DNLUP readily acknowledges that there is a fundamental lack of infrastructure. 
 
Continuing to use the Rowley River Prospect as a case study, it is located inside a proposed Limited 
Use area designated in the 2021 DNLUP for caribou calving. Any linear infrastructure, including an all-
weather access road or railway, would extend outside of the footprint of the Rowley River Prospect as 
currently recognized by the Plan and into the surrounding Limited Use area. Further, to connect to 
the South Railway between Deposit 1 and Steensby Port, there is another Limited Use area 
designated for caribou calving that now surrounds a portion of the South Railway and could impede 
the only technically and/or economically feasible route between the prospect and existing 
infrastructure. The outcome is effectively the same as if no existing rights were recognized for the 
Rowley River Prospect in the first place. Surrounded by other Limited Use areas where necessarily 
incidental activities are limited, only a Plan amendment or exemption would allow the Project to 
move forward.  
 
The objective of recognizing existing rights is to provide reasonable assurance to proponents with 
projects that meet the criteria for existing rights, to fully develop their project, subject to all other 
commercial, environmental and regulatory requirements that otherwise apply. Even though the 2021 
DNLUP suggests it recognizes Baffinland’s existing rights within newly proposed Limited Use Areas, 
there is no assurance any of those Projects could be developed without requiring a Plan amendment. 
This issue is amplified by a lack of consideration for necessarily incidental activities that may be 
required to develop Projects in the vicinity of Limited Use Areas.  
 
Recommendation 

1. Expand existing rights protections to explicitly include mineral tenure. The Plan Requirements 
should, at a minimum, be explicit about Nunavut’s classes of mineral rights (Crown or NTI 
owned) and the land use activities that are necessary to exercise those rights, which may be 
exempt from the Plan, but not NuPPAA. 

 
2. Allow necessarily incidental land use activities, such as transportation infrastructure, within 

Limited Use Areas surrounding Projects qualifying for existing rights.  
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Comment ID 2021-03 
Subject Proposed TINMCA National Marine Conservation Areas 
References 2021 DNLUP 3.1.2, 3.1.2-1 
Summary of Plan Requirement: 
3.1.2-1 The proposed Tallurutiup Imanga national marine conservation area shown on Map A is a 
Limited Use area within which the following incompatible uses are prohibited: 

(a) oil and gas exploration and production; 
(b) mineral exploration and production; 
(c) quarries; 
(d) hydro-electrical and related infrastructure; 
(e) wind turbines for electrical generation that are over 15 m in height and related 
infrastructure; 
(f) all-weather roads; and 
(g) disposal at sea. 
[See Map A – Site # 44] 

 
national marine conservation area is a marine area managed for sustainable use and containing 
smaller zones of high protection. It includes the seabed, the water above it and any species that occur 
there. It may also take in wetlands, estuaries, islands and other coastal lands. 
 
proposed national marine conservation area means an area in respect of which the Commission has 
been notified by Canada that a national marine conservation area is being, or has been, proposed. 
Technical Comment and Supporting Rationale 
Our understanding is that the proposed listed prohibition at Section 3.1.2-1(b) is intended to prohibit 
undersea mineral exploration and production. If the prohibitions in relation to the TINMCA remain in 
the 2021 DNLUP, our recommendation is that this prohibition be revised for clarity. Mary River 
shipping and related Project activities presently occur within certain areas of the boundary planned 
for the TINMCA, and will continue to occur within the area should the TINMCA ultimately be 
established by the Government of Canada.  There should be no confusion that commercial shipping, 
marine transportation, and marine-based infrastructure and activities associated with mineral 
exploration and production activities at Mary River will continue within the TINMCA area during the 
current period when the TINMCA has not yet been established as well as post establishment (should 
the Government of Canada do so). 
Recommendation 

1. If the prohibitions pending the establishment of the TINMCA remain, the prohibition relating 
to mineral exploration and development should explicitly reference undersea mineral 
exploration and development, to avoid any confusion respecting Mary River related marine 
transportation and  shipping activities as well as marine infrastructure  that are occurring 
within the proposed TINMCA boundaries and will continue to occur in the area should the 
TINMCA be established. 
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Comment ID 2021-04 
Subject Mary River-Milne Inlet Linear Infrastructure Corridor 
References 2021 DNLUP Section 5.3, 5.3.1-2 

2021 DNLUP Map A2, Item 95  
2021 A&R, Section 5.3.2 

Summary of Plan Requirement: 
5.3.1-2 The Mary River-Milne Inlet linear infrastructure corridor shown on Map A is a Limited Use area 
within which all uses other than the following 

 All weather and seasonal roads 
 Railways  
 Seasonal airstrips or ice strips 
 Quarries 
 The construction of infrastructure, support facilities and any other related systems associated 

with the use of the corridor 
Technical Comment and Supporting Rationale 
General 
 
Plan Requirement 5.3.1-2 refers to the terrestrial transportation corridor between Milne Inlet and 
Steensby Inlet associated with the Mary River Project as the ‘Mary River-Milne Inlet Linear 
Infrastructure Corridor’, with reference to Map A – Site #136. Baffinland recommends the name of 
the corridor be amended to reflect the connection between Milne Inlet and Steensby Inlet, not just 
between the Mine Site and Milne Inlet. Appendix P of the North Baffinland Regional Land Use Plan 
(NBRLUP) currently refers to the recognized corridor as the ‘Mary River Transportation Corridor’, 
which Baffinland believes is appropriate to continue using, unless a more suitable Inuit place name is 
preferred. Baffinland also notes the corridor is identified as Site #94, not #136, in Map A. 
 
Defining Geographic Boundaries 

Baffinland recommends the NPC continue to define the Mary River Transportation Corridor in general 
terms. Using language consistent with Appendix P of the NBRLUP, the terrestrial component of the 
transportation corridor would be generally illustrated by a line on Map A, generally commencing at 
Steensby Inlet and running generally north through the Mary River Mine Site towards Milne Port. The 
approximate coordinates of the ports and mine site should be recognized, consistent with Appendix 
P, Section 1.3 “Location” as follows: 

The lands generally located North of Mary River, North Baffin Island, 1000 km North of Iqaluit, 
and described as the line commencing at the Mary River Mine Site, approximately 71.3N-
79.22W, and running generally North for approximately 100 km to the Milne Port at 
approximately 71.53N-80.54W and then running generally North through Milne Inlet and then 
East through Eclipse Sound to Baffin Bay for approximately 270 km and all as generally 
illustrated in Map “A” – Site #136. 

Consistent with Appendix P of the NBRLUP, language in the 2021 DNLUP should also be included that 
states that the location of the Mary River Transportation Corridor as shown on Map A - Site #136 is 
approximate, and minor adjustments shall not require amendment to the land use plan. The distance 
between infrastructure (i.e. the Milne Inlet Tote Road and a railway) constructed within the generally 
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illustrated Mary River Transportation Corridor should be no greater than 10 km at any point, but the 
need for reasonable flexibility with respect to infrastructure siting is acknowledged.   

Mary River-Milne Inlet Linear Infrastructure Corridor 
 
In the 2021 DNLUP, NPC has designated the Mary River Milne Inlet Linear Infrastructure Corridor as a 
“Option 1 - Limited Use” (94) that prohibits uses not specifically tied to transportation infrastructure 
or related activities and systems. This is not required; other uses are not necessarily incompatible 
with transportation. For instance, the lease boundaries of Baffinland’s Deposits 4 and 5 overlap the 
portion of the Mary River Transportation Corridor between the Mary River Mine Site and Milne Port 
(See Attachment 01). It is entirely plausible that should those Deposits be developed into producing 
mines, mining infrastructure could occur within lands considered to be within 10km of transportation 
infrastructure, and in this case such mining activity could proceed without interfering with 
transportation activities within the Mary River Transportation Corridor.  The corridor itself should not 
be a cause for prohibiting that infrastructure from being developed and requiring a Plan amendment. 
Baffinland suggests that to designate the Mary River Transportation Corridor as a Valued 
Socioeconomic Component designation, consistent with other existing and potential terrestrial linear 
infrastructure, would be more appropriate. 
 
Clarification regarding other prohibitions 
 
Based on the 2021 DNLUP, it is our understanding that operation of the Mary River Transportation 
Corridor is an existing right that is not otherwise subject to the prohibitions in the 2021 DNLUP unless 
the Project undergoes a significant modification that does not meet the criteria to maintain its 
existing right status. We request that NPC confirm this understanding.   
Recommendation 

1. The Mary River Milne Inlet Linear Infrastructure Corridor currently referenced in the 2021 
DNLUP should be renamed the Mary River Transportation Corridor (or such other suitable 
Inuit place name as identified by community members).  

2. Baffinland suggests that rather than being designated a Limited Use area, the Mary River 
Transportation Corridor should be designated as a Valued Socio-Economic Component. 

3. Consistent with Appendix P of the NBRLUP, language in the 2021 DNLUP should be included 
that states that the location of the Mary River Transportation Corridor as shown on Map A- 
Site #136 is approximate, and minor adjustments shall not require amendment to the land 
use plan. 
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Comment ID 2021-05 
Subject On-ice Travel Routes 
References 2021 DNLUP Section 4.1.1, Plan Requirement 4.1.1-1 

2021 DNLUP Table 3 
2021 DNLUP Map Table 3 

Summary of Plan Requirement: 
4.1.1-1 The on-Ice travel routes shown on Map A are Conditional Use areas within which, except as 
required for safe navigation, a proponent of a project that will disrupt or destroy on-ice travel routes 
during the seasons of Upingaksaaq and Upingaaq set out in Table 3 must consult with all municipal 
councils, hunters and trappers organizations and regional wildlife organizations within a 300 km 
radius of the route and develop an ice-bridging plan before undertaking the project. 
 
The 2021 O&R adds: 
 

 Proponents must report annually to the NPC on all activities that disrupted or destroyed on-ice 
travel routes, the consultations undertaken and public awareness measures, and ice-bridging 
measures undertaken in the calendar year, if any 

 
 An ice-bridging plan is required before a project may destroy or disrupt on-ice travel routes 

identified in section 4.1.3 of this document, and contravention of this requirement is 
prohibited under section 74(f) of the NuPPAA. 

Technical Comment and Supporting Rationale 
Through the feasibility and environmental assessments related to the Mary River Project, as well as 
the operation of the Early Revenue Phase, the Production Increase Proposal and the Production 
Increase Proposal Extension and ongoing exploration, Baffinland possesses significant experience and 
expertise in the subject of Arctic shipping. We have also consulted knowledge holders, who have 
generously shared Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) with respect to known ice formation patterns and 
traditional use in the areas in which we ship.   
 
Based on information shared with us by knowledge holders and our Arctic shipping technical experts, 
we believe this plan requirement requires significant revision to support feasible implementation. 
 
For the following reasons, we suggest that the plan requirement should be revised to remove the 
specific reference to an “ice bridging plan” as this is a technical term with a specific meaning that is 
not generally applicable to all conditions in which shipping through ice occurs.   
 
Instead, we suggest the 2021 DNLUP should require proponents to develop a shipping plan prior to 
undertaking shipping through ice in consultation with Regional Inuit Organizations, municipal councils 
and HTOs which includes specific mitigations to protect the safety of traditional users and Inuit access 
for traditional activities.   
 
We also believe that the seasonal references reflected in the plan requirement should be revised, 
based on available data from Canadian Ice Service ice charts.    
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Available technical information tends to show that on-ice travel routes do not persist throughout 
Upinqaaq  

 
According to Table 3 of the 2021 DNLUP, Upingaksaaq lasts from April 1 to May 31 in both the North 
and South Baffin, while Upinqaaq lasts from June 1 to July 31 in the North Baffin, and June 1 to July 14 
in the South Baffin.  Shipping in support of the Mary River Project occurs in the North Baffin Area via 
Milne Port and will occur in the South Baffin Area via Steensby Inlet, as identified in Map Table 3.  
 
Breakup and open water dates along the route to the Steensby Inlet and Milne Inlet port sites over 
last 15 years, based on weekly Canadian Ice Service (CIS) ice charts, are provided as Attachment 4. 
Several key points from the tables in Attachment XX are included here: 

 Fast ice has naturally broken up as early as July 1 along the shipping route to Steensby Port, 
14 days prior to the end of Upinqaaq in South Baffin 

 Fast ice has naturally broken up as early as July 11 along the shipping route to Milne Port, 20 
days prior to the end of Upinqaaq in North Baffin 

 
In the Milne Inlet and Eclipse Sound areas for example, the mean period between fast is break up and 
open water is 15 days. As a result, the safety of on-ice travel naturally diminishes very quickly once 
fast ice is broken and ice that remains becomes mobile and compromised in terms of concentration 
and thickness. In this time period ice strengthened vessels are required to support transits by lesser 
ice class, or non-ice class vessels. During these transits its possible large pans of mobile ice may be 
broken, which could overlap with designated on-ice travel routes shown on Map A during Upinqaaq. 
At Mary River, shipping activities that begin once fast ice have broken have not interrupted on-ice 
travel routes as they are no longer being used at that time.  
 
Baffinland ensures it does not conflict with on-ice travel by developing and maintaining a 
Communication Protocol for Shipping Activities, which includes a commitment to confirm through the 
Mittimatalik Hunters and Trappers Organization that the floe edge has been closed for harvesting 
before shipping can commence. More recently the Communication Protocol has been updated to 
include requirements for working with the Hamlet of Pond Inlet, the MHTO and Community Shipping 
Monitors (employed by Baffinland) to confirm that the ice in the immediate vicinity or Pond Inlet and 
the expected ice track is not being used before shipping commences. All parties make a significant 
effort to ensure ice is no longer being used by Inuit at times when shipping though ice occurs.  
 
Ice-bridging is not a feasible mitigation in all circumstances and ice conditions, and so more general 
approach to safe travel plans should be used in the NLUP 
 
Based on Section 6.2.7 of the 2021 O&R, the NPC considered a number of submission on the issue of 
on-ice travel routes, but it does not appear that detailed submissions were made or considered 
specifically on the feasibility of “ice bridging plans” in relation to all types of shipping through ice.  
This is a significant information gap. 
 
We agree generally with the submissions of participants that robust plans should be in place before 
proponents proceed with ice breaking activities in order to ensure the activity proceeds safely and in 
a way that minimizes potential impacts on Inuit use of sea ice – as described above, this approach is 
already one we are committed to and follow at the Mary River Project. 
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However, ice bridging is not the only available mitigation to achieve this goal.  Ice-bridging is a very 
specific mitigation that has had some success at other projects in Canada, most notably Voisey’s Bay. 
This success, however, is highly dependent on the specific circumstances of that Project. The nearest 
community to Voisey’s is Nain, which lies about 15km north of the shipping route where the pontoon 
bridges are deployed through the winter. This is significant insofar as the infrastructure required for 
the ice bridges is reasonably close. With respect to ship type and number of movements, there is a 
maximum of 4 trips (8 transits) per winter season, which are spread out during the period from Late 
January until Early April, allowing ample intervals for the track to consolidate. Lastly, the track is only 
ever used by the Umiak, with a beam of 26.5 m and dead weight tonnage (DWT) of 32,000 tons.  The 
vessel has been reasonably successful over the years in remaining within the track due to its size and 
limited voyages. 
 
Baffinland cannot speak to the suitability of ice bridging mitigations for other shipping activities that 
may occur in Nunavut in future – however, we can confirm that the notion of a portable ice bridge 
system (like pontoons) is not considered applicable or scalable to the Mary River Project or Phase 2.  
 
Supporting rationale is discussed further below: 
 

1. Baffinland takes care not to ship until the MHTO confirms the floe edge is closed and there 
is confirmation that Inuit are no longer using ice, therefore it would not be necessary or 
appropriate in any event to develop an ice bridging mechanism in relation to such activities.  
  

2. Ice bridging is not possible in mobile ice conditions, which can exist in the North Baffin and 
South Baffin during the period of Upinqaaq (July). Ice bridges require safe access to areas of 
deployment, and are intended to link to fixed points over an area where ice has been 
disrupted. These conditions are not met once fast ice has broken and ice becomes mobile. 
With respect to Baffinland’s shipping season that takes place in Eclipse Sound and Milne Inlet 
beginning as early as mid-July in a given year, following the breakup of fast ice, a requirement 
to develop an ice-bridging program would be entirely unfeasible.  
 

3. Ice bridging programs require reasonable proximity to project or community infrastructure. 
Unlike the proximity between the ship track to Voisey’s and Nain, the communities (Igloolik 
and Sanijarak) closest to the Steensby ship track that intercept an on-ice travel route just 
north of Koch Island are considerably further away at more than 100 km. Even the port site at 
Steensby lies more than 50 km from the over ice travel route. This is an important distinction 
as the logistics of setting up any sort of bridging program heavily impacted by proximity to 
resources, which in the case of Steensby Inlet do not exist. 
 

4. Ice bridging programs need to consider ship types and frequency of movement. Winter 
shipping to Steensby Port will include considerably larger vessels and more frequent transits 
than what is performed in support of the Voisey’s Bay winter shipping program. Shipping 
to/from Steensby Port in Upingaksaaq and Upingaaq could see an average of 10 trips (20 
transits) in a month with vessels of a nominal capacity between 160,000 to 190,000 DWT. The 
combined effect of this larger scale in shipping activities is that the ship tracks will be 
significantly larger than at Voisey’s. The width to which the ship track will grow due to the 
increased frequency in transits is unknown but with greater distances the technical feasibility 
and safety of an ice bridging system is severely diminished. 
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While ice bridging has proved successful at Voisey’s Bay and there may well be suitable individual 
project applications of this strategy in Nunavut in the future, at Mary River it is either not possible 
(North Baffin) or unlikely to be feasible, appropriate or necessary (South Baffin) to implement ice 
bridging mitigations in relation to all shipping through ice.  For Mary River, the timing of shipping, 
distances involved, and the different nature of operations would present significant challenges to 
implementing Plan Requirement 4.1.1-1 as written, and in any event due to the existing mitigations in 
place even if feasible ice bridging mitigations would not enhance protection of Inuit use.  
 
On-ice travel with respect to approved or future Projects that include shipping activities during the 
periods of Upingaksaaq and Upingaaq can be accommodated in a manner that is technically feasible, 
safe and commensurate with the priorities of potentially affected communities. However, a specific 
requirement for a mitigation like ice bridging, that may not be feasible or even desired by the 
community, at the land use planning stage does not achieve the intended protections. It would be a 
much more balanced and reasonable approach to require the Proponent and potentially affected 
communities to develop a more general Safe Travel Policy prior to the activity occurring. Practically 
speaking both the Nunavut Impact Review Board assessment processes, as well as negotiation of Inuit 
Impact Benefit Agreements with Regional Inuit Associations also present appropriate forums to 
develop detailed and feasible safe travel plans.  
 
Accommodations for on-ice Travel Routes should be subject to targeted consultation 
 
On-ice travel routes should not be identified in Map A without providing clear and specific reference 
to the information that NPC relied on to include these areas in the plan.  It is not clear based on the 
information provided to date what communities use them and have asked for them to be recognized 
in the Plan. These communities should be specifically identified in the Plan to help support 
consultation by the Proponent for the purpose of developing a general safe travel plan prior to 
construction. 
Recommendation 

1. Revise the 2021 DNLUP to clarify that the conditional use provision is only required in 
Upingaaq if shipping is proposed to occur while land fast ice is present. 
 

2. Revise the 2021 DNLUP to replace specific guidance to develop an “ice bridging plan” with a 
general requirement to engage relevant communities in the development of a Safe Travel 
Policy.  If ice bridging continues to be referenced it should be clearly acknowledged that this 
mitigation may not be feasible and that alternative mitigations exist, such as development of 
communication protocols, that would also conform to the NLUP. 
 

3. Revise the 2021 DNLUP to remove blanket requirement for geographic-based consultation 
with all municipal councils, hunters and trappers organizations and regional wildlife 
organizations within a 300 km radius of the route, and clarify consultation obligations by 
specifically identifying communities that have identified that they use the designated on ice 
travel routes, and requiring proponents to engage with those communities and relevant 
organizations within those communities that utilize on ice travel routes.  To our knowledge, 
as an organization, regional wildlife organizations do not use on ice travel routes and it is not 
clear why these organizations are listed in the consultation requirement at this time.  
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Attachment 1 

Mary River Project - Existing Rights
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Attachment 2 

Mary River Project – Caribou Calving Areas
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Attachment 3a 

General Socio-Economic and Fiscal Benefits of the Mary River 
Project



2275 Upper Middle Road East, Suite 300 | Oakville, ON, L6H 0C3| Main: 416.364.8820 | Fax: 416.364.0193 | www.baffinland.com 

November 2020 

MEMO 

Fiscal Benefits of the Mary River Project 

Important Notes to Readers 
The estimations of economic benefits outlined in this memo are based from a point in time on scenarios and hypothesis taking place 

in future years as outlined in Technical Supporting Document 25 submitted through the Phase 2 Nunavut Impact Review Board led 

Environmental Assessment for Baffinland as well as from internal Baffinland records. No conclusion or inference should be made 

based on the content of this report regarding investment or financial decisions about the Mary River Project, Baffinland Iron Mines 

Corporation (Baffinland), iron ore, the mining sector in general or the Nunavut and Canadian economy. 

All monetary values are expressed in Canadian Dollars (CAD) 

Introduction 

The following memo outlines the fiscal benefits of the 30 million tonnes per year Mary River Project to 
Inuit Organizations and Governments throughout the life of mine (2038). 

Government of Nunavut 1 

Fiscal revenues paid to the Government of Nunavut are paid against the following requirements: 
• Payroll Taxes
• Petroleum (Fuel) Taxes
• Corporate Income Taxes
• Personal Income Tax

Baffinland has paid the following to the Government of Nunavut as of September 30, 2020: 
• Payroll Taxes: $32,940,658
• Petroleum (Fuel) Taxes: $20,744,900
• Total: Over $53 million

Expected payments to the Government of Nunavut over the life of mine (2038): 
• Corporate Income Tax: $321 million
• Territorial Petroleum (Fuel) Tax: $182.5 million
• Payroll Taxes: $51.3 million 2

• Other Fiscal Revenues (this includes payments to government by Baffinland suppliers,
contractors, and other smaller payments): $125 million

• Total: $679 million

Government of Canada 

Fiscal revenues paid to the Government of Canada are paid against the following requirements: 
• Fuel Tax
• Corporate Income Tax

1 Calculations of projected payments to the Government of Nunavut have not considered the potential implications of Devolution.  
2 Baffinland future payroll tax payment calculations are based on very conservative modelling scenarios to not overstate payments to Government.
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• Aggregate Royalties (Crown Land) 

To date Baffinland has made no payments to the Government of Canada against the requirements 
outlined above.   

Phase 2 expected payments to the Government of Canada over the life of mine (2038): 
• Corporate Income Tax: $359.7 million  
• Fuel Tax: $80.2 million  
• Aggregate Royalties (Crown Land): $35.8 million  
• Other Fiscal Revenues (this includes payments to government by Baffinland suppliers, 

contractors, and other smaller payments):  $1.2 billion   
• Total: Over $1.5 billion  

Inuit Organizations 

Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI)  

Deposit No. 1 is located on grandfathered federal mining leases that have been designated as Inuit surface 
and subsurface lands. As such, a Federal Mining Royalty (FMR) will be payable to Indian and Northern 
Affairs Canada (Crown Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada) under the Nunavut Mining 
Regulations (Territorial Lands Act), but the monies will be passed to NTI. Resources collected by NTI from 
FMR are placed in the “Resource Revenue Trust”. Revenues from the operating fund of the Trust are 
distributed to the NTI and all three Regional Inuit Associations (RIAs) according to NTI’s Resource Revenue 
Policy (NTI 2011). The revenue from the operating fund is distributed as follows: 

• 30% - NTI 
• 10% - Regional Inuit Organization (each)  
• 40% - Regional Inuit Organization (each, divided on per capita basis) 

Mines in Nunavut are required to make annual royalty payments to the Crown based on the mine’s total 
output during the fiscal year.  The royalty payable is the lesser of: 

• 13% of the value of the output of the mine, and 
• A graduated rate depending on the value of the mine’s output during the fiscal year, at 

prescribed percentages from 5% to 14%. 

The value of the output from a mine is determined by the sum of the market value of minerals produced 
less deductible expenses which include transportation costs, operating costs, a depreciation allowance 
for capital assets (up to 100% of historical costs incurred), a development allowance (up to 100% of 
historical mine development costs incurred), exploration costs and contributions made to a mining 
reclamation trust.   

As the depreciation and development allowance are deductible at a rate of up to 100% of historical costs 
incurred, a mine can generally recover its historical capital costs (through depreciation and development 
allowance) prior to paying mining royalties. 
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To date, no payments have been made by Baffinland towards the Federal Mining Royalty. Payments 
towards the Federal Mining Royalty are expected to begin in 2030.  

Expected payments to Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. over the life of mine (2038): 
• Federal Mineral Royalty3: $1.4 billion   

Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA) 

QIA is a Designated Inuit Organization as outlined in the Nunavut Agreement. Baffinland and the QIA have 
an Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement (IIBA) and a Commercial Lease.  

Through the IIBA, Inuit benefit financially from the Project through the provision of royalty payments to 
the QIA as per Article 5 of the IIBA.  At present, Baffinland pays the QIA 1.19% of Net Sales Revenue as the 
royalty for mining at Mary River.  

Through the Commercial Lease with the QIA, Baffinland is required to make lease payments, tipping fees 
for waste disposal, quarry fees and aggregate use fees.  

As of September 30, 2020 Baffinland has paid to the QIA the following in accordance with the IIBA. This 
does not include payments to QIA for ongoing IIBA implementation: 

• Advance Payments $38 million   
• Quarterly Royalty Payments: $3.14 million  
• Commercial lease: $25 million 
• Total: $66 million 

As agreed in the Inuit Certainty Agreement (ICA), the IIBA will be amended to include significant increases 
in Royalty payments to the QIA over the life of the mine should Phase 2 be approved.  

Assuming January 1, 2021 as the date of Phase 2 approval and an assumed iron ore price of $75/ Dry 
Metric Tonnes, 62%Fe index, Baffinland expects it will pay the QIA over $969 million in royalties between 
2021- 2038.  

Expected payments to the Qikiqtani Inuit Association over life of mine (2038): 
• IIBA Implementation Costs: $29.25 million ($2.250 m / 13 calendar quarters) 
• Commercial Lease Payments: $73.1 million  
• Aggregate Royalties: $27.6 million 
• Royalties: $969 million  
• Total: Over $1 billion 

                                                      

3 The federal Mineral Royalties (FMR) calculations use several variables, including the volume of iron ore produced (tons), the revenues per ton 
that BIM may expect, expected operating costs per ton to extract, process and ship the ore to markets, the Total Depreciation Allowed (TDA) 
which takes into account the capital costs and the royalty rate. The total amount of FMR was calculated using the following formula: 

FMR = ((Tons of ore produced x (Revenues per ton – Costs per ton))-Depreciation) x Royalty rate 

FMR = ((391.29 MT x ($69.07-$20.63))-$8.02 B) x 13 % = $1.4 B 
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ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2020  

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᐊᓂ ᓄᓘᔮᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᕈᑎᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

 
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᓪᓚᕆᒋᐊᓕᒃ 

  ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᙳᖅᑎᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᕙᓂ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᔪᒥᒃ  ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ  ᖃᖓᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ  ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑐᖃᑦᑎᓄᑦ  ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  25 ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᑐᒡᓕᕆᓕᖅᑕᖓᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐ ᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓵᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓇᑎᒡᓗ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᖅᑯᔾᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓘᔮᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᓴᕕᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ,  ᓴᕕᒃᓴᖅ , ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᒡᓗ  ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᒫᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖏᑕ  ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑰᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  (ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖏᑎᒍ)  

 

ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒍ  

 

ᐊᑖᓂ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᙳᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ 30 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑕᓐᔅᓂᒃ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃᕕᐅᑉ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ (2038).  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ1 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓲᑕᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᑯᓄᖓ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ:  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ  

• ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ (ᐱᑐᕉᓕᐊᒻ) ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ  

• ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ   ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ  

 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑭᓖᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᑯᓂᖓ  ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30, 2020ᒥᑦ:  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ:  $32,940,658  

• ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ  (ᐱᑐᕉᓕᐊᒻ)  ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ: $20,744,900  

• ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ: $53  ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ  

 

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ (2038):  

• ᑲᒻᐸᓂᓄᑦ  ᐃᓐᑲᒻ  ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ: $321 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ  ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ  (ᐱᑐᕉᓕᐊᒻ)  ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ: $182.5 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ: $51.3 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

  

• ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓅᓘᔮᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ   

• ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᖏᓐᓂᑦ,  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᐸᒃᑐᑦ,  ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ  ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ): $125 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ $679 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐊᑭᓕᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ:  

• ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ  

• ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ  

• ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑏᑦ (ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓ)  

 
1 ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓛᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅᓱᓕᑳᓪᓚᖕᓂᖅᐸᑦ.  

2 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᑦᑎᓛᑦᑎᐊᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᓪᓗᐊᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  
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ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᖦᖢᒍ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖁᓛᓂ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ.  

 

ᑐᒡᓕᕆᓕᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᐊᕿᓕᐅᑎᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ 

(2038):  

• ᑲᒻᐸᓂᓄᑦ  ᐃᓐᑲᒻ  ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ: $359.7 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᓰᔭᕈᑦᑏᑦ: $80.2 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑏᑦ (ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓ): $35.8 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ  ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ): $1.2 ᐱᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ: ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ $1.5 ᐱᓕᐊᓐ  

 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ (ᑐᙵᕕᒃ)  
 
ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᒃ  ᓈᓴᐅᑖ  1 ᐃᓂᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᓄᓇᑦᑎᐊᑉ  ᒐᕙᒪᕕᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᕕᓂᖓᓂ  ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑐᑦ ᖄᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᑦᑯᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ)  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ  ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ  (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᓄᓇᖓᓂ  ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊ),  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᐱᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ  ᐃᓕᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ  “ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ 

ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᓄᐊᑦᑎᕕᖓᓄᑦ”.  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᓄᐊᑦᑎᕕᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒡᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ.  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ  ᓅᓘᔮᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ   

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ   ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ  (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ 2011).  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᓄᐊᑦᑎᕕᒃ  ᐅᑯᓄᖓ  ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ :  

• 30% - ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ  

• 10% - ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (ᐊᑐᓂ)  

• 40% - ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (ᐊᑐᓂ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ)  

 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ  ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕖᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᖓᓄᑦ  ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ  ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ  ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ  ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᖏᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ.  ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑏᑦ   ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ:  

• 13% ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ,  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  

• ᖁᕝᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᖕᒪᑕ  ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᒃᐳᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ,  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᓗᒍ 

ᐳᓴᖏᑦ  ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 5%ᒥᑦ 14%ᒧᑦ.  

 

 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᐅᑉ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ  ᓴᖅᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᕙᖕᒪᑦ   ᓂᐅᕕᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐲᔭᐃᕝᕕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᑯᐊ  ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑮᑦ, 

ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑮᑦ,  ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓕᒫᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ  ᐊᑭᑐᔫᑎᖃᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ 

(100%  ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᒫᖏᑦ  ᓂᐅᕕᕈᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ),  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑮᑦ (100%  ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑮᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ)  ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᒃ  ᐊᑮᑦ  ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᒪᑐᕙᓪᓕᐊᓛᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.  

ᐱᑐᖃᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕈᑏᑦ  ᐲᔭᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ  ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 100% 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ,  ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᒃ  ᐅᑎᖅᑏᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
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(ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᑐᖃᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ) ᐊᑭᓖᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ.  

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᖦᓗᒍ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᑭᓖᔾᔪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 2030ᒥ.  

 

ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ (2038):  

• ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ3: $1.4 ᐱᓕᐊᓐ  

 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᒃ ᑲᑐ ᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓃᒃᑯᑦ)  
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓃᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᕗᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ  ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥ.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓃᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖃᖅᐴᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᒃ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ  ᓄᓇᖓᓂ  ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ,  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  ᓄᓘᔮᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᖏᒍᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 5ᒦᑦᑐᖅ, ᒫᓐᓇ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ  1.9%  ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ  ᓴᕕᒃᓴᖅ  ᓂᐅᕕᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ  ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓘᔮᓂ  ᐅᔭᕋᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ  ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕈᑎᖓᒍᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂ,  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᖏᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᓄᓇᒥ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᒃᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ,  ᑐᐊᐸᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᑐᕈᑎᓄᑦ.  

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 30, 2020ᒥ  ᐱᒋᐊᖢᓂ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑭᓖᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᒃ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᒃ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᒃ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ,  ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓂ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪᓐᓇ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ:  

• ᐊᑭᓖᕙᒌᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ $38 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᑕᖅᑭᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ: $3.14 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᑦᑐᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ: $25 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ: $66 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

 

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᓚᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓕᕐᓂᖓ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑐᒡᓕᕆᓕᖅᑕᖓᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ  ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓐᓂᖅᐸᑦ.  

ᐅᖃᙳᐊᕐᓗᒍ,  ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 1, 2021ᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᑳᓪᓚᖕᓂᕈᓂ ᑐᒡᓕᕆᓕᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᑭᖓ $75/ 

ᐸᓂᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᑕᓐᔅᖑᓗᓂ,  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᒃ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓛᕋᓱᒋᔪᑦ  $969 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ 2021-2038 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

 

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᑉ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ (2038):  

• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᑭᖓ: $29.25 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ($2.250 

ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  / 13 ᑕᖀᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ)  

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ: $73.1 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᒥᖔᖅᑐᑦ: $27.6 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᓕᒫᑦ: $969 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

• ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ: $1 ᐱᓕᐊᓐ ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ   
 

3 ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᑎᖦᖢᒍ 

ᓴᕕᒃᓴᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᓂᖓ (ᑖᓐᔅ), ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᑖᓐᔅ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖓ, ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑮᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᑖᓐᔅ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓴᕕᒃᓴᙳᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓗ ᓂᐅᕕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᑐᖃᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᔫᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑭᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᓄᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᓕᓛᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ:  

ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑏᑦ = (ᑖᓐᔅ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᖅx (ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᓐᔅ – ᐊᑭᖓ ᑖᓐᔅ)-ᐱᑐᖃᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ) x ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑎᐅᑉ 

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖓ  

ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕈᑏᑦ = ((391.29 MT x ($69.07-$20.63))-$8.02 B) x 13 % = $1.4 B  
 

 



ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎ
ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓯᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᕗᖅ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ 
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ. ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑏᑦᕗᖅ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓃᓪᓗ. 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᖅ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑲᐅᑎᒋᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ 
ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ. 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓪᓚᑦᑖᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᐊᑲᐅᑎᒋᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂᑦ.



ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓯᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᓪᓗ ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᖅᑎᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔨᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔨᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ: 

•	 ᐅᖃᐅᓰᑦ ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
•	 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ
•	 ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐃᓪᓗ
•	 ᐃᓅᓰᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖏᑦ
•	 ᐃᒡᓗᖃᕐᓃᑦ 
•	 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
•	 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓃᓪᓗ 
•	 ᐃᓱᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓃᑦ
•	 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓃᓪᓗ

ᐸᕚᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᕗᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᑖᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥ 
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᓂᒃ. ᐱᕈᐃᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᙵᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎ ᑐᕌᖅᐳᖅ ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ 
ᐊᔪᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᓪᓘᓃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ.

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᕈᓯᓛᓄᑦ ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᓱᕈᓯᓄᑦ 14 ᐊᑖᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᖕᓄᑦ. 

ᐅᓄᖏᓛᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 
ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓕᒫᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕆᕗᑦ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ. ᑳᓐᑐᕌᑦ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ 
ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕋᐅᑎᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ.

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓃᑦ

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ, 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᓗ 
ᐆᒪᔪᑦ, ᐃᒦᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐳᔪᑦ ᓇᒧᙵᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓂᒃ ᒪᓖᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᖃᕌᖓᑕ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒃᑯᑦ.



ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓃᑦ

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᐊᓐᓇᐃᔾᔪᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ. 
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐱᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ $1.3 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

ᓄᑖᒥᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᑦᑎᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᐸᒡᓗᓂ $750,000 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 
ᐊᕕᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ. ᓱᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, $400,000 ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᖕᓄᑦ 12ᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᖕᒧᑦ, ᓴᓂᕋᔭᖕᒧᑦ, ᑭᒻᒥᕈᒻᒧᑦ 
ᑭᙵᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᕐᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ.

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 3ᒥᒃ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᐃᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᕖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒥ ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᒃᑯᕕᑯᑖᓕᒫᒃᑯᑦ. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕆᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ: 

•	 ᐅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒥ 
ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓱᓪᓗᒃᑯᑦ 

•	 ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᕈᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
•	 ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᓅᒃᑕᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ (ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒃᑯᓪᓗ) 
•	 ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓅᒃᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
•	 ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ 
•	 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑏᑦ

•	 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ. 

•	 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 45 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. 
•	 ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓛᖅᑐᑦ:

	» 1.19%ᒥᑦ 1.50%ᒧᑦ ᔫᓂ 2020ᒥ
	» ᐊᓂᒍᕈᑎᒃ 36 ᑕᖅᑮᑦ 1.50%ᒥᑦ 1.75%ᒧᑦ
	» ᐊᓂᒍᕈᑎᒃ 54 ᑕᖅᑮᑦ 1.75%ᒥᑦ 2.25%ᒧᑦ
	» ᐊᓂᒍᕈᑎᒃ 72 ᑕᖅᑮᑦ 2.25%ᒥᑦ 3.00%ᒧᑦ

•	 ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᕗᑦ 12%ᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ 
ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ $3 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ (ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ) ᓴᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐸᐃᕆᕝᕖᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᖏᕐᓂᐊᕆᕗᑦ 
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ $3 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᐃᕆᕝᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᑭᙵᕐᓂ ᑭᒻᒥᕈᒻᒥᓗ ᓴᓇᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ.

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᓄᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓂᖀᓪᓗ 
ᐱᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ.

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖕᒥᒃ 
ᑐᓂᓯᑲᐅᑎᒋᓲᒥᒃ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ. ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᐊᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑲᐅᓛᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ. 



ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕐᓗᓂ
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓄᓘᔭᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᐃᒐᔭᖅᐳᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒥᓂᒃ 
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ 
ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ 
ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᒧᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.



INUIT CERTAINTY 
AGREEMENT 
M A R Y  R I V E R  P R O J E C T 

The Inuit Certainty Agreement (ICA) is an important next step in the 
development of the Mary River Project. The agreement between 
Baffinland and the Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA) shows the 
value of partnership and collaboration.

The agreement gives more authority and a direct role to Inuit to monitor for any 
impacts from the Mary River Project or its proposed expansion. When the agreement 
comes into full effect it will also ensure more benefits are shared directly with affected 
communities of the Mary River Project. 



Expanded 
Monitoring 
and Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit 
Input

The ICA expands the role that Inuit have to monitor and review the Mary River Project 
and its Phase 2 expansion. Inuit take a leading role in monitoring under this agreement. 
QIA will write the Inuit Stewardship Plan, which will cover monitoring of Culture, 
Resources and Land Use (CRLU) and social issues. The Inuit Stewardship Plan will 
ensure more in-depth monitoring of issues like: 
•	 language preservation 
•	 access to country food 
•	 supporting youth and elders 
•	 quality of life
•	 housing
•	 income and cost of living
•	 education and training
•	 mental health
•	 Inuit use of land and harvesting

Baffinland  
Workers

The agreement sets out changes to the IIBA that includes a new Inuit Career Mobility 
Strategy. Building on the foundation of the careers path progression plan for Inuit 
workers, this enhanced strategy is aimed at increasing movement into new or higher skill 
jobs for Inuit workers.
To make working at Mary River more accessible to more Inuit employees, Baffinland will 
offer an early childhood childcare subsidy. This will give Inuit Nunavut residents working 
at the Mary River Project a fixed daily allowance for each child under the age of 14.
Minimum Inuit Employment Goals will now be set every three years. All Mary River 
contractors will also have to provide Contractor Inuit Content Plans. Contracts will be 
smaller to allow smaller Inuit firms to bid directly on project work. 

Adaptive 
Management

Baffinland and QIA will agree on adaptive management objectives, indicators, thresholds 
and responses in areas of key interest to Inuit, including marine and terrestrial wildlife, 
water quality, dust deposition, and community well-being, to name a few.
Once finalized, these management plans will include clear blueprints for managing the 
environment in a manner that is consistent with the predictions in our assessments and 
Inuit values. When adaptive management responses are required, Inuit will continue to 
play a critical role in ongoing decision making through the Inuit Committee’s and Inuit led 
monitoring programs under the Inuit Certainty Agreement.



Harvester  
Support

The ICA increases compensation for harvesters. The Mittimatalik Hunters and Trappers 
Organization will receive $1.3 million to compensate for extra harvesting efforts needed in 
the past because of the project. 
A new Regional Harvesters Enabling Program will be created and maintained at $750,000 
yearly to be shared by HTOs in the five North Baffin communities. Also, the $400,000 fuel 
subsidy program for residents of Pond Inlet over the age of 12, will be expanded to include 
Igloolik, Sanirajak, Kimmirut and Kinngait when the rail line and Steensby Inlet are built. 

Project  
Changes

The project expansion will use rail route 3. Baffinland will improve crossing locations for 
wildlife and harvester access along the entire North Railway.
The ICA clarifies the process for any changes to the scope of the project including:
•	 Transportation of more ore than approved by the Nunavut Impact Review Board 

through the Northern Transportation Corridor
•	 Changes in icebreaking activities
•	 Changes to planned transportation routes (both land and marine)
•	 Increase in number of transit movements
•	 Changes to the existing Project Development Area 

Monetary  
Benefits

•	 Baffinland will provide QIA funding IIBA implementation costs, freeing more QIA funds 
for programs and community benefits.

•	 Baffinland will make milestone payments to QIA totalling $45 million over five years.
•	 Royalties will increase:

	» From 1.19% to 1.50% June 2020
	» After 36 months from 1.50% to 1.75%
	» After 54 months from 1.75% to 2.25%
	» After 72 months from 2.25% to 3.00%

•	 This royalty is in addition to the 12% royalty payable to NTI once Baffinland has 
recovered its investment into the Phase 2 Project.

Community  
Benefits

Baffinland is pledging up to $3 million (per affected community) to build or enhance 
childcare facilities in each of the affected communities. Baffinland will also pledge up to 
$3 million for childcare facilities in Kinngait and Kimmirut when construction begins at 
Steensby Inlet.
At the request of Pond Inlet, Baffinland will fund a Country Food Baseline Study to show 
a baseline of country food consumption and food quality in the community. 
QIA will work with communities to develop a management structure that delivers direct 
benefits to impacted communities. QIA will formally establish a Community Direct 
Benefits through means deemed most effective according to QIA’s governance systems.



Moving forward
The agreement provides increased benefits that 
depend on the Nunavut Impact Review Board 
(NIRB) granting Baffinland an amended Mary River 
Project certificate. This amended certificate would 
allow the Phase 2 expansion project to go ahead. 

QIA had previously raised technical concerns with 
NIRB related to the proposed project expansion. 
The ICA includes an update from QIA on those 
concerns. 

Improvements to the IIBA spelled out in the ICA 
propose a way forward for everyone’s mutual, 
long-term benefit. 



COMMUNITYQUESTIONS@BAFFINLAND.COM 

ᓄᑖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  
ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  
ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ, 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᕗᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ, ᐃᒃᐱᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑏᑦ, ᐱᕕᓕᐅᕐᓗᓂᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᒪᕐᕈᐊ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒍᓂ.

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒎᖅᐳᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔭᕇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ.

ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ
•	 6 ᓄᑖᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᖕᒥ, 
ᓴᓂᕋᔭᖕᒥᓗ ᐃᓃᑦ. 

•	 8 ᓄᑖᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ 

•	 20 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 6 ᑕᖅᑭᑕᒫᑦ. 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑕᐅᕙᒡᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ. 

•	 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᙵᔪᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ.

•	 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᖁᑎᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᑐᒥᒡᓗ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ. 

•	 ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓄᑲᒃᑰᕈᑎᒃᑯᕕᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ 
ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᓯᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ. ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ. 

•	 $500,000 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒧᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒡᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᑖᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ.

•	 ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᓚᕙᓪ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᑉ  
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ.

ᐊᕙᑏᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐅᓯᑲᑦᑕᕐᓃᓪᓗ
•	 ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐳᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᓪᓗ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓃᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐳᔫᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

•	 ᐅᖓᑖᓅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 168 ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ −ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 15 ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 31ᓗ.ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᕕᐲᕆ 
15ᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ.

•	 ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᑎᓴᒪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 12 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑕᓐᔅᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖃᔾᔮᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ.  

•	 ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓂᖅᑑᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖅᓱᓂᒃ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᑖᕐᕕᖕᒥ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ 2022ᒥ. 

•	 ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᕿᙳᐊᓂ 2021ᒥ  ᐃᒡᓗᐊᑕᓗ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓂ 2022ᒥ. ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. 

•	 ᐃᓕᓯᓗᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ 24ᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 



Through continued discussions with the Hamlet 
of Pond Inlet, Baffinland has developed new 
commitments to support communities, respect the 
environment, and build opportunities if the Phase 2 
Project is approved. 

These commitments are in addition to those 
Baffinland has already made, including the Inuit 
Certainty Agreement.

NEW PHASE 2 
COMMITMENTS

COMMUNITYQUESTIONS@BAFFINLAND.COM 

Additional Investment in 
People and communities:

•	 6 new full time Baffinland positions in 
Arctic Bay, Clyde River, Igloolik, and Sanirajak

•	 8 new full time Baffinland positions in 
Pond Inlet

•	 20 full time in community trainee positions 
every 6 months. Program evaluated every 
three years.

•	 Community based training to support 
Baffinland and community training needs 
in affected communities

•	 Community Infrastructure for 
Baffinland office and training space in 
affected communities

•	 Community Garage to serve as a pilot 
project for other communities. It will deliver 
training for Inuit in automotive trades

•	 $500,000 annual Hunter and Harvester 
Funding for Pond Inlet to support 
community driven country food harvesting

•	 Partnership with Université Laval to 
support construction of a research station 
in Pond Inlet

Environmental Protection 
and Shipping Activities:

•	 More dust monitoring which includes Inuit and an independent Audit 
to determine what actions the company MUST take to reduce dust

•	 No more than 168 ore carrier trips annually - Shipping between July 
15 and October 31. Contingency to Nov 15 based on ice conditions 
and consultation with MHTO

•	 Gradual shipping increase over 4 years to ensure monitoring is done 
to make sure full 12 mtpa shipping does not cause significant impacts

•	 Ban the use of heavy fuel oil by Baffinland contracted ore carrier 
vessels in the Nunavut Settlement Area, beginning in 2022

•	 Arctic Char monitoring program in Milne Inlet 2021 and Navy Board 
Inlet 2022. Both programs to be designed with Pond Inlet

•	 Install 3 caribou observation stations along the proposed rail route 
which will provide careers for 24 Inuit monitors each year
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Attachment 3b 

Community Specific Benefits of the Mary River Project



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MARY RIVER 
PROJECT 
BENEFITS FOR 
POND INLET 

To August 31, 2021 
 
 
 

Pond Inlet Direct Benefits 
 

$14,120,897 
Wages to Pond Inlet residents since 2015: 
• 2015 - $1,822,996 
• 2016 - $1,515,516 
• 2017 - $1,794,333 
• 2018 - $1,820,723 
• 2019 - $2,880,585 
• 2020 - $2,626,161 
• 2021 - $1,660,583 

 
41 Pond Inlet residents work for Baffinland out of 252 Inuit employees as of August 31st, 2021 

$127,073 Financial disbursements to Pond Inlet Co-op membership due to charter flight contract signed with Arctic Co-op on April 1st, 2019. 
IIBA Harvesters Enabling Program of $400,000 annually to Pond Inlet residents. $1,380,000 provided to Hamlet for distribution and administration to-date. 

$10,000,000 – Baffinland Inuit Training Centre  
$590,000 Tasiuqtiit Working Group- end of 2020 shipping season • 2018 - $130,000 – paid • 2019 - $240,000 – paid 
• 2020 - $220,000 – paid 
Over $323,315 Sponsorship and Donations Program since 2018 including (but not limited to): 
• Mittimatalik Food Bank    donations 
• COVID-19 Food Relief 

$124,515 School Lunch Program  
• 2017 - $15,000 
• 2018 - $34,515 • 2019 - $45,000 
• 2020 - $30,000 
$255,300 Baffinland community office rent and office payments since 2019.   
$15,882,424 Total value of contracts awarded to Inuit firms based in Pond Inlet in 2021 (to August 2021)    
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MARY RIVER 
PROJECT 
BENEFITS FOR  
 ARCTIC BAY 

To August 31, 2021 
 
 
 

Arctic Bay Direct Benefits 
 

$15,953,667 Wages to Arctic Bay residents since 2015: • 2015 -  $1,915,735 • 2016 -  $1,800,199 • 2017 -  $1,625,436 • 2018 -  $1,807,224 • 2019 -  $3,640,000 • 2020 -  $3,179,852 • 2021 -  $1,985,221 
 
$100,000 School Lunch Program, since 2020.   

$144,139 Financial disbursements to Arctic Bay Co-op membership from the charter flight contract with Arctic Co-op since April 1st, 2019  
$63,250 Total value of contracts awarded to Inuit firms based in Arctic Bay since 2015  

Over $159,169 Sponsorship/ Donations Program since 2018 including (but not limited to):  • $50,000 - Day Care donation 2019 • Elders’ gathering in Igloolik, 2019 • Food Bank donations • Anu Nunavut Quest (annual North Baffin dog team race) • Annual Christmas Hampers • Qamutik Cup Tournament 2018 • COVID-19 Food Relief   

$32,000 Baffinland community office rent to the Hamlet of Arctic Bay since 2019 
 

36 Arctic Bay residents work for Baffinland out of 252 Inuit employees as of August 31st, 2021 
 In-kind donation of counselor for schools  
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MARY RIVER 
PROJECT 
BENEFITS FOR  
  IGLOOLIK 

To August 31, 2021 
 
 
 

Igloolik Direct Benefits 
 

$7,505,882 Wages to Igloolik residents since 2015: • 2015 - $ 1,025,477 • 2016 - $ 963,721 • 2017 - $ 505,377 • 2018 - $ 981,667 • 2019 - $ 1,854,403 • 2020 - $ 1,376,116  • 2021 - $ 799,121  
    

$79,894 Financial disbursements to Igloolik Co-op membership from the charter flight contract with Arctic Co-op since April 1st, 2019  In 2021, $4,423,393.28  in new contracting commitments to Igloolik Inuit Firms.  

Over $120,000 ~ in Sponsorship/ Donations Program since 2018 including (but not limited to):  • Elders’ gathering in Igloolik, 2019 • COVID-19 Food Relief   

$57,000 Baffinland community office rent paid in Igloolik since 2019  
$240,000 School Lunch Program since 2018. 
 
21 Igloolik residents work for Baffinland out of 252 Inuit employees as of August 31st, 2021 
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MARY RIVER 
PROJECT 
BENEFITS FOR  
 SANIRAJAK 

To August 31, 2021 
 
 
 

Sanirajak Direct Benefits 
 

$9,927,363.76  
Wages to Sanirajak residents since 2015: • 2015 - $633,284.01 • 2016 - $901,337 • 2017 - $786,851 • 2018 - $1,157,572.75 • 2019 - $2,759,324 • 2020 - $ 2,241,980 • 2021 - $1,447,015 
 
   

$116,232 Financial disbursements to Sanirajak Co-op membership from the charter flight contract with Arctic Co-op since April 1st, 2019  
$42,935,369 Total value of contracts awarded to Inuit firms based in Sanirajak since 2018  

Over $96,431 Sponsorship/ Donations Program since 2018 including (but not limited to): 
 

• Travel for Elders to 
attend gathering in 
Igloolik, 2019 

• COVID-19 Food Relief 
• Fishing Derbies 

   

$56,000 Baffinland community office rent to the Hamlet of Sanirajak since 2019 
 

18 Sanirajak residents work for Baffinland out of 252 Inuit employees as of August 31st, 2021 
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MARY RIVER 
PROJECT 
BENEFITS FOR  
 CLYDE RIVER 

To August 31, 2021 
 
 
 

Clyde River Direct Benefits 
 

$13,538,061 Wages to Clyde River residents since 2015: 
• 2015 - $1,296,631 
• 2016 - $1,500,289 
• 2017 - $1,287,095 
• 2018 - $1,963,520 
• 2019 - $3,227,432 
• 2020 - $2,688,379 
• 2021- $1,574,715 

$414,027.89  Financial disbursements to Clyde River in the form of donations and food support due to charter flight contract with Arctic Co-op resulting in over 19 tonnes of food being provided since April 2019.  

Over $103,876 Sponsorship and Donations Program 2018-2020 including (but not limited to):  
• $26,000 to Ilisaqsivik Society for COVID19 food relief 
• Funding for sports programming, including at Quluaq School 
• Ittaq Society   

$56,000 - Baffinland community office rent paid to the Hamlet since 2017 
 
30 Clyde River residents work for Baffinland out of 252 Inuit employees as of August 31, 2021 
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MARY RIVER 
PROJECT 
BENEFITS FOR  
 IQALUIT 

To August 31, 2021 
 
 
 

Iqaluit Direct Benefits 
 

$17,983,905 Wages to Iqaluit residents since 2015: 
• 2015 - $1,438,422 
• 2016 - $1,115,107 
• 2017 - $1,110,503 
• 2018 - $1,784,098 
• 2019 - $4,637,580 
• 2020 - $5,080,824 
• 2021 - $2,817,371 
  

In 2021, $153,795,342 in new contracting commitments to Iqaluit Inuit Firms.  
 
 $157,995 Financial disbursements to Iqaluit Co-op membership from the charter flight contract with Arctic Co-op since April 1st, 2019  
   

56 Iqaluit residents work for Baffinland out of 252 Inuit employees as of August 31st, 2021     
 
   
 
   

$88,929 Baffinland community office rent and apartment rent paid in 2021 (to August 2021)   Baffinland and its Partners have donated over $175,000 to causes and organizations in Iqaluit since 2019   
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Attachment 4 

Canadian Ice Service Charts for Steensby and Milne Shipping 
Routes, Last 15 Year 



Table 1. Breakup and open water dates along the route to the Steensby InIet port site over the Iast 15 years, 
based on weekly CIS ice charts. 

Year Fast ice Breakup Open water Freeze-up Open water season 
(days) 

Presence of drift ice 
during OW season 

2005-06 18-Jul 29-Aug 7-Nov 70 n/a 
2006-07 24-Jul 21-Aug 13-Nov 84 n/a 
2007-08 23-Jul 3-Sep 29-Oct 56 n/a 
2008-09 14-Jul 15-Sep 20-Oct 35 n/a 
2009-10 20-Jul 31-Aug 12-Oct 44 n/a 
2010-11 12-Jul 23-Aug 15-Nov 84 n/a 
2011-12 18-Jul 5-Sep 24-Oct 49 n/a 
2012-13 16-Jul 3-Sep 29-Oct 56 Until mid-Sept 
2013-14 22-Jul 9-Sep 14-Oct 35 n/a 
2014-15 21-Jul 15-Sep 13-Oct 25 n/a 
2015-16 27-Jul 28-Sep 26-Oct 28 Until late Sept 
2016-17 18-Jul 5-Sep 17-Oct 33 n/a 
2017-18 3-Jul 28-Aug 23-Oct 64 n/a 
2018-19 9-Jul Septl0 15-Oct 28 Through all Sept 
2019-20 1-Jul 12-Aug 4-Nov 84 n/a 

      
Average 17-Jul 3-Sep 26-Oct 52 n/a 

Earliest/shortest season 1-Jul 12-Aug 12-Oct 25 n/a 
Latest/longest season 27-Jul 28-Sep 15-Nov 84 n/a 

Variability 26 days 47 days 43 days 59 n/a 
Source: Fednav (2021) 
 
 



Table 2. Breakup and open water dates along the route to the Milne InIet port site over the Iast 15 years, 
based on weekly CIS ice charts. 

Year Break-up Open water Freeze-up Open water season 
(days) 

Presence of drift ice 
during OW season 

2005-06 24-Jul 31-Jul 31-Oct 92 No 
2006-07 22-Jul 6-Aug 13-Oct 68 No 
2007-08 20-Jul 30-Jul 16-Oct 78 No 
2008-09 21-Jul 6-Aug 11-Oct 66 No 
2009-10 16-Jul 4-Aug 8-Oct 65 No 
2010-11 11-Jul 27-Jul 22-Oct 87 No 
2011-12 14-Jul 25-Jul 20-Oct 87 No 
2012-13 19-Jul 30-Jul 10-Oct 72 No 
2013-14 28-Jul 8-Aug 21-Oct 74 No 
2014-15 20-Jul 5-Aug 17-Oct 73 No 
2015-16 11-Jul 24-Jul 7-Oct 75 Early Oct 
2016-17 15-Jul 8-Aug 9-Oct 62 Mid Aug/Early Oct 
2017-18 20-Jul 14-Aug 27-Sep 44 Early Aug/Early Oct 
2018-19 12-Jul 25-Jul 26-Oct 93 No 
2019-20 19-Jul 30-Jul 26-Oct 88 Early October 

      
Average 18-Jul 1-Aug 15-Oct 75 n/a 

Earliest/shortest season 11-Jul 24-Jul 27-Sep 44 n/a 
Latest/longest season 28-Jul 14-Aug 31-Oct 93 n/a 

Variability 17 21 34 49 n/a 
Source: Fednav (2021) 
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