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Foreword 
The enclosed document forms part of the Kiggavik Project Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) submission, presenting potential environmental and social impacts to determine if the Project 
should proceed and if so, under what terms and conditions. The submission has been prepared for 
the Nunavut Impact Review Board by AREVA Resources Canada Inc. to fulfill the requirements of 
the “Guidelines for the Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for AREVA Resources 
Canada Inc.’s Kiggavik Project (NIRB File No. 09MN003)”, to include new material or clarity provided 
during the review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and to address company 
commitments and direction from the Nunavut Impact Review Board as outlined in the “Preliminary 
Hearing Conference Decision Concerning the Kiggavik Project (NIRB File No. 09MN003)”.  

The FEIS submission consists of a number of documents, as shown in the attached road map. 
These documents have been categorized into tiers, as follows: 

Tier 1 document (Volume 1) provides a plain language summary of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.  

Tier 2 documents (Volumes 2 to 10) contain technical information and provide the details of the 
assessments of potential Project environmental effects for each environmental compartment. Tier 2 
Volume 11 contains executive, popular, and volume summaries in Inuktitut. 

The Tier 2 documents each have a number of technical appendices, which comprise the Tier 3 
supporting documents. These include the environmental baseline reports, design reports, modelling 
reports and details of other studies undertaken to support the assessments of environmental effects. 
Management plans are provided as Tier 3 documents. 
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Executive Summary – Socio Economic Environment 
Nunavut is the regional assessment area for the Kiggavik Project. There will be economic benefits to 
the territorial economy and increased revenues to Government of Nunavut (GN) and Nunavut 
Tunngavik Inc. (NTI). The Kivalliq Region and its seven communities of Arviat, Baker Lake, 
Chesterfield Inlet, Coral Harbour, Repulse Bay, Rankin Inlet and Whale Cove make up the local 
assessment area for the Project. Baker Lake and Chesterfield Inlet are the communities closest to 
lands and natural resources with some potential to be affected by the Project, but in addition all 
communities will see economic and social benefits as well as some changes to traditional culture and 
wellbeing.  

Nunavut’s Economy 

Nunavut’s economy and people have unique characteristics, including i) the importance of the mixed 
economy; ii) a requirement to use renewable and non-renewable resources in sustainable ways that 
benefit Inuit; iii) the value of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) to economic and social development 
decision making; iv) decentralization to give communities control of their own development; v) a need 
to develop self-reliance in face of overdependence on federal transfers; and vi) a very young and 
rapidly growing population with important socio-economic challenges.  

Nunavut’s economic development plans focus on the economic sectors that can provide the most 
growth and employment, without harming the environment. These sectors are mining, tourism and 
commercial fishing. To achieve growth in these sectors, investments are needed in education, small 
business development, transportation, energy and telecommunications.  

Nunavut’s mixed economy has both wage and land based components. The wage based economy 
provides cash income. The land based economy provides food and materials, but also important 
social and cultural benefits to Inuit. Most people try to be active in both the wage and land based 
parts of the economy. The wage based part of Nunavut’s economy has been growing, however not 
as quickly as needed to provide enough jobs for employable population. The land based component 
is growing slower still. Constraints include the high cost of travel on the land, less harvesting by the 
young, poor markets for animal pelts and climate change.  Young Inuit have, however, indicated that 
traditional, land based skills are being adapted into modern ones associated with the wage economy, 
and that this provides means of earning money (IQ BLY 2009).    

Unemployment rates have been going up. The unemployment rate in Nunavut was about 19% in July 
2011, but for young people it was almost 40%. Most of the unemployed are young Inuit men. Jobs 
will need to be created faster than they have been in the recent past to reduce unemployment rates 
as the young grow up to working age. GN expects that mining will bring more economic growth and 
wage employment over the coming decade than any other sector. Nunavut is rich in mineral 
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resources, there are large mining projects in development (Meliadine, Mary River and Kiggavik) and 
exploration interest is very high.   

The description of the existing environment for Kivalliq and its communities comes from over ninety i) 
focus groups discussions in the seven communities with elders, women, youth, hunters, workers, 
spouses of workers and/or artists; and ii) interviews with individuals. The socio-economic baseline 
report also relies on IQ collection and consultation results.  

Kivalliq’s Economy 

Kivalliq has an approved land use plan that also says that the best potential for economic 
development is likely in the mining sector. The plan sets out conditions for mining, indicating that 
mining projects should cause no environmental damages and that benefits of mining should go to 
Kivalliq communities and people. The plan for Kivalliq also states that people in Kivalliq value 
employment opportunities for youth. 

Activity on the land provides food, clothing and arts and crafts materials but it is also very important 
to maintaining Inuit culture. Very few people hunt full time or almost full time anymore but most 
people continue to go out on the land. Elders are concerned that mine workers may become too 
dependent on mine work and not buy hunting equipment or go hunting (IW RIE 2009), however, 
rotational workers said that having employment means they can afford hunting gear, such as ATVs 
or snowmobiles, and that combined with a two week on and two week off rotation, they can go on the 
land and hunt more than they were able to prior to employment (IQ BLRW 2009).  

It is possible to very roughly estimate how important harvesting is to Kivalliq households. Country 
food substitutes for about half of what total food costs would be if all food was bought in stores. The 
practice of harvesting also confirms identity, social relations, values and knowledge. 

Kivalliq’s Social Context 

Kivalliq’s population grew from 7,944 to 9,479 people between 2001 and 2009, an average growth of 
close to 2% per year. The region’s population in 2013 was 10,266, an average growth of 2.4% from 
2007 to 2013. At the time of writing for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the fastest 
growing community was Repulse Bay and the slowest growing was Chesterfield Inlet. From 2007 to 
2013 all Kivalliq communities experienced some population growth Repulse Bay and Whale Cove 
experiencing the highest increase percentages and Chesterfield Inlet and Rankin Inlet the lowest.  

While the most complete information on education levels is from 2006 at the time the DEIS was 
written, it is still generally representative of educational trends in the region, and shows that less than 
40% of adults have completed high school. On average, younger people are less educated than 
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older people. The problem of not finishing high school is particularly serious in males.  Some claim 
that it is harder for boys to get through school than it is for girls. There are, however, some recent 
signs that this trend may be changing. In Kivalliq there were twice as many high school graduates in 
2010 than there were in 1999. Most high school principals think that up to half of their students will 
graduate over the coming years. This is positive, but still means that half of children will not complete 
high school. 

People in Kivalliq feel better about their health than people do in Nunavut as a whole. But they also 
feel that their health has gotten worse recently, even though people see doctors more often. Flu and 
respiratory problems are the most common health issues in the region. Infectious disease outbreaks 
are frequent, mostly because of overcrowding and shortages of water. Sexually transmitted infection 
rates are high. Health care workers are seeing more instances of diabetes and low blood iron, both 
of which are attributed to reduced activity on the land and less consumption of country foods than in 
the past.  Health workers also state that it is hard for them to diagnose psychological problems such 
as suicidal intentions and other mental illnesses, and that these are important health problems. 
Smoking, alcohol and drug abuse and uncontrolled gambling are also problems. These harmful 
behaviours lead to other negative effects on health and on family and community wellbeing.  

The maintenance of traditional culture is a very important component of people’s wellbeing. 
Traditional culture gives people identity, and protects more vulnerable people by providing food and 
other assistance. Many Elders depend on traditional harvesting for food and clothing (IQ CHE 2009).  
Family and community ties are maintained through sharing of country food. Traditional celebrations 
demonstrate recognition and emotional support for people’s achievements. Activity on the land keeps 
skills alive and reinforces Inuit values such as environmental protection, cooperation, 
resourcefulness and providing for others.   

It has been hard for some people to adjust to recent cultural shifts and changes in values. Employer 
expectations of those engaged in the wage economy and the expectations of people in Inuit culture 
can vary, causing cross-cultural conflict. Some people may feel that their social obligations interfere 
with their goals for advancing in the new economic environment. People also speak about the 
misunderstanding between generations that has come with the introduction of southern people’s 
values and material goods. Some elders feel that traditional culture is losing strength in the young. 
Most of the young say that they are close to their families, respect their elders and respect their 
culture, but that traditional skills and values are not, in their view, as useful now.  

Traditional life meant people had clear gender roles. Men hunted to provide food and materials, while 
women gathered resources and cared for children and matters of the home. Today, men find it 
difficult to provide for their families if they don’t have wage employment and money to go on the land. 
While some women are still occupied with traditional roles associated with child care, others have 
begun to hunt caribou and small mammals such as fox (IQ ARE 2009).  
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Inuit no longer live exclusively off the land, and traditional culture has begun to change. Most people 
are focused on how to manage change, with the realization that it will continue to happen in the 
future. Inuit have, however, maintained their language over the past decade, with strong commitment 
to learning and speaking Inuktitut. Elders note, however, that many children are using English more 
now than they did in the past (IQ BL EL Sep 2013).  

High crime rates reduce community wellbeing. Kivalliq has lower crime rates than Nunavut as a 
whole, but rates are still much higher than in Canada overall. People in communities note that 
smaller and more traditional communities have less crime than Arviat, Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet. 
Poverty and substance abuse are contributing factors in high crime rates, but difficulty associated 
with cultural change is also part of the explanation.  

Housing is an ongoing problem in all of Nunavut, but is worse in most Kivalliq communities. More 
than half of houses are overcrowded or in need of major repairs. Poor housing has negative effects 
on health, on the way family members get along, and on children’s school work. About 40% of 
people in Kivalliq say they would move if they could. This high demand for housing will continue to 
increase as the young population grows older, and as more people decide they want to live in their 
own houses rather than with their families.  

At the time that the DEIS was written numbers on employment in Kivalliq were out of date, and did 
not describe the employment changes that have come with Meadowbank. In 2006, Kivalliq was 
worse off than the rest of Nunavut, and much worse off than Canada, in terms of unemployment 
rates. The numbers show that some people in Kivalliq had become so discouraged that they were 
not looking for work. Women’s unemployment rates were lower than men’s. Most jobs were with 
government or in retail stores. Since 2006, for a number of new employment opportunities have been 
created in Kivalliq, most notably associated with the Meadowbank mine, exploration companies and 
businesses supplying the mining industry. People believe that unemployment rates have gone down, 
particularly in Baker Lake.  

Most people say that there is a need for jobs for people who want to work but that it can be hard for 
Inuit willing to work on rotation, away from their families. Some people can take rotational jobs and 
be successful, while others have greater difficulty.  People who get and keep jobs at Meadowbank 
say they are more confident in themselves, are proud to be able to provide for their families, and are 
learning skills on the job.  Other people don’t like the work and/or the rotation, so they resign.  

As part of the socio-economic field work, in 2010 AREVA asked people in 90 different families in 
Baker Lake questions about their harvesting practices and diets. This was done to corroborate and 
update the results of studies done ten years ago, to see if there had been changes to harvesting and 
diets after the development of Meadowbank. It seems clear from AREVA’s study results that 
traditional activity is very highly valued, and has stayed constant or increased. The results also show 
that high employment in Baker Lake in 2010 has not become a barrier to traditional activity.  
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Issues and Effects 

With thousands of engagement, IQ and socio-economic comments from people in Kivalliq and 
governments, there are very many issues that people have said are important to assess. For 
purposes of the socio-economic assessment, these have been grouped into six major socio-
economic components: i) community economies; ii) traditional culture; iii) community wellbeing; iv) 
public infrastructure and services; v) non-traditional land use and land use planning; and vi) the 
economy of Nunavut. Each of these major socio-economic components has been further broken 
down into VSECs, including such things as employment, harvesting levels, language, health, family 
function, savings, demand for housing, policing, tourism, land use in Baker Lake and revenues to GN 
and NTI.  

Community Economies 

There are many interactions not just between VSECs and the Project, but between one VSEC and 
another. For example, the Project will create jobs, which in turn can affect the practice of traditional 
culture, which in turn can affect wellbeing. Different individuals or groups of people can respond 
differently to an effect. For example, some individuals respond negatively to rotational work with poor 
personal choices, and a rotational job will have a different effect on the worker than on the spouse, 
who is more likely to be a woman. Generalizing about effects quickly becomes unsatisfactory to 
many people, but is necessary.  

Very broadly, the Project’s primary effect is the creation of economic opportunities for Kivalliq labour 
and businesses, during both construction and operations. Because such direct benefits have ripple 
effects throughout economies, more people that just Kiggavik workers and suppliers will see new 
economic opportunities. Community economies will grow, and job experience, education and 
training, and contracting experience will enhance the capacity of the labour force. The benefits of 
economic opportunities to Kivalliq residents are expected to gain momentum with time.  

Rotational work does not require people to move, but people with jobs are free to choose to move, 
should they desire, and have the economic means to do so. Most jobs created in community 
economies are expected to be in Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet as these two hamlets have the 
competitive advantages of geography and experience to date. Thus some in migration, 
predominantly from other areas of Kivalliq, may occur in these two hamlets.  Decisions to migrate are 
considered more likely to occur during the early years of operations, as people adjust to rotational 
employment and foresee some economic security for themselves and their families.  
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Traditional Culture 

Taking up these new economic opportunities has implications for traditional culture, as more people 
transition into the wage based economy and adapt to the expectations and requirements of operating 
in cross cultural working environment. Particularly in concert with ongoing cultural change in Kivalliq, 
this process is expected to contribute to a cultural shift. 

Income and rotational work provide resources and opportunities for harvesting. But a cultural shift 
can result in less practice of traditional activity, more use of English, and less commitment to the 
application of traditional values and knowledge (IQ RIE 2009; CHW 2009; CHAH 2009; CHW 2009). 
Any reduction of harvesting, or sharing of harvest, has potential for effect on food security 
(particularly of the more vulnerable), nutrition and thus health (IQ CIHT 2009).  

Ongoing government support for traditional culture is expected to ensure that at least some 
proportion of the population retains traditional skills, language, values and knowledge. The effect, 
again not only of the Project but also of other factors, is expected to one of reduced practice rather 
than loss.  

Wellbeing 

Both increased incomes and cultural shifts have implications for wellbeing at the individual, family 
and community levels. Many people thrive with expanded economic opportunity, securing their roles 
as providers within families and having the incomes and savings to increase their standards of living 
and household economic security. Some people, however, do not. In failing to personally manage 
stresses, they can have negative effects on their families. As well, any erosion of traditional culture 
can have negative effects on some individuals’ sense of wellbeing and also sets up potential for 
discord within families, including between genders and between generations.  

Individual challenges with new economic opportunities are not expected to manifest in reduced 
individual, family or community wellbeing overall. Unemployment and poverty also are causes of 
negative social behaviours, and some people may not respond well to new economic opportunities. 
To the extent that people do struggle with transitioning to the wage economy, this is likely to be most 
often seen during the construction phase and early years of operations, until such time as 
adjustments and adaptations can be made.  

Not all people will have access to new economic opportunities. Some will be of the more vulnerable 
segments of the population, such as single female parents of young children and the more 
unemployable. Any erosion of traditional culture, particularly of harvesting and sharing – a safety net 
for the less fortunate – has potential for harm, including to elders no longer able to harvest. Inuit 
values of sharing, consensus decision making and equity have some potential to give some way to 
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the more individualistic ethic of southern culture, with consequent effects on, for example, crime 
levels and social cohesion.  

Public Infrastructure and Services 

In the expectation that overall, community wellbeing will increase as a result of the Project, need for 
some social services should also decrease, particularly social assistance. There is however a 
correlation between increased income and increased demand for health, housing and municipal 
services. Increased incomes also imply more need for police, as people have greater access to 
controlled substances and alcohol, which can lead to increased mischief and disorderly conduct-
related crime. Improving economic opportunities are expected to motivate more demand for 
education, and thus increase demand for educational services.  

These are benefits to the extent that government is able to deliver in a timely way, but where there is 
some disconnect between new demand and supply response, the more vulnerable are expected to 
disbenefit disproportionately. There are also cost implications where capacity constraints are 
identified, however AREVA’s payments of royalties and taxes will provide significant additional 
revenues to GN (as well as NTI). As with most other potential negative effects of the Project, any 
disconnects between supply and demand are expected to be resolved with time.  

Nontraditional Land Use  

The Project, if approved, is expected to be a stimulus to mining development, including uranium 
mining development, in western Kivalliq. Mining development is a stated goal of both territorial and 
regional governing agencies. Nunavut does not yet have a finalized land use plan that identifies 
appropriate use for specific areas but draft plans have been made publically available for review and 
comment so that land use designations to support both the land-based and wage-based economy 
are known.  

 Economy of Nunavut 

As Meadowbank has demonstrated, large mining projects can be expected to have enormous effects 
on Nunavut’s economic indicators. GDP, employment, labour income and investment levels will 
change dramatically for the better in response to both the construction and operations phases of the 
Project. As noted above, revenues of GN and NTI will also increase.  

Socio-economic Management 

To manage socio-economic effects, AREVA has developed a Community Involvement Plan and a 
Human Resource Development Plan. Project design has been adjusted, in response to community 
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input, to protect environmental resources (and consequences on harvesting) and to alleviate some 
perceived risk with uranium development. Socio-economic management, however, is primarily 
effected through commitments to implement measures to mitigate the potential for negative effects, 
and, more importantly, to enhance benefits for Inuit. Socio-economic management also includes 
extensive opportunities for community engagement and participation in Project decision making, and 
collaborative monitoring.  

It is noted that proposed socio-economic mitigation focused on benefit enhancement is anticipated to 
be further detailed in the Inuit Impact Benefit Agreement (IIBA) negotiated with KIA. The measures 
are derived from lessons learned elsewhere in Nunavut and northern Canada, and suggestions 
during engagement. AREVA’s corporate experience in Saskatchewan has also been drawn upon.  

AREVA intends to maximize employment and contracting opportunities for people in Kivalliq 
communities. The major elements of this are i) preferential hiring, including points of hire in each of 
the Kivalliq communities; ii) preferential contracting, and helping businesses to overcome barriers to 
accessing Project contracting; iii) education, training and scholarship programs; iv) accommodating 
Inuit culture in the workplace as practical for improved job satisfaction; and v) wide dissemination of 
information on available employment and business opportunities.  

It is noted that education and training will include a range of programming, for example pre-
employment, life skills, high school completion, postsecondary, on the job, and mentoring programs 
for workers and prospective workers are anticipated. AREVA will also work with Kivalliq education 
authorities and others to create multi-party initiatives to implement school based programs for 
children, to contribute to their ability over the longer term to successfully participate in both the wage 
and land based economic activity.   

Work force management policies are largely intended to ensure that Inuit employees are equitably 
compensated, have the opportunity to engage in traditional activity and are provided workplace 
conditions that accommodate Inuit culture. There is also the expectation that all workers will conduct 
themselves appropriately both at the mine site and when in communities. Workforce management 
measures emphasize; i) rotational work schedules to enable trips on the land in weeks off work; ii) 
worker codes of conduct (including expectations of respect for difference) iii) facilitating, where 
appropriate, use of Inuktitut and traditional practices at the mine site. 

AREVA’s initiatives to support individual, family and community wellbeing include: i) providing a 
confidential employee and family assistance program; ii)  making available at the mine site peer or 
elder counselors; iii) providing communication systems for people to stay in touch with families; and 
iv) supporting community initiatives to address community priorities towards enhanced wellbeing, 
including as potential examples, assistance to elder and child care and recreational opportunities for 
youth.  
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Risks to worker and public health and safety are managed through i) the application of best health 
and safety practice; ii) emergency response planning; and iii) avoiding and minimizing any 
environmental effects that have potential to affect livelihood resources and/or public health. 
Nevertheless heightened perception of risk is expected. This will be addressed through continuing 
education on uranium mining, and its environmental and socio-economic effects.   

AREVA will continue to engage, including with elders to capture IQ for input on socio-economic 
management measures and needed adjustments (adaptive management) throughout Project 
development, operation, and decommissioning. AREVA will also continue to provide the information 
people need to engage and participate in the Project effectively.  AREVA fully acknowledges the 
importance of conducting meetings and providing information in both English and Inuktitut.  

Monitoring with include reporting on the uptake of economic opportunities, and topics identified 
through collaboration with communities, KIA, GN and AANDC. A framework for collaborative 
monitoring of community wellbeing will be developed, primarily through participation with the Kivalliq 
Socio-Economic Monitoring Committee (SEMC). Details remain to be worked out as the Project 
moves towards construction.  

Closure (premature or final) effects are most keenly felt at the end of employment and business 
opportunities, and the consequent negative social effects of an economic downturn. The measures 
described above include a number of elements that are intended to enhance the economic and 
social resiliency of communities, which will attenuate some potential for negative closure effects. 
Work and business experience will give people a competitive edge in other sectors of the economy. 
The emphasis on education and training will enhance workforce and business capacity to offer 
services. Further, at closure, retrenchment programs and alternative livelihood training will be offered 
where necessary.  

It is noted that many of the residual effects are contributions of the Project to the ongoing socio-
economic dynamic and trends in the Kivalliq Region. As such, governments already have in place a 
large number of legal instruments and programs that have been developed to address the same 
kinds of socio-economic change, positive and negative, that has potential to result from Kiggavik. 
Examples include language preservation initiatives, support for traditional harvesting, and expansion 
of postsecondary education and public health programs.   

Residual Project Effects 

Project effects are summarized on the basis of a single conclusion for each of 26 Valued Socio-
Economic Components (VSECs) identified for assessment. Many actual effects will depend on socio-
economic conditions in Kivalliq at the time of development and beyond. In a rapidly changing socio-
economic context, extrapolating current baseline trends can introduce substantial error. Further, the 
effects of the Project may act in combination to those of the proposed Meliadine Gold Project near 
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Rankin Inlet, which is expected to be in construction, and perhaps operation, by the time the Kiggavik 
Project advances to construction.  

Although there are some differences in detail, many of the processes are the same in both 
construction and operations and change in response to the Project will be continuous. Overall, as 
people adjust to change with time, most negative effects are expected to moderate while positive 
effects gain momentum. At closure, the same processes may reverse, however, the socio-economic 
conditions in Kivalliq will again be quite different. 

Effects on community economies are positive and significant. The Project will preferentially 
employ, educate, train and contract in the Kivalliq. Incomes will increase for many people and 
community economies will grow. A small net in migration is anticipated to continue in the Kivalliq 
Region with most new comers expected to settle in Rankin Inlet or Baker Lake. Although the Project 
will come to an end, the life-long benefits of job experience and learning are not reversed.  

Effects on traditional culture are, overall, expected to be negative and substantial. The Project will 
not force or require changes to traditional culture, as AREVA’s mitigation measures are intended to 
support and facilitate people’s choices. However, some drift away from harvesting, use of Inuktitut, 
and traditional values and knowledge may be expected, particularly in the context of other ongoing 
forces of cultural change. Climate change is also a factor in changing traditional lifeways.  

Effects on individual, family and community wellbeing are largely expected to be positive and 
significant. Although negative effects on traditional culture have the potential to erode wellbeing for 
some, broadening choices and opportunities for livelihoods are counteracting factors. There will be 
individual exceptions to improved wellbeing, and there is some expectation that crime, or awareness 
of crime, could increase in response to, for example, any developing inequities.  

Increased demand for public infrastructure and services would be a negative effect if the 
government is unable to meet that demand. However, the assessment shows the effect of the 
Project is positive and significant. Revenues to GN and NTI will allow the provision of additional 
services, to the benefit of people. In this regard it is noted that the Project itself is not expected to be 
a source of increased demand.  

The Project is expected to stimulate exploration and mining interest particularly in western Kivalliq. 
This is a benefit, and significant, insofar as the ongoing land use planning process determines that 
this is the path forward Nunavut and Kivalliq choose. The consequent negative effect on tourism is 
considered of low magnitude because of little current use of the area by tourists. Land use effects in 
Baker Lake (including use of the shipping channel) are considered highly manageable, and therefore 
not significant.  
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Economic and fiscal effects at the territorial level are positive and significant. There will be very 
large jumps in gross domestic product, employment, labour income, own source GN revenues and 
payments to NTI. Subsequently the Project will represent a sustained contribution to the economy 
and revenues until closure.  

Residual Cumulative Effects  

For purposes of assessing cumulative socio-economic effects, the scenario is construction and 
operations of a total of nine large mining projects in Nunavut over the period to 2028. In addition to 
the Project, the other operating or reasonably foreseeable projects are Meadowbank, Meliadine, 
Mary River, Doris North phases 1 and 2, Hackett River, Izok Lake and Back River. Most of these are 
not in the Kivalliq Region. However, their very high demands for labour and goods, the imperative to 
maximize Project benefits to Inuit and rapidly growing capacity in Kivalliq to supply the mining sector 
suggest that there will be spillover effects into Kivalliq Region even where projects are located 
elsewhere in Nunavut.  

These projects are expected to have similar socio-economic effects as the Project. Most of these 
effects will be additive; for example more people will be employed, economies will grow more quickly, 
and crime levels may go up. However, there is some potential that the total effects of all these 
projects together could be more, or less, than additive. That is, the combination of effects from 
multiple projects can result in a shift in the socio-economic environment to a state that adding up 
effects from multiple projects does not fully account for.  

In the shorter term, should the combined demand for labour and goods outstrip capacity to supply, 
and should mining proponents then be forced to go south, benefits that notionally could have been 
retained by Inuit will not be. Nunavut’s labour force is growing quickly, however, and this is not a 
longer term worry.  

The integrity of traditional culture will, in the longer term, depend on a significant proportion of people 
maintaining its practice. The Project alone will not create economic opportunities for all, but any 
potential for employment, particularly of the young, may have long term negative implications for 
traditional culture. Government programs in support of traditional culture and ongoing importance 
given by people to maintaining cultural integrity will mitigate the potential for this to some extent.  

Rapid development of the mining sector has important implications for the interfaces between 
traditional and non-traditional land use, including for aspirations to develop a tourism sector. Land 
use planning in Nunavut continues to advance with to the phase of delimiting areas appropriate for 
different uses and finalization for land use plan implementation.  

Finally, the cumulative effects of multiple projects will be a significant benefit to the economy of 
Nunavut. Mining projects eventually close, with potential to cause severe economic and consequent 
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social dislocation for both individuals and the territorial economy. The availability of new projects to 
take the place of older ones provides alternative jobs and markets for labour and business. 
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ – ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ. ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (GN) ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (NTI). ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ 7-ᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᓴᓪᓕᖅ, 
ᓇᐅᔮᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᖃᓂᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ. ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᓛᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᓯᑉᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᙱᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ.  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ i) ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ 
ᐊᑯᑉᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ; ii) ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐊᔪᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ; iii) ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ 
(IQ) ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ; iv) ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ; v) ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ-ᐱᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ; ᐊᒪᓗ vi) ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᖅ 
ᑐᐊᕕᖅᑐᒥᒡᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒐᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑐᓂᓯᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᓱᕋᐃᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ, 
ᐅᒡᓚᕋᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ, 
ᐱᑖᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ, ᐊᖏᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔅᓂᓯᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔾᔪᑏᑦ, ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᓘᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ.  

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᑯᑉᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒦᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ. 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ. ᓄᓇᒨᓕᖓᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ 
ᑐᓂᓯᔪᖅ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓗᒃᑖᖃᔭᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕋᓱᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᑎᒍᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᒨᖓᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᐊᓚᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ. 
ᓄᓇᒨᖓᔪᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᐊᓚᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅᓱᓕ. ᓄᖅᑲᖓᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖅ, ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓂᖃᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓗᐊᖏᖢᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖅ 
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᒫᓐᓇᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᑐᓂᓯᑉᓗᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ (IQ-BLY 2009).    
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ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ 
19%-ᓗᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ 2011-ᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓄᑦ 40%-ᖃᔭᐅᑉᓗᓂ. ᐱᓕᕆᙱᑦᑐᓗᒃᑖᖅᑲᔭᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑑᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ.  ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᐊᓚᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑎᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᙱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᖕᓇᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ.  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ ᖁᓖᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᖃᐃᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᐅᖓᓂᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒃᖢᐅᑑᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐱᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖏᔫᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ (ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ, ᓄᓘᔮᓂᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᖕᒥᑦ) ᐊᒪᓗ ᕿᓂᖅᓴᐃᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᑐᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᑉᓗᓂ.   

ᖃᓄᐃᑑᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᔫᑉ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᖅ 90 ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ i) ᑕᐅᑐᒐᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ 7-ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖕᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ, ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓂᑦ, 
ᒪᖃᐃᑎᓂᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ, ᓄᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ/ᐅᐃᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ/ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ 
ᓴᓇᙳᐊᖅᑎᕋᓘᔪᓂᑦ; ᐊᒪᓗ ii) ᐊᐱᖅᓱᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ-ᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅ 
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᕐᓂᑦ. 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂᓗ ᐱᐅᓛᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ, ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ 
ᓱᕋᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓄᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓄᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ ᓂᕿᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ, ᐊᓐᓄᕌᖅᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᙳᐊᒐᓄᑦ/ᒥᖅᓱᒐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖅ. ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓂᕐᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇ ᐱᔭᑐᐊᖃᙱᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᓗᒃᑖᖅᑲᔭᖅ ᓄᓇᒧᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ. ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓂᐅᕕᖃᑦᑕᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
(IQ-RIE 2009), ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᑐᑭᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᓂᐅᕕᕈᖕᓇᖅᓯᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᕼᐋᓐᑕᓂᒃ ᓯᑭᑑᓂᒡᓘᓃᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ 
ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᑦᑕᐃᓖᖕᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᐅᒪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓄᓇᒧᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑐᖕᓇᓚᐅᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓕ ᓴᓇᔭᒃᓴᖅᑖᖄᕋᑎᒃ (IQ-BLRW 2009).  

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᒋᓂᖓ ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ 
ᐃᒡᓗᒥᐊᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᑦ ᐃᓇᖏᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᓇᑉᐸᓪᓗᐊᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ ᓂᖀᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓂᐅᕕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ. ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᖃᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕿᑖᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖕᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ, 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᒃᐱᒋᓂᖃᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
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ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒨᖓᓂᖓ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 7,944-ᒥᑦ 9,479-ᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ 2001-ᓗ 2009-ᓗ, 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᖃᓂᑕᖓᓃᖢᓂ 2% ᐅᑭᐅᑕᒫᑦ. ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ 2013-ᒥᑦ 10,266-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ 2.4%-ᖑᑉᓗᓂ 2007-ᒥᑦ 2013-ᒧᑦ. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐆᒃᑑᑎ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ (DEIS)-ᒥᑦ, ᐱᐊᓚᓛᖑᑉᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᐅᔮᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐱᐊᓚᐃᓛᖑᑉᓗᓂ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ. 2007-ᒥᑦ 2013-ᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᓗᒃᑖᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐅᔮᑦ 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᓂᒃ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᓗ 
ᐊᑦᑎᓛᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᐊᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2006−ᒥᐅᔪᒥᑦ DEIS 
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ, ᐊᑐᖅᑑᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᓂ 40% ᑐᖔᓂᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕌᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᒪᒃᑯᖕᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖁᖅᑐᖅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ. ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕌᓂᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖅ 
ᐱᓗᐊᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕌᓂᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᐅᖓᓂᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ. ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕌᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ 2010-ᒥᑦ 
1999-ᒥᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᖅᑲᔭᐃᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᓴᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᓪᓗᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑭᖢᒍ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕌᓂᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐃᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᔫᔪᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑖᑉᑯᐊ ᓇᑉᐸᖏᑦ ᓄᑕᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕌᓂᖕᓂᖃᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑑᑉᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓗᒃᑖᖑᓂᐅᖓᓂᑦ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᐱᐅᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᖢᐊᖅᓴᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᒐᔪᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓄᕙᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐳᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕆᔭᐅᒐᔪᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ. ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᓄᑦ ᓯᐊᒪᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅᑕᖃᕋᔪᒃᑐᖅ, ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ 
ᐃᒡᓗᒥᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ. ᑯᔭᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᔾᔪᑎᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ 
ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᔪᑦ. ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᖕᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓯᐅᕋᐅᔮᖅᑐᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᓂᕿᒥᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᖏᓐᓃᑐᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᒧᙵᐅᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓂᕆᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ 
ᖄᖏᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓈᒻᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᖕᒥᓃᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᓱᐴᖅᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ, ᐃᒥᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐋᖓᔮᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒡᓗ ᓄᒡᓗᒃᑕᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  
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ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᓐᓂᖅ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᑉᓗᓂ ᓴᙱᓂᖃᓗᐊᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕿᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᓂᒃ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕿᑖᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᓐᓇᕌᖅᑖᕐᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ (IQ-CHE 20091). ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔾᔪᑎᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᓲᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ 
ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᑉ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᖕᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  
ᓄᓇᒦᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᖏᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᖅ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ, ᐱᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᒥᖕᓄᑦ.   

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᕆᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐃᒃᐱᒋᓂᖃᕐᕕᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᓐᓃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ, 
ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑦᑎᐅᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᑭᙶᖅᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒍᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦᑦ ᐃᖢᐃᓗᑦᑎᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᒻᒧᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᓄᑖᖑᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᑑᔪᒥᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᕐᓗᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᖑᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑕᐃᑉᑯᓄᙵ ᑕᒪᐅᙵᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᖕᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖓᑦᑕ ᓴᙱᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᔨᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᐃᑦ. 
ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓗᒃᑖᖃᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᓐᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᖕᓂᐅᔪᓪᓗ,  ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᒥᒃᑎᒍᑦ, 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕈᖕᓃᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᖓᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ.  

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ 
ᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓂᕿᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᓐᓄᕌᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ, 
ᐊᕐᓇᐃᓪᓕ ᐊᓐᓄᕌᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᑕᖅᑲᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᑉᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᕆᔭᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ. ᐅᑉᓗᒥ, 
ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐊᔪᕈᓱᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑕᖑᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᕕᖃᙱᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᙱᓐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 
ᓄᓇᒧᙵᐅᔾᔪᑎᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑕᖅᑭᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ (IQ-ARE 20092).  

                                                

 

 

 

1 IQ-CHE 2009: ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ. 
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᒃᑕᖃᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 
2 IQ-ARE 2009: ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᓕᐊᖃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐃᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐊᓛᒦᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᓂᒃ. 
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ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕉᖕᓃᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕐᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑉᓗᓂ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᖅᑲᔭᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒐᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 
ᐸᐸᑦᑏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᖁᓕᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᓴᙱᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓂᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ. ᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓄᑕᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ 
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᒥᐅᖓᓂᑦ. (IQ BL EL ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 20133).  

ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᒃᖠᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂᒃ. ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ 
ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᐅᑑᑉᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᖓᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ 
ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᑲᓪᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓗᒃᑖᕐᒨᖓᔪᒥᐅᖓᓂᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅᓴᓂᒡᓗ ᐱᕋᔭᙱᓐᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᐅᖓᓂᑦ. ᐊᔪᖅᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐋᖓᔮᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ 
ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖕᒥᔪᖅ 
ᑕᒪᑐᒧᙵ.  

ᐃᒡᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗᒃᑖᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 
ᓇᑉᐸᐅᔫᑉ ᐅᖓᑖᓂᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᑦ. 
ᐃᒡᓗᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᑕᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 40%-ᓗᐊᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓅᓐᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᒃᑯᑎᒃ. ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ, ᐊᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐃᒡᓗᖃᕈᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ 
ᖃᑕᙳᑎᖏᓐᓃᖏᖔᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑦ DEIS ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᒨᖓᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᙱᖢᑎᒡᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐳᖅᑎᓐᓈᖅᑐᒥᑦ. 2006-ᒥᑦ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᙱᓛᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᓗᒃᑖᕐᒥᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᓗᐊᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᓗᒃᑖᕐᒥᑦ, ᑐᑭᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ. ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᒪᓂᖃᕈᖕᓃᓗᐊᕐᓂᑯᒧᑦ 
ᕿᓂᕈᖕᓃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ. ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᖑᑎᓂᐅᖓᓂᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓗᒃᑖᖃᔭᐃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑦ 2006-ᒥᑦ, 
ᖃᑉᓯᐊᕐᔫᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᖅᑲᔭᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐳᖅᑎᓐᓈᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ, ᕿᓂᖅᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔅᓂᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

                                                

 

 

 

3 IQ-BL EL ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2013:  1993-ᒥᑦ 2008-ᒧᑦ K 3-ᓱᓄ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᑰᒐᓛᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᓂ ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑎᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ. 



AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page E-xviii 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community  

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Executive Summary – Socio Economic Environment 

 

ᐱᖁᑎᑖᖅᑎᕆᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᙱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑏᑦ 
ᑲᑕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥᑦ. 

ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᖃᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᕿᒪᐃᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᙱᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑖᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐳᖅᑎᓐᓈᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᖕᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᓴᕆᒪᒋᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᖕᓇᓕᕐᒪᒋᑦ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᖅᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ. 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᖏᑦᑕᖓᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ/ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᑦ 
ᓄᖅᑲᑲᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ, 2010-ᒥᑦ ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ 90-ᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᔪᒪᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᒨᓕᖓᓕᖅᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᓕᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ 
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᐳᖅᑎᓐᓈᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  
ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑑᔮᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᐅᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᖢᓂ. ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ 2010-ᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᓗᖅᑕᕈᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ 

ᑕᐅᓯᓐᖏᓐᓃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ, ᐊᒥᓱᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓕᙳᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ: i) ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ; 
ii) ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ; iii) ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓ; iv) ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑏᑦ; v) ᐱᖅᑯᓯᐅᖏᑦᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ; ᐊᒪᓗ vi) 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ VEC-ᓄᑦ, 
ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᒪᖃᐃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖅ, ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᕐᓂᖅ, ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐳᑭᖅᑕᓕᓕᕆᓂᖅ, ᐅᒡᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ, ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ. 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅᑕᖃᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ VSEC-ᑉᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉᓗ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ VSEC-ᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ. ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖃᕐᓂᐅᑉ, ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᖢᓂᓕ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ. ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᕐᒪᔪᓪᓘᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑖᒍᑦ 
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ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ.  ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᒃᒥᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᑕᖓᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐱᖃᑎᒋᔭᖓᓅᖏᑦᑐᖅ, ᑖᒻᓇ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑉᓗᓂ. 
ᑭᑐᓗᒃᑖᓅᖓᓕᖅᖢᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖁᕕᐅᓇᙱᑦᑑᓕᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂ. 

ᐊᖏᔫᖓᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᓗᐊᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔅᓂᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓛᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓃᑦ ᓯᐊᒪᒃᑐᑎᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 
ᑭᒡᒐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᕈᖕᓃᖅᓴᓂᕐᓗ, ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᑳᓐᑐᕌᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ. 

ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᖅ  ᓅᑕᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᑐᒪᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ, ᐱᔪᒪᒃᐸᑕ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᕈᑎᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓗᒃᑖᖅᑲᔭᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ 
ᐱᕈᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᓗ ᑖᑉᑯᐊᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐱᒡᒎᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᒧᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ 
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᓄᙵ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᖕᓄᑦ. ᑎᑭᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓵᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓛᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᒥᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᕆᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ 
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᑉ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖕᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ.  

ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᑎᑭᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᑦᒧ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᒥᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᖅ ᐱᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ 
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑎᑑᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᓂᐊᕐᓂᖃᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ (IQ-RIE 20094; IQ-CHW 20095; IQ-CHAH 20096; IQ-CHW 20097). 
ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, 
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒪᓂᒪᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ), ᓂᕿᑦᑎᐊᕙᐃᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᓪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ (IQ-CIHT 20098).  

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖓ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᐃᓇᕋᓗᐊᖏᓪᓘᓃᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒥᒃ, ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ. 
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᓱᓕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ, ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
ᒥᑭᒡᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᙱᖔᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.  

 

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ 

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᑉ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᓂᖓ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ  ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᒨᖓᔪᒧᑦ, ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᓅᖓᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑐᐃᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖓᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᒥᐅᖃᑎᒌᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᒃᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᕐᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒪᓗ, 

                                                

 

 

 

4 IQ-RIE 2009:  ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓗᐊᓕᓛᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᓂᐅᕕᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᖃᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᓃᒐᔪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
5 IQ-CHW 2009: ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥᐅᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᑮᒃ ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑏᑦ, 
ᓯᑭᑑᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑑᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᖃᖅᑐᖃᕈᖕᓃᖅᑐᖅ. 
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑉᓗᓂᓗ ᓂᕿᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ. 
6 IQ-CHAH 2009: ᒪᖃᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᓲᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᖃᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᓄᑦ 
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᔪᓂᒃ.  ᓴᕆᒪᓇᖅᑐᖅᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᓕ ᒪᖃᐃᑎᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓕᐅᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖕᒥᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑉᓗᓂ.  
ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ “ᐅᑎᖁᔨᓂᖅ”-ᒥᒃ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᐃᑦ 
ᐱᔪᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᓄᑕᖅᑲᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᒐᔪᙱᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᒥᖅᓱᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ. 
7 IQ-CHW 2009: ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕆᔪᒪᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᓴᓚᐅᖅᐸᑕ ᓂᕆᑉᓗᓂᔾᔪᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᓇᑦᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 
“ᐃᓄᔾᔨᑑᓂᕐᒧᑦ”. 
8 IQ-CIHT 2009:  ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓇᑦᑎᕐᓂᑦ. ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 'ᑐᒃᓯᐊᕐᓂᒃᑰᖓᓂᖓᒍᑦ' ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒨᖓᔪᑎᑐᑦ. 
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ᓱᕋᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ, ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐊᖑᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᒃᑐᓄᑦ.  

ᐃᓄᖕᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᑖᒥᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ 
ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᒧᑦ, ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒧᓪᓘᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᓗᒃᑖᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᙱᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᖅᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓂᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᒧᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᓇᓱᖕᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑐᒧᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍᒥᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᓵᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓛᓕᖅᐸᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᔪᕆᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑎᑭᐅᑎᒃᐸᑕ. 

ᑕᒪᐃᓂᓗᒃᑖᖑᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᒧᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  
ᓴᙱᓂᖃᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᑭᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᑕᖅᑲᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅᑖᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ. ᓱᕋᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ – ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ – ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑑᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᓂ 
ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑐᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖓᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅ 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᑑᓕᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᖕᓂᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓂᒃ, 
ᖃᓇᐃᖓᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ, ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓂᐅᑉ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓂᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᑦ.  

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑏᑦ 

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᑉᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᓗᒃᑖᖅ, ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒍ, ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓂᖃᐃᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᑯᐊ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᓕᖅᐹᓪᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ, 
ᐃᒡᓗᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑏᑦ. ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᖕᒥᔪᖅ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐳᑭᖅᑕᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᑲᓐᓂᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐋᖓᔮᕐᓇᖅᑐᕋᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᒥᐊᓗᖕᓂᓪᓗ, ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᖏᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖕᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖓᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᖏᓐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ 
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑏᑦ, ᓴᙱᓂᖃᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐋᕿᐅᒪᙱᑦᑐᑎᒍᑦ. ᐊᑭᐅᔪᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᓰᔭᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ). ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ, ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᙱᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓂᕆᐊᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᓂᑦ ᖃᐃᔪᓂᑦ. 
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ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᙱᑕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ, ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᒃᐸᑦ, ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᓂ ᓄᖑᓱᐃᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᑦ 
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ. ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒃᑰᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ 
ᓱᓕ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐆᒃᑑᑏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᒪᓂᒪᑎᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᑭᑐᓐᓄᐊᖅᑕᐅᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒨᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.  

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 

ᐊᐳᖅᑎᓐᓈᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. GDP, 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᖃᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᖃᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓛᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖓᑐᑦ ᖁᓛᓂ, 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕗᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ.  

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ, ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ 
ᐱᕝᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ (ᐊᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ) ᐊᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᖑᓱᐃᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓂᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᒋᐊᖅᑎᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐅᑐᒐᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕈᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᑦ (IIBA)-ᒥᑦ ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ, 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖓᑦ ᓴᔅᑳᑐᐊᓐᒥᑦ ᐱᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ.  

ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᒃᑯᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᖏᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᙵ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᔪᑦ i) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᖔᕐᓂᖅ, 
ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ; ii) ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᖔᕐᓂᖅ, 
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ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᔅᓂᓯᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᐃᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓗᖅᑕᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ; iii) 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᔪᕈᖕᓃᖅᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ; iv) ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᖢᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ; ᐊᒪᓗ v) 
ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᐃᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᒪᓂᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔅᓂᓯᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᔪᕈᖕᓃᖅᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᒐᔪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ, 
ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅᑖᕐᓂᐊᓵᕐᓗᓂᒧᑦ, ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᖏᓐᓂᖅᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕌᓂᒃᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓗᓂ ᐊᔪᕈᖕᓃᖅᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ-
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒦᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᑕᖅᑲᓄᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ.  

ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖕᓂᖃᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᓂᕈᐅᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ 
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒦᑦᑕᕌᖓᑕ. ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ 
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ; i) ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᖃᖓᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᓕᐊᕈᖕᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓴᓇᙱᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ; ii) ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᖕᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ) iii) ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᑐᕈᖕᓇᕌᖓᔾᔪᒃ, 
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂᑦ. 

ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᒪᔪᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᒥᑦ, ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ: i) ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᑉ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᓪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᖅ; ii) ᒪᓂᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᐅᔾᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ; iii) ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᑦᑕᙳᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑭᖅᑲᐅᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ; ᐊᒪᓗ iv) ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖅᑲᐅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐆᒃᑑᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑑᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᑕᖅᑭᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᖃᐃᓕᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓄᑦ. 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ i) ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ; ii) ᑐᐃᕕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᓗᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ; ᐊᒪᓗ iii) 
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖅ ᒥᑭᓛᑰᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ/ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
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ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᖑᓱᐃᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ.   

ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ, 
ᐊᐅᓛᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ. ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ. ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ 
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑎᑑᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᓕᖓᓗᒋᓪᓗ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ, KIA-ᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ AANDC-ᑯᓐᓂᑦ. ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ, 
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᓗᐊᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ 
(SEMC). ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᐸᑦ. 

ᐅᒃᑯᐊᕐᓂᖅ (ᐱᓵᓕᓂᖅ ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒃᑯᑦ) ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑎᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔅᓂᓯᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖁᓛᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖃᑉᓯᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐃᓚᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑑᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔅᓂᓯᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᒡᒎᑦᑐᖕᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᕈᖕᓃᖅᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐱᔅᓂᓯᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐊᒪᓗ, ᐅᒃᑯᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᕈᖕᓃᖅᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᒪᓂᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ.  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᑦ ᕿᒪᒃᑎᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓂᖓᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᓯᒫᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐱᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᓂᖃᓕᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ. ᐆᒃᑑᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ 
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒥᒃ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᓐᓂᖅ 
ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᓄᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ.  

ᕿᒪᒃᑎᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ 
26-ᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ (VSEC)-ᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 
ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅᑕᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ 
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ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓪᓗ. ᐱᐊᓚᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᓂᐅᑉᓗ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ, extrapolating-ᖑᔪᒥᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᓂᖃᐃᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᒪᓗ, ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑐᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᓂ 
ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᒎᓗᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᑕᖓᓂᑦ, ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓛᓕᕐᓗᓂ, ᑭᒡᒐᕕᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᐸᑦ.  

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓛᓕᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᓂᒃᑰᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᐃᓂᓗᒃᑖᖅ, 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᕆᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᒥᑦ, ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑎᐊᓃᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᐅᔪᓪᓕ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᒃᑯᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᔾᔨᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔾᔮᖏᒻᒥᔭᖏᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᔫᔪᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᑉᓗᓂ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᖃᓇᐃᑐᓂᖔᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᔪᕈᖕᓃᖅᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ. 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐱᕈᕐᓗᓂ. 
'ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᖅᑲᔭᖅ ᓄᑖᖑᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᙳᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥᐊᑕᙳᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᓛᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖃᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐅᑎᒨᖓᙱᑦᑐᑦ. 

ᖃᓇᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒧᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓂᓗᒃᑖᖅ, ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑑᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔫᓗᓂ. 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑐᐃᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕐᒥᑦ, ᐊᕇᕙᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᖓᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᕐᒨᖓᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᖕᓃᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᓗ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒥᒃ. 
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᖕᒥᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᐅᔪᒥᒃ.  

ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᒧᑦ, ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᔫᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓗᓂ. ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ 
ᓱᕋᐃᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᖏᒡᓕᓂᖅ 
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᖠᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐃᓄᖕᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᔾᔮᖏᑦᑑᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓂᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ, 
ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ/ᐱᐅᖏᓴᕐᓃᑦ. 

ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᕋᔭᖅᐸᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ 
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᔫᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᑉᓗᓂᓗ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ 
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ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᓯᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ. 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓄᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ.  

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᓂᖅᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ. ᑖᒻᓇ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᐅᓂᐅᔪᖅ, ᐊᖏᑉᓗᓂᓗ, ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒻᓇ ᐊᑉᖁᑕᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᓯᕗᒻᒧᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ 
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᖓ. ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐅᒡᓚᕋᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑑᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᒥᑭᑦᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒡᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥᑦ (ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑉᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐅᖏᔫᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  

ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᕆᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒦᖓᔪᒧᑦ ᐱᐅᔫᔪᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᑉᓗᓂ. 
ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᒃ ᕿᕐᕆᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐱᖁᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᔩᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᐊᖅᓴᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ.  

ᕿᒪᒃᑎᑦᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ  

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓛᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ 9-ᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ 2028-ᒧᑦ ᑎᒃᑭᒃᓴᑉᓗᒍ. ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓛᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓘᓃᑦ 
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᐳᖅᑎᓐᓈᖅᑐᖅ, ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓄᓘᔮᑦ, Doris North phases 1 ᐊᒪᓗ 2, Hackett 
ᑰᒃ, Izok ᑕᓯᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ Back ᑰᒃ. ᑖᑉᑯᐊᓗᒃᑖᖅᑲᔭᐃᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒦᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᖕᒥᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅᑖᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᓛᑰᖅᑎᓐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ 
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᐊᓚᔪᒻᒪᕆᖕᒥᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᑦᑎᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓪᓘᓃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ.  

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓗᒃᑖᖃᔭᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᓯᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ; ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ 
ᐃᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐊᓚᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒃᐸᐅᙵᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑖᑉᑯᓇᓂᓗᒃᑖᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒡᓘᓃᑦ, ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᒥᐅᖓᓂᑦ. 
ᑲᑎᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᖑᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ-
ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᒻᒪᕆᙱᓐᓂᖓᓅᓕᕐᓗᓂ. 

ᑕᑭᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᑑᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᒍ, ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᑎᒃᐸᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᑉᓗᓈᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓄᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ, ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ 
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ᐸᐸᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕋᓚᓴᖅᑑᔪᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 
ᑕᑭᔫᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᒃᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

ᐃᓗᐃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᐅᑉ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑭᓯᒥ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᓗᒃᑖᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖅ, 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᖏᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔫᑉ 
ᐃᓗᐃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᙵᑦ.  

ᐱᐊᓚᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ 
ᐱᖅᑯᓯᐅᖏᑦᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᐅᒡᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ ᓯᕗᒻᒧᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕈᖕᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ.  

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒃᑯᑦ, ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ. ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᐊᕋᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᖕᒥᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᙱᑕᖏᓐᓃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᒧᑦ 
ᐊᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᒪᓂᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐃᓇᖐᔪᑦ ᓄᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᑦ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᓂᐅᕕᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐱᔅᓂᓯᓂᒃ. 
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Glossary 
 

Note: A glossary for terms general to this EIS is provided in Appendix 1B to Volume 1. This includes, 
as examples, terms such as residual effect, sustainable development, access road and biodiversity. 
This glossary includes only those terms specific to this volume and defines terms in the ways they are 
used in this volume.  

  

Adaptive management Managing socio-economic effects in a way that recognizes that the 
socio-economic environment is always changing, and that changes 
need to be monitored so that mitigation and benefit enhancement 
measures can be adjusted over time to make sure that they are as 
effective as they can be.  

  

Benefit An effect that is positive 

  

Coefficient A number that comes from data collected on what has happened in 
the past in an economy, used in the input output model to calculate an 
estimate of what will happen in the future. The input output model has 
tens of thousands of coefficients.  

  

Demography Data on groups of people, with emphasis on things like births, deaths, 
migration, age and gender. 

  

Direct effect or benefit An economic term that includes effects that result from the Project's 
payments to workers and suppliers for example. 

  

Disaggregation The separation of a big grouping of economic activities, such as 
mining, into smaller groups such as gold mining, iron ore mining and 
uranium mining. Disaggregation for modelling produces more accurate 
results for a particular economic activity.  
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Economic shock An economic event that is so large that it changes a whole economy in 
a major way. The construction of the Project is an economic shock 
because alone, it will change unemployment rates and the size of the 
economy by whole percentage points as opposed to fractions of a 
percentage point.  

  

Externality An economic term for things that are not addressed because it is really 
possible to assign a market dollar value. Input output models for 
example do not address environmental costs because there are no 
good data to use to describe the market value of, for example, an 
increase in dust in the air at some times.  

  

Fiscal effect An effect on government revenues or on government spending. 

  

Final domestic demand The total amount of money that is spent in an economy in a year, by 
government, businesses and people, including money spent on 
importing goods and services.  

  

Government Used as a general term to refer to all or most governing agencies at 
the hamlet, regional, territorial and national levels, including institutions 
of public government. 

  

Gross domestic product  The total value of all goods and services produced within Nunavut, it in 
indicator of how big the economy is.  

  

Indicator A socio-economic characteristic that can be measured and so can be 
monitored to identify changes in a component of the socio-economic 
environment that is valued. The unemployment rate and the number of 
households speaking Inuktitut in the home are examples.   

  

Indirect effect or benefit An economic term that includes effects that result from the suppliers 
contracted by the Project in turn hire workers and buy from others 
what they need to fulfill their contracts with the Project.  
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Induced effect or benefit An economic term that includes effects that result when income 
earned by workers and businesses supplying the Project is spent on 
things not related to the Project, such as new equipment for 
harvesting, new housing or better quality food.  

  

Input output model A mathematical model developed every year by Statistics Canada to 
estimate what will happen in an economy if a new economic activity 
starts.  

  

Labour force The total number of people (in a community, region or other area) that 
are either working or are looking for work.  

  

Leakage When used in a discussion of economic effects, the spending of 
money earned in Nunavut that is spent outside Nunavut, for example 
money spent on imported goods and services or money spent when a 
Nunavut resident is outside the territory.  

  

Median The number which identifies the data point for an indicator at which 
half the population has a lower value and half has a higher value. For 
example a median income of $30,000 means that half of households 
have less income than this and half have more.  

  

Migration Relocation of an individual or a household from one community (or 
province or territory)  to another with the intent of living in the new 
community.  People relocating out migrate from their old community 
and in migrate to the new one.  

  

Offset Something done to make up for something else done, so that nothing 
really changes. For example, if one mining project closes and lets 
people go the opening of another mining project, hiring those people, 
offsets the closing.   
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Primary data Data collected by AREVA's socio-economic and IQ data collection 
team themselves, for purposes of this EIS. 

  

Qualitative data Information that does not include a number, for example  'many people 
have moved into this hamlet recently' is qualitative data.  

  

Quantitative data Information that includes a number, for example '25 families have 
moved into this hamlet recently is quantitative data.  

  

Royalties Payments made by the Project to government, calculated on the basis 
of laws that set a percentage to be paid of the value of the  output is 
defined as the market value of the uranium minus the costs of getting 
that uranium to the market.    

  

Secondary data Data obtained from documents that have been published, or come 
from the work of people other than AREVA's socio-economic and IQ 
data collection team, and used in the preparation of this EIS.   

  

Threshold The point at which an indicator value stops being manageable and 
becomes unmanageable. There are very few, if any, socio-economic 
indicator thresholds that people agree on.  

  

Work force The total number of people working for the Project, or for another 
project or activity.  

  

Vulnerable Word used to refer to people or households that because of economic 
or social challenges (poor health or education) or other factors (single 
parent, elderly) are more likely to be made worse off because of a 
Project negative effect, or are less likely to be able to take advantage 
of a Project benefit.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The Kiggavik Project (Project) is a proposed uranium ore mining and milling operation located in the 
Kivalliq region of Nunavut approximately 80 kilometres (km) west of the community of Baker Lake 
(Figure 1.1-1). The Project is operated by AREVA Resources Canada Inc. (AREVA), in joint venture 
partnership with Japan-Canada Uranium Company Limited (JCU) and Daewoo International 
Corporation 

Within the Kiggavik Project there are two general site areas referred to herein as the Kiggavik site 
and the Sissons site. The two sites are located approximately 17 km apart. Three uranium ore 
deposits will be mined at the Kiggavik site: East Zone, Centre Zone and Main Zone. A uranium mill, 
related facilities, main accommodations, and landing strip will also be located at the Kiggavik site. 
The Sissons site has two uranium ore deposits to be mined: Andrew Lake and End Grid. Open pit 
mining will be used to extract the ore from the three Kiggavik deposits as well as the Andrew Lake 
deposit. Mining of End Grid ore will require underground methods. 

All ore extracted from the mine sites will be processed through the Kiggavik mill. Mined out pits at the 
Kiggavik site will sequentially be used as tailings management facilities (TMFs) with East Zone being 
the initial TMF. The uranium product will be packaged and transported via aircraft to southern 
transportation networks. Initially, mill reagents, fuel and other supplies will be transported by barge to 
Baker Lake and then by truck to the mine site over a winter access road. An all-season road between 
Baker Lake and the Kiggavik Site is carried through the assessment as an option proposed as a 
contingency in case the winter road cannot adequately support the Project over its life-span. 

Decommissioning of the Project will include demolition of site facilities, clean up and reclamation of 
any disturbed areas, closure of the TMFs and reclamation of mine rock piles to promote vegetative 
growth and to provide wildlife access. 
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The Kiggavik Project is subject to the environmental review and related licensing and permitting 
processes established by the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA) (NIRB [Nunavut Impact 
Review Board] 2011), and to the licensing requirements of the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 
(CNSC). The Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (now Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development Canada; AANDC) referred the Kiggavik Project to the NIRB for a Review under Part 5 
of Article 12 of the NLCA in March of 2010.  

The final NIRB “Guidelines for the Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for AREVA 
Resources Canada Inc.’s Kiggavik Project (NIRB File No. 09MN003)” (NIRB 2011) were issued in 
May of 2011. AREVA submitted the Draft Environmental Impact Statement in December 2011 and 
again in April 2012 with the NIRB determining that the submission successfully conformed to the EIS 
guidelines in May 2012. Two review periods followed with the Information Request stage completed 
in January 2013 and the Technical Review stage completed in May 2013. An in-person technical 
meeting was hosted in Rankin Inlet, Nunavut by the NIRB in May 2013 with a Community 
Roundtable and a Pre-Hearing Conference (PHC) hosted in Baker Lake, Nunavut shortly after in 
June 2013. Following the Pre-Hearing Conference the NIRB issued the “Preliminary Hearing 
Conference Decision Concerning the Kiggavik Project (NIRB File No. 09MN003)” in July 2013. 

1.2 Nunavut Impact Review Board Guidelines for the Environmental 
Impact Statement and Preliminary Conference Decision 

The DEIS, including this volume, was determined by the NIRB on May 4, 2012 to have adequately 
addressed relevant sections of the NIRB “Guidelines for the Preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Statement for AREVA Resources Canada Inc.’s Kiggavik Project (NIRB File No. 09MN003)” (NIRB 
2011).  

Greater clarity, consistency and, in some cases, additional design or assessment were provided 
within AREVA’s responses to information requests in January 2013 and technical comments in May 
2013. AREVA commitments for the preparation of the FEIS and regulatory review requirements are 
listed in the NIRB PHC Decision dated July 2013. Changes from the draft to final EIS including the 
location of information related to information requests, technical comments, and PHC requirements is 
noted in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) conformity table (Tier 1, Volume 1, 
Technical Appendix 1A). 

This volume is intended to address Section 8.2 of the NIRB “Guidelines for the Preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement for AREVA Resources Canada Inc.’s Kiggavik Project (NIRB File 
No. 09MN003)” (NIRB, 2011), whereby:  

‘The Proponent shall present baseline information on the functioning and stability of the socio-
economic environment in the regional study area, with a corresponding impact assessment covering 
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all Project phases of development [construction, operations, temporary closure, final closure 
(decommission & reclamation) and post-closure]. The Proponent shall also describe the components 
of the socio-economic environment and the processes affecting them as they exist without the 
Project. This will serve as a baseline against which the potential changes and impacts of the Project 
can be measured and will also justify the Proponent’s selection of valued socio-economic 
components and indicators.  

The Proponent shall provide a clear rationale for its selection of communities, the public consultation 
carried out, and relevant reference studies and reports from which baseline data is collected. The 
Proponent shall describe the interactions between the socio-economic and biophysical 
environments, including the roles of the land- and wage-based economies and the nature of the 
mixed economy of the North. This is not meant to suggest that the Proponent is responsible for the 
current socio-economic situation of the Kivalliq Region or of Nunavut, or that it is expected to resolve 
any problems that are identified. Nevertheless, a proper understanding of the structure and 
functioning of the potentially affected societies is needed in order to identify the potential of the 
Project to affect them, whether positively or negatively, and to ensure that any socio-economic 
mitigation measures put in place by the Proponent have a reasonable likelihood of attaining their 
objectives.  

Whenever relevant and appropriate, data shall be disaggregated by age, gender, and ethnic 
affiliation. Socio-economic indicators are used to present baseline information and subsequently 
measure impacts related to the proposed project, those indicators selected must be adequate to 
address all types of foreseeable impacts, including cumulative and residual impacts. The 
environmental impact statement shall clearly identify and justify the Proponent’s selection of 
indicators. In addition, the Proponent should include a treatment on the temporal aspect of when 
potential impacts on each relevant valued socio-economic component could reasonably be expected 
to manifest. Finally, the Proponent is expected to clearly identify limitations and knowledge gaps 
encountered in its efforts to collect the information required by the following sections of these 
Guidelines.’ 9 

The location of information related to each individual guideline is noted in the environmental impact 
statement (EIS) Conformity Table (Appendix 1).  

                                                

 

 

 

9 Italics indicate where acronyms used in the NIRB document have been spelled.  
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1.3 Purpose and Scope 

The purpose of this document is to describe the Project’s expected residual socio-economic effects.   
The volume first describes the potential for effects, and then describes what socio-economic 
management measures AREVA will put in place to mitigate negative effects and enhance positive 
effects (benefits) to Kivalliq Region and its seven communities and to Nunavut more generally.  

The FEIS has been prepared to fulfil the intent of the NIRB Guidelines and PHC Decision, ultimately 
providing the information required to confidently proceed with an environmental assessment 
determination. The assessment has been influenced and reflects input provided from Inuit, Land 
Claim, Government, community, and other interested stakeholders.  The EIS has been prepared in 
fulfillment of the requirements of the NIRB Guidelines. 

1.4 Report Content and Related Documents 

In addition to this introduction (Section 1), this volume consists of the following sections. 

• Section 2 presents a brief overview of the Project. 
• A description of the approach used to assess Project effects, somewhat different from the 

approach general to the rest of the EIS for the Project, is in Section 3. 
• The scope and broad methodology of the assessment in Section 4 sets out issues, 

Valued Socio-Economic Components (VSECs), spatial and temporary boundaries, 
assessment criteria and methods to determine significance. The section also outlines the 
roles in the assessment of engagement, Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) and lessons learned 
from comparable experiences in northern Canada. 

• The socio-economic baseline results of particular relevance to the assessment are 
summarized in Section 5.10 

• AREVA’s socio-economic management is summarized in Section 6,11 which describes 
how AREVA intends to mitigate potential negative effects of the Project, enhance 
potential positive effects (benefits), engage affected people, integrate IQ in socio-

                                                

 

 

 

10 The full baseline (2011) is in Technical Appendix 9A, Socio-Economic Baseline. It is noted that Section 5 includes updated socio-
economic data where these have become available.  
11 Detailed socio-economic related management plans are in Technical Appendix 3C, Community Involvement Plan and Technical 
Appendix 9C, Human Resource Development Plan. 
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economic management and monitor socio-economic effects towards adaptive 
management. This section also provides information available at the time of writing on the 
Inuit Impact Benefit Agreement (IIBA) under negotiation with the Kivalliq Inuit Association 
(KIA). 

• Section 7 presents lessons learned from comparable experiences in northern Canada to 
set some context for the discussion of the potential for effects in subsequent sections.  

• Sections 8 to 13 present the assessments of effects on the VSECs under each of six 
major socio-economic components: 1) community economies; 2) traditional culture; 3) 
individual, family and community wellbeing; 4) public infrastructure and services; 5) land 
use and planning; and 6) the economy of Nunavut. These sections discuss linkages, 
briefly consider relevant baseline and socio-economic management measures and then 
come to conclusions on the significance of residual Project effects. Each of these sections 
also includes treatment of cumulative and transboundary effects (where relevant). Finally, 
each of these sections also considers how climate change has affected the conclusions 
on Project effects and/or has potential to change these conclusions (again, where 
relevant).  

• Section 14 is a summary.  
• Section 15 lists references cited.  
• Section 16 is a glossary of terms used. 

Tier 3 documents are appended to this volume to provide further details. These Technical 
Appendices are as follows: 

• 9A Socio-Economic Baseline  
• 9B Archaeology Baseline  
• 9C Human Resources Development Plan 
• 9D Archaeological Resource Management Plan 
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2 Project Overview 

2.1 Project Fact Sheet 

Location • Kivalliq Region of Nunavut, approximately 80 km west of Baker Lake.  

• The Project includes two sites: Kiggavik and Sissons (collectively called the Kiggavik Project).  

• The Kiggavik site is located at approximately 64°26’36.14”N and 97°38’16.27”W.  
• The Sissons site is located approximately 17 km southwest of Kiggavik at 64°20’17.61”N and 

97°53’14.03”W.  
• The Kiggavik and Sissons sites are composed of 37 mineral leases, covering 45,639 acres. 

Resources  • The total quantity of resources is currently estimated at approximately 51,000 tonnes uranium (133 
million lbs U3O8) at an average grade of 0.46% uranium.  

Life of Mine • Approximately 12 years of production, based on studies to date. It is anticipated that pre-operational 
construction will require three years while remaining post-operational decommissioning activities will 
require ten years. 

• Date of Project construction will be influenced by favorable market conditions, completion of detailed 
engineering, and successful completion of licensing and other Project approvals. 

Mining • There are five individual mines proposed for the Project: East Zone, Center Zone and Main Zone at 
the Kiggavik site; End Grid and Andrew Lake at the Sissons site.  

• The three Kiggavik deposits and the Andrew Lake deposit will be mined by truck-shovel open pit, 
while End Grid will be an underground mine. 

Mine Rock • Mine rock will be segregated into material suitable for use in construction (Type 1), non-acid 
generating (Type 2), and potentially problematic material (Type 3).  

• Type 1, Type 2 and Type 3 rock will be managed in surface stockpiles during operation. 

• Upon completion of mining, Type 3 mine rock will be backfilled into mined-out pits. 

Mill • The ore will be processed in a mill at the Kiggavik site to produce 3,200 to 3,800 tonnes uranium (8.3 
to 9.9 million lbs U3O8) per year as a uranium concentrate, commonly referred to as yellowcake.   

Tailings  • The mill tailings will be managed at in-pit tailings management facilities constructed using the mined-
out East Zone, Centre Zone and Main Zone open pits at the Kiggavik site.   

• Administrative and action levels will be used to control and optimize tailings preparation performance 
for key parameters. 

Water 
Management 

• A purpose-built-pit will be constructed at the Kiggavik site to optimize water management, storage, 
and recycling.   

• All mill effluent, tailings reclaim, and site drainage will be treated prior to discharge to meet the 
Metals Mining Effluent Regulations and site-specific derived effluent release targets. 

• Administrative and action levels will be used to control and optimize water treatment plant 
performance for key elements.  
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Site 
Infrastructure 

• Power will be supplied by on-site diesel generators. 

• The operation will be fly-in/fly-out on a 7 to 14 day schedule with on-site employees housed in a 
permanent accommodations complex.   

Access • Access to the site will be provided by a winter road between Baker Lake and Kiggavik. An all-season 
road is assessed as an option should the winter road be unable to adequately support the Project. 
Supplies will be shipped to a dock facility at Baker Lake during the summer barge season and 
trucked to Kiggavik via the road.  

• An airstrip will be constructed and operated at site for transportation of personnel and yellowcake.  

Environment • Site-specific environmental studies have been on-going since 2007 

• Public engagement and collection of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit has been on-going since 2006; this 
information is integrated into the environmental effects assessment reports 

• AREVA’s approach has been to integrate environmental assessment and decommissioning 
requirements into the Project design cycle to enhance mitigation of effects by design and to support 
the development of management, mitigation, and contingency plans to protect the environment 

Benefits • AREVA is negotiating an Inuit Impact Benefit Agreement with the Kivalliq Inuit Association 

• The total taxes and royalties to be paid on the Kiggavik project would be approximately $1 billion, 
payable to Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., Government of Nunavut, and Government of Canada. 

• The Project is expected to employ up to 750 people during construction and 400 to 600 people 
during operation.  

 

The economic feasibility of the Kiggavik Project depends on 1) the production cost for the uranium 
concentrate including construction, operation and decommissioning costs and 2) the market value of 
the final product. The latest feasibility study completed for the Kiggavik Project was in November 
2011. The study assessed the technical and economic viability of developing and operating a 
uranium mine and mill site in the Kiggavik area and estimated the capital cost of the Project at $2.1 
billion and the operating cost at $240 million per year. This initial feasibility study will be updated and 
refined prior to a development decision. The market price for uranium concentrate over the last years 
has been within the range needed for a reasonable return on investment to its owners, however at 
the time of FEIS preparation was below the threshold needed for Project advancement. AREVA 
believes future opportunities are strong enough to encourage Project advancement with the intent of 
development that will coincide with viable future markets 

2.2 Assessment Basis 

To ensure that the potential environmental and socioeconomic effects of the Kiggavik Project are 
adequately considered in this environmental assessment, it was determined that it would be 
advantageous to develop a clear “assessment basis” for the Project. The purpose of the assessment 
basis is to clearly and consistently define how the design parameters detailed in Tier 2 Volume 2 
Project Description encompass the more conservative values for various design features and 
options. It is consistent with the precautionary principle to assess potential environmental effects 



AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 2-3 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 2:  Project Overview 

 

conservatively to improve confidence that the Project can be realized within the predicted effects and 
approved environmental assessment.  

The assessment basis is summarized in Table 2.2-1 and presented with greater detail in Tier 2 
Volume 2 Section 20. For biophysical and some socio-economic effects, the range value with the 
greatest potential to result in an adverse effect is used. In the case of socio-economic benefits, the 
range value resulting in the lowest benefit is used. 

Table 2.2-1  Project Assessment Basis 

Project 
Activities/Physical Works Parameter Units 

Parameter / Assumption Values 

Base Case (PD) Assessment Case 

Overall Production Rate Tonnes U per year 3,200 – 3,800 3,200 - 4,000 

Mill Feed Rate Kilotonnes per year 71 - 977 1,000 

Project Operating 
Life 

Years 2 years pre-
production 
12 years 

production 

25 

Project Footprint  Hectares (ha) 938 1,102 

Access Road Route Not Applicable Winter Road Winter Road 
All-Season Road 

Dock Site Location Not Applicable  Site 1 Sites 1,2, Agnico 
Eagle’s 

Meadowbank Dock 
Site 

Milling  Flowsheet Not Applicable Resin in Pulp 
(RIP) 

Resin in Pulp (RIP), 
possibly solvent 
extraction (SX) and / 
or calciner  

Final Product Not Applicable Non-calcined 
uranium 
concentrate 

Non-calcined or 
calcined uranium 
concentrate 

Tailings Management Containment 
volume 

Million cubic metres 
(Mm3) 

28.4 30.0 

Total tailings 
volume (un-
consolidated) 

Million cubic metres 
(Mm3) 

21 30.0 

Design  Natural surround, 
no drain 

Various design 
contingencies 

Water Management Freshwater 
requirements – no 
permeate or site 

Cubic metres per day 
(m3/day) 

7,910 8,000 
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Project 
Activities/Physical Works Parameter Units 

Parameter / Assumption Values 

Base Case (PD) Assessment Case 
drainage recycle  

Freshwater 
requirements – 
permeate and site 
drainage recycle 

Cubic metres per day 
(m3/day) 

2,000 8,000 

Freshwater 
requirements - 
Sissons 

Cubic metres per day 
(m3/day) 

60 60 

Treated effluent 
discharge at base 
quality – Kiggavik 

Cubic metres per day 
(m3/day) 

2,707 3,000 

Treated effluent 
discharge – Sissons 

Cubic metres per day 
(m3/day) 

1,700 1,700 

Power Generation  Kiggavik peak load megaWatt (MW) 13.0 13.0 – 16.8 

Sissons peak load megaWatt (MW) 3.8 0 – 3.8 

Logistics & Transportation Number of barge 
trips – 5000t & 250 
containers 

Barge trips / year 9 - 31 31 

Number of barge 
trips – 7500t & 370 
containers 

Barge trips / year 7 - 22 22 

Number of truck 
trips – 56,000L & 
48t 

Truck trips / year 328 – 3,233 3,300 

Number of truck 
trips – 70,000L & 
60t 

Truck trips / year 243 – 2,405 2,500 

Number of 
yellowcake flights  

Flights / year 310 - 350 355 

Decommissioning Period Years 10 10 
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3 Assessment Approach  

This section briefly describes the approach used in the assessment of socio-economic effects 
associated with the Project. The approach is somewhat different to that used for other disciplines, but 
meets applicable regulatory requirements while focusing the assessment on the matters of greatest 
economic, social, and cultural importance. The approach recognizes the iterative nature of project-
level socio-economic assessment, considering the integration of engineering design and 
environmental effects and management programs into comprehensive socio-economic management 
planning for the life of the Project. 

The assessment focuses on specific VSECs that are of particular value or interest to Inuit, regulators, 
government agencies and stakeholders. VSECs were selected for assessment based on 
consultation with Inuit, regulators, government agencies and stakeholders; regulatory issues and 
guidelines; field studies; and professional judgment of the study team. For assessment purposes, 
selected VSECs are grouped as major socio-economic components: i) community economies; ii) 
traditional culture; iii) individual, family and community wellbeing; iv) public infrastructure and 
services; v) land use and planning; and vi) the economy of Nunavut. 

The term ‘effect’ is used to broadly refer to the response of a component of the socio-economic 
environment to a disturbance.  The assessment addresses both Project-related (including 
transboundary) and cumulative effects. Project-related effects are changes to the socio-economic 
environment that are caused by the Project, or arise solely because of the Project, as defined by the 
scope of the Project. Cumulative effects are changes to the socio-economic environment that are 
caused by the Project in combination with other current and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and activities.  

The assessment first considers AREVA’s proposed socio-economic management framework, 
including its component parts of i) mitigation and benefit enhancement measures; ii) ongoing 
engagement; iii) integration of IQ; iv) monitoring; and v) eventual negotiation and agreement with the 
KIA of an IIBA. The assessment then considers some experiences in Nunavut, the Northwest 
Territories (NWT) and northern Saskatchewan with regard to large mining projects and in northern 
Alberta with regard to rapid population growth as a result of oil sands development. The 
presentations of the Project’s socio-economic management measures and comparable experiences 
provide background information for the assessment of socio-economic effects. 

For the assessment of socio-economic effects, the mechanisms through which a socio-economic 
effect may occur are discussed first, taking into account Project design measures, socio-economic 
management measures and comparable experiences. Any residual effect is characterized, at a 
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minimum using the criteria of direction, magnitude, geographic extent, duration, and significance is 
determined, in most cases qualitatively.  

Where there is potential for the Project to contribute to a cumulative effect, Sections 8 through 13, 
Assessment of Effects on major socio-economic components, differentiate between 'additive' effects 
and 'more than additive' effects.  

Additive effects are simply a second project’s effects added to a first project’s effects, and then a 
third’s added to those of the combination of the second’s and first’s. Many socio-economic effects 
can be expected to be comparable between the Project and other large projects that may be 
developed in Nunavut. In developing their respective EISs each additional project is expected to treat 
the effects of earlier projects as baseline. For the Project, for example, Meadowbank’s effects are 
reflected in baseline information on population growth, incomes, unemployment levels, social 
assistance case numbers, etc. The Project effects are discussed in terms of impacts relative to 
current socio-economic parameter values and trends, which have to some degree been affected by 
Meadowbank. It is recognized that this is somewhat complicated by i) lags in availability of data to 
capture effects of, in this case, Meadowbank; and ii) the need to predict what the future effects  will 
be as ‘baseline’ for Project at time of development.  

More than additive effects are cumulative effects that essentially shift the playing field, and are 
therefore considered to be of more interest. For example, on the basis of past experience in 
Nunavut, it may be expected that large mining projects can achieve a 25% Inuit employment share in 
their workforces. However should more projects come on stream and the total mining workforce 
requirement rise quickly, given the small populations and the rigours of rotational mining work, it may 
be more and more difficult for later projects to achieve such a percentage. The cumulative effect 
could be a shift from an environment of labour availability to an environment of labour shortage and 
the ‘leakage’ of economic opportunities that could notionally be taken up by Nunavummiut to workers 
from elsewhere in Canada.  

Where the effects of other projects and activities are expected to be additive, that is, are expected to 
add to change through mechanisms similar to those of the Project, these are not discussed at length. 
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Although there will be exceptions,12 almost all of the potential effects identified the Project will be 
identified for other projects and discussed in their respective EISs.  

Only where there is potential for a shift, a change that is more – or less – than the sum of the effects 
of individual projects and activities, is the potential for a cumulative effect considered in some depth. 
Residual cumulative effects are then assessed for significance, again necessarily qualitatively.   

In determining the potential for cumulative effects, the assessment considers, as relevant, two future 
scenarios: 

• The future scenario includes reasonably foreseeable projects, activities and actions, 
defined as those that are likely to occur, including projects that are in some form of 
regulatory approval or have made a public announcement to seek regulatory approval. 
For this assessment, these reasonably foreseeable projects are: 

o Meadowbank13 
o Hope Bay  
o Meliadine 
o Mary River 
o Hackett River 
o Back River 
o Izok/High Lake 

• The far future scenario includes the future scenario, in combination with possible far 
future developments in Kivalliq Region.  

It is recognized that exploration activities will continue in the vicinity of the Kiggavik Project, and that 
there is the potential for additional resources to be discovered during the life of the Project. To 
address such a possibility, a potential far future development scenario was developed. This scenario 
assumes additional deposits within a 200 km radius of the Kiggavik site, and the development of a 
non-uranium operation located within the Kiggavik region. The Meadowbank gold operation is used 
as the model for this non-uranium operation.  The far future case also assumes that additional 

                                                

 

 

 

12 For example, perceptions of harm from uranium (see Section 10.1.6 Public Health and Safety) will not apply to a gold project, and 
detailed impact assessments for other projects may identify additional socio-economic effects that do not apply to Kiggavik such as 
constraints to sea supply of Baker Lake that will need to be accommodated by new road construction and consequent effects (see Section 
12.1.2 Mining). 
13 Meadowbank is currently in operations; resonably foreseeable projects are presented in Tier 1 Appendix 1E.  



 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 3-4 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 3:  Assessment Approach 

 

resources are found in the Meadowbank area, and that operation of Meadowbank continues. The 
following projects and activities are included in this scenario. 

Table 2.2-1 Far Future Scenario 

Component Locations 
Uranium mines 3 mines within 200 km of Kiggavik 
Uranium mills Kiggavik mill  

Gold mines 
1 mine within Kiggavik RSA 
Meadowbank region 

Gold mills 
Meadowbank region 
Additional mill within Kiggavik RSA 

Access Roads 
Meadowbank region 
Additional mill within Kiggavik RSA 

Exploration Induced exploration near the access road(s) and in the Kiggavik 
area 

 
Due to the lack of information regarding the specific details of potential future developments (e.g., 
footprint of projects and activities), the assessment of cumulative effects under this far future case is 
by definition qualitative and is limited to a description of how these projects, activities and actions 
could affect the magnitude, duration and extent of identified cumulative effects. For more information 
on activities within the study area and the creation of the far future scenario refer to Technical 
Appendix 1E to Volume 1. 
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4 Scope and Broad Methodology of the Assessment 

4.1 Issues and Concerns Identified During Inuit, Government and 
Stakeholder Engagement 

Project socio-economic issues and concerns were identified on the basis of:  

• input on the Project received during engagement over the course of the preparation of 
this EIS, including from NIRB 

• regulatory requirements applicable to the Project 
• Nunavut and Kivalliq economic and social development contexts  
• experiences in comparable contexts in northern Canada  
• professional experience and judgment of potential interactions between the Project and 

the socio-economic condition of affected people  

Volume 3, Public Engagement and IQ and associated Technical Appendices provides the detail of 
engagement carried out over the EIS preparation period, from 2006 to mid-2014. Engagement, as 
well as socio-economic and IQ data collection over 2009 and 2010, enabled the drafting of a 
preliminary list of issues and concerns that were expected by people in affected communities to be 
addressed in the socio-economic effects assessment. In addition, AREVA’s experience in northern 
Saskatchewan, lessons learned from other mining projects in Nunavut and NWT, consultant 
experience with the effects of large mining projects, the Final Guidelines for the Preparation of the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Project (NIRB, 2011), and the Pre-Hearing Conference 
Decision concerning the Kiggavik Project (NIRB, 2013) have suggested issues additional to those 
raised by communities during engagement and data collection events. For purposes of this socio-
economic assessment, issues and concerns taken into consideration are summarized as: 

• The seven communities in Kivalliq have limited employment opportunities. People expect 
the Project to create employment opportunities across the region. Youth employment and 
quality employment are given particular emphasis.  

• People recognize the importance of training, both to prepare for employment and to 
advance once employed. Training is regarded as not only AREVA’s obligation but also an 
obligation of government.  

• Contracting opportunities are also expected. Business activity creates additional jobs and 
income to that generated by direct employment by the Project and is a source of 
employment that may be preferred by people whose personal circumstances make 
rotational employment a difficult choice.  

• There may be some potential for migration in response to the economic stimulus that 
Project will represent. Migration in turn can have multiple effects, both positive and 
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negative, on socio-economic conditions. Potential migration to Baker Lake has become 
less of a concern at the time of FEIS preparation than at the time of DEIS preparation. 

• There are concerns that sufficient benefits are retained in Nunavut, that is, do not flow 
outside the territory. There are also concerns that large projects benefit some but not 
others and that economic benefits of projects are not always distributed according to the 
potential for negative effects.  

• While rapid increases in employment opportunities benefit many, subsequent effects on 
local businesses and service providers – who must compete in the labour market for 
workers – include the potential for rapid turnover of staff, difficulties in identifying 
replacement staff, increased training costs and lost productivity.  

• Large projects have potential for environmental effects on land, water, air, wildlife, fish 
and marine mammals. There are three major socio-economic aspects to this i) many 
people still depend on such resources for at least a part of their livelihoods; ii) traditional 
use of such resources is central to people’s sense of identity and wellbeing; and iii) 
environmental conservation is a fundamental Inuit cultural value.  

• Related to the bullet above, people’s concerns about environmental effects are 
heightened on two grounds – the Project is a uranium project and climate change is 
observably underway. 

• Some have expressed concern that mining will take away land from hunting grounds, or 
that uranium may escape and contaminate the grounds, especially the land along the 
Thelon River, or on the south side of Baker Lake (IQ BLE 2009). 

• Any environmental effects should be considered not only in terms of traditional use of the 
land and resources for household consumption, but also in terms of commercial uses 
including commercial harvesting and tourism. The Project may also have implications for 
the further development of the mining sector. These three sectors are priority economic 
development sectors in Nunavut and mining and tourism are priority sectors in Kivalliq.  

• While participation in the wage based component of the economy is critical to the 
economic and social wellbeing of Inuit, this needs to accommodate continued land based 
economic activity. Wage based employment should not be at the expense of retention, at 
the community level, of traditional activity, language, skills, knowledge or values.  

• Some have expressed concern that increased employment may cause people to be too 
dependent on mining wages for subsistence (IQ RIE 2009), which may result in less time 
spent hunting, and less country food being brought into the communities (IQ AR04 2009).  
Others, conversely, have suggested that employment will allow people to buy the 
equipment they need to go out on the land, and that increased hunting and having more 
money will have a positive effect on nutrition (IQ AR03 2009). 

• Some respondents are generally in favour of the Project and the employment it may bring 
(IQ ARE 2009). Young adults in particular expressed more interest in jobs than concerns 
about the potential effects of the Project on the environment (IQ WCYA 2009). 

• While people look forward to increased incomes and many individuals and families will 
benefit in terms of household economies and wellbeing, there is some concern that 
rotational work and new income can lead to poor personal choices, such as substance 
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abuse, excessive gambling and inappropriate sexual behaviors. In turn, these choices 
can be associated with physical and mental health problems, domestic violence, family 
breakdown, poor parenting, crime and suicide, which can affect not only individual and 
family wellbeing, but also potentially community wellbeing. Women, elders and children 
are particularly vulnerable in the event of reduced family wellbeing.  

• Social and physical infrastructure and services are often ill equipped to deal with any 
increased demand that may result from a large project. There are many potential 
linkages. As examples, changed public behaviors can put pressures on health and 
policing services, population growth can result in more crowded housing and schools, and 
the use of any community infrastructure by a project can mean reduced availability for 
community needs.  

• Related to the above, there is an expectation that some Project infrastructure could be of 
benefit to nearby communities. There is high interest for example in public use of a 
Project access road. Docking facilities are also expected to benefit communities where 
these are built.  

• Institutional capacity and governance are issues. For example, there are concerns about 
the oversight capacity of Nunavut’s institutions of government relative to the Project with 
regard to the monitoring of AREVA environmental and socio-economic performance and 
Government of Nunavut’s (GN) capacity to respond to shifts in demand for some 
government services.    

• Concerns about the health and safety of people (including workers) and emergency 
response preparedness, which are general to large projects, are more acute because of 
the perceived risks to human health as these are related to uranium mining.  

• The construction of a road between Baker Lake and the Project raises an opportunity for 
improved access to land and its resources, and consequent changes to the intensity, 
seasonality and geographic distribution of harvesting.  

• Road construction may also have implications for traffic and road safety.  
• Project effects on all heritage resources need to be considered, including on 

archaeological sites but also effects on other sites of cultural value. 
• The Project is expected to have positive economic effects (growth and diversification) not 

only on the economy of Kivalliq and its seven communities but also on the economy of 
Nunavut.  

• The Project will affect the fiscal position of the GN, both through generation of revenues 
but also potentially from costs that may be imposed by Project activities and their effects 
on demand for public infrastructure and services. There will also be fiscal benefits to 
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI).  

• The effects of premature closure, final closure and post closure need to be considered in 
the assessment. Negative socio-economic effects are of primary concern however the 
disposition of Project assets at final closure (including, for example, the all-weather 
access road –if constructed, docking facilities, airstrip and accommodation complex) may 
also be of interest.  
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• Cumulative effects are of high interest, especially in Baker Lake and Chesterfield Inlet, 
given that the Agnico Eagle’s Meadowbank Gold Project is in operation and given that 
many other exploration projects, including for uranium, are active in western Kivalliq.  

• There is a requirement to take full account of IQ in the assessment of Project effects, and 
the development and implementation of mitigation and benefit enhancement measures 
and monitoring programs. 

• Engagement with governments at all levels and with people in Kivalliq communities will be 
required throughout the development and implementation of the Project. There is also an 
expectation of participation by people in Project decision making that may affect them.  

• Engagement requires that people have the information they need to engage from an 
informed position. People have commented during various engagement events on the 
need for accessible, increasingly comprehensive, and continued information on the 
Project, environmental approval processes and the uranium mining industry. There is 
concern about accessibility of information for unilingual Inuktitut speakers.  

Table 4.1-1 presents a tabulation of large community engagement event14 results, to provide an 
indication of the priority people in communities have given to different issues and concerns. It is 
emphasized that the table is indicative only. The various engagement events have had different 
objectives, presented different information and posed different questions of participants. When one 
person raises an issue, a number of others may wish to comment as well even though they might not 
have raised the issue themselves. There are language and interpretation issues in decisions to 
assign comments to a small number of categories. People’s comments, concerns and questions 
have shifted over time as more information has become available. These and other factors influence 
people’s input. Nevertheless, the large number of statements considered in the analysis – over 3,100 
– suggests the results are approximately representative.  

 
 

                                                

 

 

 

14 It is noted that AREVA’s engagement has been continuous for some years and includes ongoing interactions of AREVA staff and 
consultants with individuals, civil society organizations and government representatives. Comments made during special purpose meetings 
and casual contacts are not included in the table.  
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Table 4.1-1 Issues and Concerns from Large Community Engagement Events (% age of comments) 
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n=564 n=157 n=175 n=875 n=356 n=299 n=446 n=234 n=3,106 

Wildlife 36 21 9 27 10 26 16 9 23 

Environment 30 12 13 25 12 17 13 12 19 
Employment, training 
and business 9 35 26 13 19 7 14 16 15 

Public health 12 9 7 7 13 7 8 13 8 

Social 7 12 2 17 1 1 4 0 10 

Uranium and Project nr nr 26 nr 22 16 24 29 9 

EIS process 3 0 10 0 16 16 13 8 7 
Infrastructure and 
services 2 11 2 7 4 7 2 8 4 

Benefits nr na 5 4 4 3 4 3 3 

Heritage 2 na 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Source: Derived from review of AREVA’s records of the results of various engagement events and from NIRB, 2010  
Notes:  n=number of comments; nr indicates that an attribute was not relevant to a particular engagement event; na indicates that data 

are not available.  
Volume 3, Public Engagement and IQ provides more detail on the engagement events that head the columns in the above table.  
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Broadly, points to note about Table 4.1-1 are:  

• Wildlife (caribou, fish and marine mammals primarily) and environment (air and water 
primarily) together accounted for 42% of input. The concerns derive largely from 
fundamental Inuit values and from dependence on natural resources for livelihoods, but 
also reflect some apprehension about uranium.  

• There was stronger interest in employment and business opportunities initially, but input 
in these regards has decreased over time. The contents of comments suggest that as of 
2014 people had good information on constraints to local hiring, on the need for 
preparation for employment and on when jobs and business opportunities are likely to 
become available but still had questions regarding AREVA’s hiring procedures and 
working conditions. 

• The uranium and Project category for purposes the table includes requests for factual 
information on uranium and the Project, rather than concerns. Most concerns about 
uranium were framed in terms of wildlife, environment and public health.     

• The Nunavut Land Claim Agreement (NLCA) provides for significant empowerment of 
Inuit in decision making. However there is some lack of understanding of government 
processes to ensure participation in decision making, some distrust of both government 
and its associated institutions, and some skepticism regarding objectivity of information 
disclosed by both government and AREVA. This is reflected in the unexpectedly high 
percentage of input about the EA process. 

• The social category for purposes of the table includes primarily concerns about potential 
effects of the Project on individual, family and community wellbeing. Generally, Project 
effects on wellbeing, infrastructure and services and heritage resources were of less 
concern to people, and there was little input on any potential for benefit, aside from 
employment, contracting and training.   

Overall, input suggests that whereas there is still some lack of knowledge, some uncertainty about 
uranium mining and some opposition to the Project in Nunavut, people in Kivalliq are generally 
receptive to continuing the EIS process, provided they can be confident about environmental 
performance, will see employment, training and contracting opportunities, can be better informed and 
are able to participate in decision making.   

4.2 Project-Environment Interactions and Effects 

This presentation of socio-economic interactions with the Project and consequent socio-economic 
effects departs significantly from the presentation used for biophysical effects, for the following 
reasons. 

• Although there are exceptions, socio-economic effects are largely in response to the 
totality of a project, to its location, scale and operational procedures, and not to its 
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component parts. It is not helpful to attempt to look at the individual effects of water 
management systems, waste disposal or energy supply (as examples) on employment or 
levels of traditional activity. Socio-economic assessment more usefully considers 
responses to a project as a whole. Exceptions can be spatially distinct project 
components with unique effects such as, in the case of the Project, the access road 
options and the marine transportation route.   

• The linkages between various potential socio-economic effects are interrelated in 
complex ways, and can be mutually reinforcing. They may also cascade. For example, in 
migration is itself an effect, but in turn may engender additional effects such as pressures 
on housing. In migration can also combine with increased incomes to result in public 
security challenges. Socio-economic effects are thus often in response to ‘drivers of 
change’, particular elements and combinations of elements of a project that may have 
more to do with, as an example, its operational policies and procedures than its built 
environment.  

• For many biophysical disciplines, there are substantive differences between construction 
and operations phase effects. However, most socio-economic effects occur on a 
continuum from the initiation of construction activity through operations.  Many effects on 
individuals, families and communities are a result of the same processes (interactions) in 
both phases. For example, employment and its socio-economic effects will begin with the 
start of construction and continue through operations. Where construction and operations 
phase effects are clearly different in detail, these differences are noted in the 
assessments of effects in Sections 8 to 13 below, however in not all cases are effects of 
construction and operations discussed separately.  Premature closure, final closure and 
post closure effects are quite distinct from those of construction and operations and are 
discussed separately, although they are in fact the result of many of the same 
interactions, operating in reverse.  

Accordingly, Table 4.2-1 presents what are considered to be primary Project/socio-economic 
environment interactions and effects in terms of ‘drivers of change’, phenomena that can be 
expected to occur as a result of the Project and that have the potential to result in a significant 
change to a VSEC.15 It is acknowledged that there are more interactions than the table includes – 
the interrelatedness of socio-economic conditions suggests that almost any driver of change can be 
conceived to have at least some consequent effect on almost any VSEC for at least some 
individuals. Table 4.2-1 thus indicates where the emphases are placed, on primary interactions and 

                                                

 

 

 

15 Section 4.3, Valued Socio-Economic Components, provides information on the identification of VSECs. 
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effects, in the socio-economic assessments in Sections 8 to 13. This however is not to the exclusion 
of considering additional interactions and effects related to issues that have been raised during 
engagement and socio-economic and IQ data collection events.  
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Table 4.2-1 Primary Project/Socio-Economic Environment Interactions and Effects 

Major Socio-Economic 
Component Community  Economies Traditional Culture Individual, Family and Community Wellbeing Public Infrastructure and Services Non Traditional Land Use 

and Land Use Planning 
Economy of 

Nunavut 

Primary Drivers of 
Potential Effects on 
Valued Socio-Economic 
Components 

Valued Socio-Economic Components  
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Project Policies and Procedures* 
Employment                                                         
Education and training                                                         
Contracting                                                         
Increased  incomes                                                         
Migration                                                         
Working conditions                                                         
Rotational work                                                          
Stakeholder engagement                                                           
Community contributions                                                         
IIBA                                                          
Environmental Effects* 
Project footprint                                                         
Biophysical effects                                                         
Traffic, ecological health 
and human health risks                                                         

Project Components* 
Winter road                                                         
All-weather road                                                         
Marine transportation                                                         
Project Economics** 
Project capital investment                                                         
Project operations 
expenditures                                                         

Project taxes and royalties                                                         
Closure***  
Premature, final and post 
closure                                                         

 
 

Notes: Shaded boxes indicate primary interactions and effects; * interactions apply during both construction and operations; ** capital investment is primarily a construction phase effect while operations expenditures and taxes and royalties are primarily 
operations phase effects; *** closure effects include almost all of those in other rows, many operating in reverse 
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4.3 Valued Socio-Economic Components 

VSECs are typically defined as being components of the socio-economic environment – such as 
employment, language retention and access to adequate social services – that are important to 
people’s wellbeing and quality of life. Any change to a VSEC that can be attributed to a project 
represents a project effect.  

For a socio-economic component to qualify as valued for purposes of a project’s effects assessment, 
the component must be known (or be reasonably expected) to occur in the project’s area of 
influence, there must be a reasonable expectation that the component could be meaningfully 
affected by the project and people must articulate in some way that value is in fact assigned to the 
component.  

Most people do not speak explicitly in terms of valued environmental or socio-economic components 
(collectively Valued Components or ‘VCs’). Engagement results – the content of concerns, 
comments and questions – suggest VCs for assessment purposes, but are less useful in detailed 
understanding of why a specific VC is valued or what relative value is assigned a VC. During open 
house meetings in 2010, AREVA presented wall charts with matrices of 24 VCs (in rows) and 18 
grounds on which VCs might be valued (in columns). People were provided sticky notes and invited 
to indicate at intersections between specific columns and rows where they felt the strongest 
associations were. There were a total of 875 sticky notes pasted in the seven communities. There 
were no restrictions on the numbers of sticky notes any individual placed.   

The results are presented in Table 4.3-1. The VCs16 are listed in order of the total number of times 
each was assigned a sticky note, that is the number of times they were associated with any ground. 
There are also columns to indicate associations by grounds (for all communities) and by community 
(for all grounds). For purposes of the table, the 18 grounds were grouped into three broad 
categories: i) wellbeing, which includes beauty, comfort, peacefulness and happiness; ii) basic 
needs, which include food, clothing, health and money; and iii) traditional culture, which includes 
respect, spirituality and culture. It is noted that Arviat, Repulse Bay and Whale Cove had low 
participation rates in the inquiry thus these community level results should be interpreted with 
caution.  

                                                

 

 

 

16 The selection of VCs for purposes of this exercise was preliminary and based on engagement results up to mid 2009, experiences of 
AREVA in northern Saskatchewan and review of the other environmental assessments in northern Canada. With time, the list of VCs has 
evolved. The list in table 4.3.1 is therefore not completely consistent with VCs as presented in this EIS. 
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The basic message of Table 4.3-1 is the diversity of grounds assigned to VCs. In total, about 30% of 
responses assigned VCs each of wellbeing and traditional culture grounds; and about  

40% assigned basic needs grounds. Each of the 24 VCs was valued, on various grounds, by at least 
1.4% but no more than 8.1% of responses for the region as a whole. Diversity is also reflected in the 
few zeros in any column of the table. That is, almost all VCs are valued on each of the three grounds 
and by at least someone in each community. Finally, diversity is reflected in the mixing of colours in 
the table (see note at the bottom of the table). Twenty-three of the VCs are each valued from low 
(white color cells) to high (orange cells), depending on the grounds and/or the community.  

Table 4.3-1 Results of Valued Component Inquiry, 2010 (%of Responses) 
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Caribou 
8.1 2.3 14.8 4.8 9.3 6.8 9.3 7.6 7.0 10.3 13.1 71 

Other terrestrial 
mammals 7.4 6.0 11.1 3.6 2.3 11.8 8.6 2.8 4.5 0.0 11.5 65 

Language 
6.4 7.9 0.3 13.6 7.0 5.0 6.0 6.3 9.6 7.7 4.9 56 

Inuit knowledge 6.2 2.6 0.6 18.0 9.3 5.7 5.3 6.9 6.4 12.8 1.6 54 

Training  
5.3 9.4 3.1 4.0 7.0 6.1 2.0 5.6 8.3 2.6 1.6 46 

Employment and 
contracting 
opportunities 4.9 2.6 8.4 2.4 2.3 5.4 2.6 6.3 5.7 10.3 1.6 43 

Landforms and 
soils 4.8 6.4 1.4 8.0 0.0 7.1 4.0 4.2 2.5 2.6 8.2 42 

Infrastructure and 
services 4.5 4.9 5.0 3.2 9.3 5.4 2.0 4.2 5.7 0.0 3.3 39 

Water quality 4.3 3.0 6.1 3.2 0.0 6.4 5.3 2.8 3.2 5.1 1.6 38 

Traditional 
harvesting 4.2 3.0 3.9 6.0 4.7 3.2 2.6 6.9 5.1 7.7 1.6 37 

Marine mammals 4.1 1.5 6.7 3.2 2.3 2.5 5.3 2.8 5.1 7.7 8.2 36 

Community 4.0 5.3 4.5 2.0 9.3 3.2 4.0 4.2 5.1 2.6 1.6 35 



 
 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project EIS 
December 2011 

Page 4-12  
Tier 2 Volume 9 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 4 – Scope & Broad Methodology 

 

Valued 
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benefits  

Birds 4.0 6.4 3.6 2.0 2.3 3.6 5.3 4.9 1.9 5.1 6.6 35 

Vegetation 3.9 4.5 5.0 1.6 0.0 2.9 5.3 4.2 5.1 2.6 4.9 34 

Air quality 
3.8 4.9 2.2 4.8 0.0 5.4 2.6 4.2 2.5 2.6 4.9 33 

Individual and 
family health  3.5 4.5 3.3 2.8 4.7 3.2 3.3 3.5 4.5 5.1 1.6 31 

Public health and 
safety 3.5 2.3 5.3 2.4 4.7 2.9 4.0 4.2 4.5 2.6 1.6 31 

Migration and 
population growth 3.2 3.0 3.6 2.8 4.7 3.6 3.3 2.1 3.8 0.0 3.3 28 

Weather 3.2 4.1 1.7 4.4 2.3 2.1 3.3 4.9 3.2 2.6 4.9 28 

Social services 
3.0 4.9 2.2 2.0 7.0 1.8 4.6 2.8 1.9 2.6 4.9 26 

Fish 2.4 1.5 3.9 1.2 4.7 2.1 1.3 3.5 1.9 5.1 1.6 21 

Noise 2.1 3.8 0.6 2.4 4.7 1.1 2.6 2.1 2.5 0.0 3.3 18 

Other aquatic 
attributes 1.8 2.6 1.4 1.6 0.0 1.4 6.0 0.7 0.0 2.6 1.6 16 

Water flow 1.4 2.6 1.4 0.0 2.3 1.4 1.3 2.8 0.0 0.0 1.6 12 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 na 

Sample size (no.) 875 266 359 250 43 280 151 144 157 39 61 875 

Environmental 
(VECs) 51.3 49.6 59.9 40.8 30.2 54.6 60.3 47.2 39.5 46.2 72.1 na 

Socio-economic 
(VSECs) 48.7 50.4 40.1 59.2 69.8 45.4 39.7 52.8 60.5 53.8 27.9 na 

Source: Derived from review of AREVA’s records of the results of the 2010 VC inquiry 
Notes: Blue text = valued environmental component (VEC); red text = valued socio-economic component (VSEC); na= 
not applicable; orange = greater than 10% of responses; yellow = 5% to 10%; green = 3% to 4.9% and white less than 3%.  
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With regard to the potential for socio-economics effects specifically:  

• Caribou and other land mammals were the most often associated of all VCs.  However, 
these were more often associated with basic need (largely food) grounds than with 
traditional culture grounds. People hunt because they need to. Fish on the other hand did 
not draw a lot of associations.  

• Inuit knowledge and language were the next most often associated VCs, in all 
communities, much more so than traditional harvesting as an activity. However, as the 
bullet above notes, there is a need to harvest to supplement household food supply and 
this is in part reflected in the associations for each of the caribou and other land mammals 
VCs.  

• There was high inconsistency on the results for the VSEC of employment and business 
opportunities across communities and people generally seemed somewhat more likely to 
associate training than they were to associate employment and contracting opportunities 
with a ground.  

• There was no clear differentiation in terms of associations between valued environmental 
components (VECs) as a group and VSECs as a group. People clearly see their overall 
quality of life determined both by socio-economic and by environmental conditions. The 
frequent associations between VECs and basic needs (as opposed to traditional culture) 
suggest, again, important dependence on environmental resources for livelihoods. 

• There are some differences between communities. For example, Chesterfield Inlet did not 
have many associations for employment and contracting opportunities and had more 
associations for VECs than VSECs as compared to other communities. Baker Lake has 
many more associations for land mammals than coastal communities, more in fact than 
for caribou. In Rankin Inlet, most associations were with VSECs. In general however no 
clear patterns emerge from the table, suggesting that there is more diversity between 
individuals than between communities.   

VSECs identified for purposes of this socio-economic assessment are in Table 4.3-2, listed by major 
socio-economic component and in the order of presentation in the assessment of effects sections, 
Sections 8 to 13 below. The list is somewhat longer than the list of VSECs in Table 4.3-1 above for a 
number of reasons, including contents of NIRB’s final EIS guidelines.  
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Table 4.3-2 Valued Socio-Economic Components 

Major Socio-Economic Component Valued Socio-Economic Components 

Community economies 

• employment 
• education and training 
• contracting opportunities 
• economic growth and diversification 
• incomes 
• population change 

Traditional culture 

• harvesting 
• food security 
• language 
• values and knowledge 
• cultural heritage sites 

Individual, family and community 
wellbeing 

• health 
• family function 
• savings 
• public security 
• public health and safety 
• social cohesion and participation 

Public infrastructure and services 

• social infrastructure and services 
• policing 
• housing 
• other infrastructure and services 
• institutional capacity and governance  

Non-traditional land use and land use 
planning 

• mining 
• commercial harvesting 
• tourism 
• land use in  Baker Lake 

Economy of Nunavut • economic effects 
• fiscal effects 

 

It is emphasized that the VSECs are not organized to reflect relative importance to communities, but 
in an effort to provide a narrative framework of cause and effect that does not require excessive 
length, cross referencing or repetition. As an example, community economies are addressed first 
because the take up of employment, education and training and contracting opportunities offered by 
the Project is expected to have many consequent effects. For example, expected economic benefits 
are part of the context for the discussion of potential Project effects on traditional culture and 
people’s wellbeing. 

With regard to Table 4.3-2, it is noted that elements not specifically identified are not unimportant. On 
the contrary, all elements of economic, social and cultural life integrate and contribute to overall 
individual, family and community quality of life, and most in fact are subsumed (and will be 
discussed) within broader VSECs as these are listed above. As well, the diversity of human 
experience and the range of responses to a project have the result that every component of the 
socio-economic environment is important to at least some people. A significant effect on a 
component valued by even a limited number of individuals or families can be important to consider. 



 
 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 4-15 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 4:  Scope and Broad Methodology of the Assessment 

 

Finally, there are a number of themes that cut across most or all VSECs, themes that deserve 
consideration but are not easily framed as discrete VSECs. These include, as examples, gender, 
self-reliance (broadly defined here as reliance on one’s own efforts to achieve quality of life goals), 
vulnerability to change and sustainability. 

Finally, it is noted that there are complex linkages between the VSECs listed in Table 4.3-2. To the 
extent that the Project has an effect on one VSEC, it may also affect other VSECs as a 
consequence. A Project effect on one VSEC, because of such linkages, i) can indirectly affect 
another VSEC (for example employment can affect harvesting levels); ii) can cascade through a 
number of VSECs (for example changed harvesting levels may in turn affect food security, and thus 
health status, including for people who are not able to hunt); and iii) can feedback (for example 
improved health status can lead to more availability for employment).  

Table 4.3-3 is a representation of this complexity. Again, this table does not capture all elements of 
economic, social and cultural life. More information on linkages can be found in discussions in 
Sections 8 through 13, Assessment(s) of Effects on each of the major socio-economic components, 
and in Technical Appendix 9A, Socio-Economic Baseline. For example, sections on health include 
discussions on (among other health challenges) chronic and infectious disease, mental health, 
substance abuse and diet, explicitly linking these as relevant to (among other linkages) each other, 
employment and income, housing conditions, levels of country food consumption, availability of 
mental health services and cultural change. 

The table also only presents what are considered to be the stronger or primary linkages – scenarios 
can be constructed that would result in filling in most of the cells that are left blank. As an example, 
employment can affect population growth under specific conditions, but is not considered in general 
to be a driver of population growth rates. Lastly, the table differentiates between largely one way and 
reciprocal (feedback) linkages that have implications for the assessment of Project effects.   
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Table 4.3-3 Primary Linkages between VSECs 

  
Major Socio-
Economic    
Component 
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Community  Economies 

Employment                                                         

Education and 
Training                                                       

  

Contracting 
opportunities                                                       

  

Economic growth 
and diversification 

                                                      

  

Incomes                                                         

Population change 

                                                      

  

Traditional Culture 

Harvesting                                                         

Food security                                                         

Language                                                         

Values and 
knowledge         

  

                                            

  

Cultural sites                                                         

Individual, Family and 
Community Wellbeing 

Health                                                         

Family function                                                         

Savings                                                         

Public security                                                         

Public health and 
safety                                                       

  

Social cohesion and 
participation 

                                                      

  

Public Infrastructure 
and Services 

Social infrastructure 
and services 

                                                      

  

Policing                                                         

Housing                                                         
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Major Socio-
Economic    
Component 
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Wellbeing Public Infrastructure and Services 

Non Traditional Land 
Use and Land Use 

Planning 
Economy 

of Nunavut 

Major Socio-Economic    
Component VSEC 

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t 

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
an

d 
Tr

ai
ni

ng
 

C
on

tr
ac

tin
g 

op
po

rt
un

iti
es

 

Ec
on

om
ic

 g
ro

w
th

 a
nd

 
di

ve
rs

ifi
ca

tio
n 

In
co

m
es

 

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
ch

an
ge

 

H
ar

ve
st

in
g 

Fo
od

 s
ec

ur
ity

 

La
ng

ua
ge

 

Va
lu

es
 a

nd
 

kn
ow

le
dg

e 

C
ul

tu
ra

l s
ite

s 

H
ea

lth
 

Fa
m

ily
 fu

nc
tio

n 

Sa
vi

ng
s 

Pu
bl

ic
 s

ec
ur

ity
 

Pu
bl

ic
 h

ea
lth

 a
nd

 
sa

fe
ty

 

So
ci

al
 c

oh
es

io
n 

an
d 

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
io

n 

So
ci

al
 in

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

 
an

d 
se

rv
ic

es
 

Po
lic

in
g 

H
ou

si
ng

 

O
th

er
 in

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

 
an

d 
se

rv
ic

es
 

In
st

itu
tio

na
l c

ap
ac

ity
 

an
d 

go
ve

rn
an

ce
 

M
in

in
g 

C
om

m
er

ci
al

 
ha

rv
es

tin
g 

To
ur

is
m

 

La
nd

 u
se

 in
 B

ak
er

 
La

ke
 

Ec
on

om
ic

 e
ffe

ct
s 

Fi
sc

al
 e

ffe
ct

s 

Other infrastructure 
and services 

                                                      

  

Institutional capacity 
and governance 

                                                      

  

Non Traditional Land 
Use and Land Use 
Planning 

Mining 
                                                      

  

Commercial 
harvesting                                                       

  

Tourism                                                         

Land use in Baker 
Lake                                                       

  

Economy of Nunavut 
Economic effects 

                                                      

  

Fiscal effects                                                         

                              

  
  Reciprocal, or feedback, linkages, e.g. incomes affect health and health affects incomes 

           

  
  One way, or direct, indirect and cascading, linkages, e.g. language affects health (broadly defined) but health does not have strong effects on language 
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4.4 Spatial Boundaries 

For purposes of socio-economic assessment, a project footprint is most often considered a study 
area only where there is a resident population. This is not the case for the Project so there is no 
Project footprint study area. The Project’s local and regional socio-economic study areas are defined 
below. It is also noted that for some socio-economic parameters, there is some potential for 
transboundary effects. Whereas areas outside Nunavut are not considered to constitute an 
assessment study area, where there is some potential for a transboundary effect this is discussed in 
the relevant subsections of Sections 8 through 13, Assessment(s) of Effects.  

4.4.1 Local Assessment Area 

Kivalliq Region and its seven communities of Arviat, Baker Lake, Chesterfield Inlet, Coral Harbour, 
Repulse Bay, Rankin Inlet and Whale Cove make up the local assessment area (see Figure 1.1-1) 
for all VSECs listed in Table 4.3-2 above with one exception – the assessment of effects on the 
economy of Nunavut.  

The closest community to the Project is Baker Lake, approximately 80 km east of the proposed mine 
site. Chesterfield Inlet is a further 190 km east, adjacent to the Project’s marine transportation route 
from the proposed docking facilities in Baker Lake out to Hudson Bay. These two communities are 
closest to lands and natural resources with some potential to be affected by the Project, although 
some individuals in other Kivalliq communities do use, or have in the past used, potentially affected 
lands and resources.  

In addition, economic and social benefits are expected, for all communities in Kivalliq. Such benefits 
will largely derive from employment, education and training and contracting opportunities. All 
communities will also benefit from contributions, both those negotiated in the IIBA to be signed 
between AREVA and the KIA and those that AREVA may make directly. There is however also 
potential for negative socio-economic effects on individuals and families, as well as at the community 
level, in each of the seven Kivalliq communities. Such effects are largely associated with the 
challenges of transitioning into the wage based component of the economy, and more specifically, 
transitioning into mining related employment with its characteristic rotational employment.   

Finally, at the level of Kivalliq Region, there is some potential for the Project to affect non-traditional 
land use and planning in the priority economic sectors of mining and tourism, and to affect land use 
in Baker Lake. 



 
 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 4-19 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 4:  Scope and Broad Methodology of the Assessment 

 

4.4.2 Regional Assessment Area 

Nunavut is the regional assessment area for purposes of the economy of Nunavut major socio-
economic component. Effects on Nunavut are primarily related to the potential for benefit to the 
territory’s economy. There will also be fiscal effects on the GN and on NTI, in terms both of increased 
revenues and also potentially of some increased costs. In addition, the potential for cumulative 
economic (and consequent social and cultural) effects, has implications for government and NTI 
policy and programs in Nunavut.  

4.4.3 Temporal Boundaries 

Earliest construction date at the writing of the DEIS was 2017, with operations expected for 14 years 
(based on current reserves) and the physical decommissioning stage lasting 10 years. The temporal 
boundaries for the socio-economic assessment are the years 2017 to 2039. However: 

• there is some potential for the Project to experience a delay to the start of construction 
and the potential for the Project’s operations phase to be extended by 11 years (25 year 
operating life) 

• the EIS includes consideration of a far future scenario, focused on potential additional 
uranium and gold developments in western Kivalliq that do not at this time have a time 
frame 

• given the rapid pace of socio-economic change in Nunavut, projection of potential Project 
effects into the years of the 2020s, 2030s and 2040s must be considered very 
speculative. 

These three factors have the following implications for the assessment of the Project’s socio-
economic effects: 

• the base case used is the 14 year operations phase – for socio-economic effects this is 
the more conservative scenario17 

• the assessment focuses on the construction phase and the first years of operation – this 
is considered justifiable both on grounds of confidence in predictions but also because 

                                                

 

 

 

17 As the assessment concludes that there is more potential for negative effects in the early years of the Project life cycle and more 
potential for benefit in the later years, the 14 year operations phase results in a conservative assessment of effects – negative effects are 
largely captured and positive effects are limited to a 14 rather than a 25 year period.   
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whereas negative effects can be adaptively managed towards minimization in the short to 
medium term, positive effects are expected to gain momentum with time 

• as closure will occur in the far future, in a year and in an economic context that is 
currently undetermined, the effects of closure are discussed in limited depth – in this 
regard it is noted that iterative closure planning will ensure that as closure approaches, 
more will be understood about its potential for negative socio-economic effects and how 
these can best be managed.  

This assessment’s temporal boundaries are therefore such as to suggest that conclusions reached 
are not necessarily predictive, but rather indicative of the potential for effects, both positive and 
negative. Socio-economic conditions are always evolving, in response to other projects, government 
initiatives, improved technologies and multiple other factors that can be unknown or unpredictable. 
Section 5, Summary Baseline, 18 although updated with available and relevant information, is in some 
respects dated, as a result of limitations on publicly available data. These baselines thus provide 
limited insight into what the socio-economic context for Project construction and Project operations 
will be.  

Over the period from 2014 to construction, there will more learning about the effects of mining 
projects in Kivalliq and how these effects can be most effectively managed, as Meadowbank 
continues to operate and, as expected, the proposed Meliadine Gold Project is developed. AREVA 
will of course continue to review expectations of Project effects and proposed management 
measures in response, in the interim to construction and beyond.  

4.5 Environmental Effects Criteria 

The criteria for assessing potential Project-related (including transboundary) and cumulative socio-
economic effects are broadly comparable to those used for biophysical effects. There are, however, 
some differences in the choice and/or the definition of criteria. 

Direction indicates whether an effect is considered positive (a benefit) or negative.  Socio-economic 
effects are not neutral, although some effects may have both positive and negative dimensions, or be 

                                                

 

 

 

18 Although the Technical Appendix has not be updated for purposes of this document, where assessment conclusions are based in some 
part on baseline data and more recent data are available, these data have been incorporated into Sections 5 and 8 through 13. 



 
 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 4-21 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 4:  Scope and Broad Methodology of the Assessment 

 

positive for some people and be negative for others. As well, some potentially negative effects may 
become positive with the implementation of socio-economic management measures.  

Magnitude refers to the degree of change in a VSEC that an effect has the potential to produce. 
Magnitude may be negligible, low, medium, or high and is usually (but not always) qualitatively 
assigned. Negligible indicates no discernible effect. Low magnitude indicates a discernible effect on 
a VSEC but the effect is not expected to materially affect people’s quality of life. Moderate magnitude 
indicates a noticeable and potentially detrimental or beneficial change to people’s quality of life. High 
magnitude indicates that the effect is expected to substantially interfere with or enhance the quality of 
life of at least some individuals, families or communities.  

One exception to the above relates to some economic effects. A very large project, such as the 
Project, which is developed, operated and then closed in what are very small territorial and 
community economies, will have economic effects that, where these are quantifiable, are necessarily 
of high magnitude. High magnitude criteria are individually defined for most economic VSECs in 
Sections 8 and 13, Assessment of Effects on Community Economies and the Economy of Nunavut 
respectively. Criteria for low and moderate magnitude for economic effects have not been developed 
because they are not used.  

The second exception to the above relates to cumulative effects. Magnitude is challenging to 
determine given the high uncertainty over long term economic and social change in Nunavut through 
the Project life cycle to end of decommissioning, the mitigation and enhancement measures that will 
be put in place by governments, AREVA and other large project proponents, and the effectiveness of 
those mitigation and enhancement measures. Thus for cumulative effects, magnitude is 
‘undetermined’. 

Geographic extent for most socio-economic effects is considered in terms of administrative units. 
Local effects are experienced by people closest to a proposed project, in this case people in the 
seven Kivalliq communities of Arviat, Baker Lake, Chesterfield Inlet, Coral Harbour, Rankin Inlet, 
Repulse Bay and Whale Cove. Regional effects are experienced at the level of the Territory of 
Nunavut. Where an effect is expected in some, but not other, communities, this is noted. As well, 
some effects are experienced by some, but not other, individuals within an assessment area, and 
may not have community level manifestations. Any potential for particularly negative effects on some 
individuals needs to be identified and addressed, so these are noted. Where there is potential for an 
effect to extend beyond Nunavut this is also noted, as a transboundary effect.  

Duration refers to the length of time over which an effect occurs. In this case short refers to a period 
of one year or less. Medium refers to a period of up to five years. Effects that are expected to 
continue through the operations phase or through operations into the decommissioning phase, that is 
for longer than five years, are considered to be of long duration. By definition, all cumulative effects 
are of long duration, that is, would be expected to continue for a period of over five years.  
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It will be noted that these durations are not linked to Project phases – for example, a socio-economic 
effect that persists for 14 years (the Project’s operations phase) would have to be considered long 
term in terms of people’s experience of that effect.  

Most socio-economic effects are not considered to be reversible (unlike many physical and biological 
effects) and trend towards being long term. Socio-economic effects are part of an ongoing process of 
interdependent economic, social and cultural changes extending into the future and generally cannot 
be reversed to return to one or all of pre project development conditions.19  For example, although 
most employment will come to an end at final closure, job experience and training will have 
enhanced the capacity of individuals to find other employment, with lifelong implications – the 
employment effect will not be fully reversed. Further, since it is presumed that a project is only 
permitted if it is expected to bring net socio-economic benefit, a return to pre project conditions may 
not in fact be desirable. Thus the reversibility criterion is only used, by exception, where an effect can 
be considered to be fully reversible.  

Also, although there are isolated exceptions, most socio-economic effects are experienced 
continuously by people. Thus frequency is not often a useful criterion for socio-economic 
assessment. Where frequency is relevant to the assessment of a specific effect, this is noted in the 
assessment of that effect, again by exception.   

Finally, assigning likelihood can be problematical for socio-economic effects.  With some exceptions, 
most socio-economic effects are considered highly likely (almost certainly) to affect at least some 
individuals even where community level effects may not be observable. In the event that an effect is 
considered likely, but with less certainty, this is noted in the assessment, again by exception. As for 
magnitude, likelihood for purposes of assessing cumulative effects, is ‘undetermined’ because of 
high uncertainty.    

Table 4.5-1 presents definitions of socio-economic assessment criteria in table form. 

  

                                                

 

 

 

19 In this sense, most socio-economic effects are cumulative, as they are products not only of a given project but of the interaction of that 
project and its effects with the broader, continuously evolving, economic, social and cultural environment. 
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Table 4.5-1 Definitions of Criteria Used in the Assessment 

Direction Magnitude Geographic 
Extent Duration Reversibility Frequency Likelihood Prediction 

Confidence 

 
Negative: 
Adverse 
effect on a 
VSEC 
 
Positive: 
Beneficial 
effect on a 
VSEC 
 

 
Negligible: 
Indicates no 
discernible 
change to a 
VSEC  
 
Low: 
Indicates a 
discernible 
effect on a 
VSEC but the 
effect is not 
expected to 
materially 
affect people’s 
quality of life 
 
Moderate: 
Indicates a 
noticeable and 
potentially 
detrimental or 
beneficial 
change to 
people’s 
quality of life  
 
High: 
Indicates that 
the effect is 
expected to 
substantially 
interfere with 
or enhance 
people`s 
quality of life  
 
For 
quantifiable 
economic 
effects, all 
effects are 
considered of 
high 
magnitude and 
criteria for high 
are variable 
 
For cumulative 
effects, 
magnitude is 
undetermined 

 
Local/ 
Communities/ 
Kivalliq: 
Effect is within 
Kivalliq Region 
and/or its seven 
communities 
 
Nunavut: 
Effect is within 
Nunavut 
 
Individual: 
Although no 
community level 
effects are 
expected, 
individuals 
and/or families 
are expected to 
be affected 

 
Short: 
Effect 
occurs over 
one year or 
less 
 
Medium: 
Effect 
occurs over 
one to five 
years 
 
Long: 
Effect 
occurs over 
more than 
five years 
 
All 
cumulative 
effects are 
of long 
duration by 
definition 

 
Most effects 
are 
considered 
to be 
irreversible 
 
By 
exception: 
 
Reversible:  
Effect is 
transient for 
duration 
outlined, 
beyond which 
conditions will 
return to 
baseline  
 
 

 
Most effects 
are 
considered to 
be 
continuous 
 
By exception:  
 
Periodic: 
Effect occurs 
intermittently 
or may repeat 
over the 
assessment 
duration 
 
 

 
Likely: 
The effect is 
expected to 
occur, but 
may not 
 
High likely: 
The effect  
will almost 
certainly 
occur for at 
least some 
individuals 
over the 
assessment 
duration.  
 
For 
cumulative 
effects, 
liklihood is 
undetermined 
 

 
Low: Level of 
confidence in 
prediction of 
significance is 
low 
 
Medium: 
Level of 
confidence in 
prediction of 
significance is 
medium 
 
High: Level of 
confidence in 
prediction of 
significance is 
high 
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4.6 Determination of Significance 

There are important differences in the methods used to determine significance and in the prediction 
confidence for socio-economic assessment as compared to biophysical assessments.  

First, the significance of Project-related (including transboundary) and cumulative socio-economic 
effects must often be determined qualitatively. For example, it may be straightforward to conclude 
that an effect is not significant if it is very small, is of short duration, and affects almost no one; or to 
conclude that an effect is significant if it is very large, of long duration, and affects most people. 
However, determining significance in cases that are less well defined necessarily depends on: 

• the perceptions and values of affected people and their leadership, as made evident 
through engagement (see Section 3, Assessment Approach); 

• qualitative data and interpretation, and observations of the socio-economic reality 
(including for example resilience in face of change) of a project area; and 

• lessons learned from other experiences. 

As a result there may appear to be a stronger element of professional judgment, as opposed to the 
use of quantitative tools (such as decision tress or valued matrices), in reaching conclusions on 
significance for socio-economic effects.  

Second, related to the first point above, there are not established thresholds or standards for most 
VSECs. Although it may be possible to set thresholds for some socio-economic effects for purposes 
of an EIS, it often cannot be demonstrated that there is any consensus on any specific threshold 
value or what such a threshold means in terms of significance of an effect. For example, it might be 
determined that in migration representing 5% of a community’s population is a threshold for 
magnitude.20 To the extent that this migration happened over a period of some years, was 
predominantly made up of people able to access stable employment, consisted primarily of returning 
family members and/or happened in a community with little natural population increase, this might be 
considered a benefit and a higher threshold might be warranted. Conversely, the effect might be 
considered negative under a different set of circumstances. This leaves aside the issue of whether or 
not it is possible to predict in migration with a plus or minus 5% degree of accuracy.   

                                                

 

 

 

20 This, and other examples of the challenges of quantifying many socio-economic effects in this section, is a constructed 
example for purposes of this discussion only.    



 
 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 4-25 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 4:  Scope and Broad Methodology of the Assessment 

 

Third, many socio-economic effects may not lend themselves to the assignment of criteria or 
determination of significance except in terms of potential, thus introducing a larger element of 
uncertainty into socio-economic effects assessment. There generally is the expectation that an effect 
brought forward for assessment will in fact occur, at least to some degree. However, it is, for 
example, extremely difficult to predict whether some effects will be positive, negative or both, and in 
what ways for whom. Socio-economic effects will result from interrelationships between: 

• Project activities; 
• the responses on the part of individuals, families and communities to socio-economic 

management measures implemented by AREVA; and 
• decisions made by individuals, families and communities with regard to events and 

situations unrelated to the Project. 

Fourth, related to the third point above, mitigation and benefit enhancement measures are put in 
place to create the conditions and opportunities for individuals to improve their lives, that is, to offer 
mechanisms to enhance the potential for benefit, or at least the avoidance of harm. However, it is not 
possible to ensure that everyone will necessarily take advantage of those opportunities. There are 
also always other forces at work outside the control of a single project, which can undermine the 
success of mitigation and benefit enhancement measures. Thus, while mitigation and benefit 
enhancement measures are developed, implemented and adjusted over time to provide positive 
opportunities, poor choices can be made, people may choose not to participate and/or other realities 
may intrude. The effectiveness of socio-economic management therefore may not always be 
complete, for everyone. This of course speaks to the importance of adaptive management.  

Fifth, related to the fourth point above, it is generally accepted that a project will have some negative 
socio-economic effects on at least some people. Benefits are expected but some individuals, families 
and communities will experience some negative effects in a context of overall net socio-economic 
benefit. This is in contrast to negative biophysical effects, which are most often mitigated into 
insignificance over the long term, through engineering design, good practice policies and procedures, 
compensatory environmental improvements, reclamation or other means. Further, there are usually 
no to very few instances of biophysical benefits resulting from the extraction of a resource (although 
proponents are able to create environmental benefit where this is considered appropriate).  

In summary, the challenges of quantification, thresholds, unpredictability, and effectiveness of socio-
economic management measures and expectations of both negative and positive residual effects 
together imply that the approach to socio-economic assessment, for most effects, is more qualitative 
and nuanced than for biophysical assessment. In coming to conclusions on residual socio-economic 
effects, there is necessarily high dependence on engagement results (see Section 4.8), IQ (see 
Section 4.9) and comparable experiences – in this case, experience in relation to other large mining 
projects in northern Canada (see Section 4.10). Socio-economic assessment, particularly in the case 
of the Project, also must give important weight to socio-economic baseline trends, that is, not only to 
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current socio-economic conditions. Evolving change can be expected to interact with the Project over 
its life cycle.   

The methodology for this EIS is to describe residual effects as either ‘not significant’ or ‘significant’, 
on the basis of assigned criteria. For purposes of the socio-economic assessment, each residual 
effect is determined to be not significant or significant on the basis of the expected result for most 
people and/or of the effect’s manifestation at the community level. This is not to suggest that effects 
that may be experienced at the level of some individuals and/or families are not important, or even 
critical, to quality of life. Where this is the case, the effect is discussed, AREVA will implement 
mitigation and benefit enhancement measures in response, and the residual effect will be assigned 
attributes in terms of the criteria described in Section 4.5, Environmental Effects Criteria. Such 
effects however are determined to be not significant in terms of quality of life for most people and/or 
at the community level.  

Finally, confidence in the prediction of whether an effect is significant or is not significant is often 
high, irrespective of all the uncertainties in describing the detail of that effect. This may at times seem 
to be a contradiction. Two examples may illustrate. Section 9, Assessment of Effects on Traditional 
Culture, comes to the conclusion that the Project will have a significant negative effect on the 
maintenance of traditional age and gender roles. This is because virtually any negative effect on 
traditional culture is considered important by so many people in Nunavut. Confidence in the 
prediction of significance is thus high, irrespective of the challenges of defining in detail how these 
changes will manifest. Section 13, Assessment of Effects on the Economy of Nunavut, can only 
provide an approximation of effects on GDP and labour income, but even in the event of large errors 
in the approximation, the Project`s effects on GDP and labour income will necessarily be significant.   

4.7 Influence of Inuit, Government and Stakeholder Engagement on the 
Assessment 

Socio-economic assessment is inherently consultative. Primary data collection was done solely 
through contact with people in Kivalliq, and the population of Kivalliq is over 90% Inuit. Although 
socio-economic data collection, IQ data collection and engagement are conceptually different and 
have different objectives, each engages affected people and all result in the expression of views on 
the Project, its effects, preferred mitigation and benefit enhancement measures and processes for 
adaptive management.  

Government and stakeholder input largely comes from formal engagement events – open houses, 
meetings with hamlet, regional and territorial government representatives and with civil society 
organizations, and through the environmental assessment review process.  
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In addition, AREVA’s website, Project office in Baker Lake, frequent senior staff presence across 
Kivalliq and wide dissemination of the coordinates of staff responsible for the Project have provided 
multiple avenues for proactive contact by Inuit, government and stakeholders with concerns, 
comments and questions.  

Thus, in addition to the socio-economic data, both IQ and engagement results were reviewed for 
comments of relevance to the socio-economic assessment. The results of the various forms of 
engagement have influenced the socio-economic assessment by: 

• guiding the development and then refinement of primary data collection program for the 
baseline – for example the clear concerns about potential effects on traditional culture 
motivated a data collection event to capture any changes in harvesting activity and 
associated values, as well as in consumption of country food, in Baker Lake over the last 
decade 

• providing much of the content of the socio-economic baseline, and validating that content, 
through community review of the baseline 

• guiding the selection of VSECs, on the basis of both identification of issues and of 
AREVA`s specific VSEC inquiries in 2009 and 2010 (see Section 4.3, Selection of Valued 
Socio-Economic Components) 

• determining where emphasis lies in the discussion of the potential for Project effects – the 
assessment focuses on issues that the Inuit, government and stakeholders have said are 
important to investigate 

• informing the assignment of criteria for effects and to the determination of significance for 
residual effects, which take into account both the relative values and the diversity of 
opinion that engagement has made evident – for example the discussion on potential 
Project effects Section 9, Assessment of Effects on Traditional Culture sets very low bars 
for the determination of significance because of the value people place on such VSECs 
as harvesting and language 

• incorporating into AREVA’s socio-economic management for the Project mitigation and 
benefit enhancement measures that have been suggested by stakeholders (see Volume 
3, Technical Appendix 3C Community Involvement Plan and Technical Appendix 9C, 
Human Resource Development Plan) 

• emphasizing the importance of ongoing engagement and incorporation of IQ as important 
components of AREVA’s socio-economic management for the Project (see Volume 3, 
Technical Appendix 3C Community Involvement Plan) 

AREVA considers that engagement results to date have been instrumental in guiding the content of 
the EIS, and ongoing engagement is expected to result in additional input of relevance, input that will 
be incorporated into adaptive management of Project effects throughout the life of the Project.   
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4.8 Integration of IQ 

As described for engagement in Section 4.7 above, IQ has also been fundamental to all stages of the 
assessment, from developing baseline, to the identification of potential Project effects, to the 
development of socio-economic management measures in response, to the determination of 
significance of residual Project effects. IQ information is found in the results of primary socio-
economic data collection, specific IQ data collection and engagement. All of these results were 
reviewed for IQ information of relevance to the socio-economic assessment.  

Also as noted in Section 4.7, primary socio-economic data collection relies extensively on input of 
affected people in Kivalliq. The input from Inuit, IQ defined in its broadest sense, is the basis for the 
baseline’s interpretation of the statistical data and its exploration of trends, challenges and 
opportunities related to socio-economic conditions in Kivalliq communities, and thus to the 
assessment of potential for Project effects.  

Socio-economic management is only about achieving results – the avoidance or minimizing of 
negative effects and the enhancement of benefits for affected people. As such, both the assessment 
of effects and the development of socio-economic management take into account IQ related to past 
experiences, values that need to be respected, characteristic strengths and weaknesses, initiatives 
Inuit expect will facilitate their access to benefits and participation in the Project, and the responses 
of people to change.  

There are two additional points to make with regard to the integration of IQ data. The first is related 
to language. Whereas most people in the younger generations were very able to talk in English 
about the land and its resources, and Inuit values and characteristics, there were important IQ data 
to be collected from unilingual Inuktitut speakers. Therefore care was taken during socio-economic 
and IQ data collection events to ensure that people were able to speak in Inuktitut where this was 
their choice, either directly to Inuit data collectors or through translators. Nevertheless, there are 
vocabulary and other translations issues that can lead to misunderstandings.  

The second point is that people, including Inuit, vary widely in their perspectives. For example, there 
are differences in practices, knowledge and values between individuals, generations, genders and 
communities. This heterogeneity needs to be reflected in the discussion of the potential for effects 
and responded to through socio-economic management for the Project.    

4.9 Consideration of Comparable Experiences 

The unpredictability of socio-economic effects, irrespective of the quality of baseline data, 
engagement and assessment methods, suggests the value to the assessment of experiences in 
other (comparable) circumstances. This is somewhat challenging in northern Canada because socio-
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economic change has been rapid in recent years, and operations of mining companies have 
substantially evolved over time in response to regulatory requirements and community concerns. 
Thus strictly comparable experiences are difficult to identify. However, taken overall and accounting 
for differences in affected populations, timing, projects, effects, mitigation and benefit enhancement 
measures implemented, and incompleteness of socio-economic monitoring programs, there are 
some documented results that are of value in assessing the Project’s socio-economic effects. Of 
particular relevance are: 

• In Nunavut: The Polaris and Nanisivik mines were developed 30 or more years ago, long 
before more recent best practice had been established as standard operating procedures 
for mines. However, there has been some thoughtful analysis of why these mines 
resulted in few long term benefits for their nearest communities, Resolute Bay and Arctic 
Bay respectively.   

• In NWT: The diamond mines provide a good point of comparison in terms of being more 
recent and having more aggressive benefit enhancement measures in place. There has 
also been a sustained effort over the last decade, between the Government of NWT 
(GNWT), BHP Billiton, Diavik and De Beers, to monitor the socio-economic effects of 
these mines, at the community level. The monitoring program has not been able to 
capture many clear cause and effect linkages between community socio-economic 
change and the diamond mines, but the monitoring results are instructive nevertheless. 
Although the affected people are not Inuit, there are some parallels insofar as 
communities are aboriginal, small, remote and socio-economically challenged.  

• In northern Saskatchewan: AREVA cooperates with Cameco, agencies of the 
Government of Saskatchewan (GoS) and communities to monitor the effects of uranium 
mining on quality of life. The long standing proactivity of GoS in ensuring that mining 
brings benefits particularly to aboriginal communities in northern Saskatchewan has 
ensured that best practice has been adopted over a long period by the mines and that 
documentation of particularly employment, training and business benefits has been good. 
There is also a joint community monitoring process that is in place that is instructive.  

• In northern Alberta: The potential for large resource extraction projects to affect 
population demographics is of interest. The experience of Fort McMurry is instructive with 
regard to the evolution of rapid population growth and the response of project proponents 
and governments.  

A summary of lessons learned with regard to the above is provided in Section 7, Comparable 
Experiences. It is noted that Meadowbank is of perhaps highest relevance to what might be expected 
as a result of the construction and operations of the Project. Meadowbank’s effects are part of the 
socio-economic baseline for the Project and are reflected in engagement and IQ results. Lessons 
learned from Meadowbank are thus considered throughout this report rather than in Section 7 
specifically. 
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5 Summary of Existing Environment 

This section summarizes, and where relevant updates, the baseline presented in Tier 3 Technical 
Appendix 9A.  

5.1 Baseline Methodology  

This socio-economic baseline for Nunavut (the regional study area) was developed using a number 
of secondary sources, including census data and documents prepared by various agencies of 
government, academics, economic and social development consultants, and proponents of other 
large projects in Nunavut.  

The socio-economic baseline for Kivalliq and its seven communities (the local study area) was 
developed on the basis of: 

• consultations with people in each community, as well as with representatives of local, 
regional and territorial government organizations and other stakeholders, to define key 
issues 

• literature review and secondary data collection 
• identification of data gaps, and design and implementation of a primary data collection 

program to fill those gaps21  
• integration of IQ and engagement event results 

With regard to literature review and secondary data collection, Tier 3 Technical Appendix 9A was 
developed in 2011, on the basis of literature and secondary data available at that time. 
Subsequently, Statistics Canada has released data from the 2011 census; the Nunavut Bureau of 
Statistics has updated its population, economic, employment and social data to 2012 and in some 
cases 2013; GN has provided new data and information as part of annual reporting by various 
departments and as part of new government policy, strategy and monitoring documents; there is new 
reporting on comparable experiences by the Government of the Northwest Territories and by 

                                                

 

 

 

21 The primary data collection program was done under the terms of a research license from the Nunavut Research Institute (see Technical 
Appendix 9A, Attachment A). 
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Saskatchewan’s Community Vitality Monitoring Partnership Process; Agnico Eagle continued to 
provide data and information on its evolving experiences at Meadowbank; and new environmental 
impact statement documents have been submitted to NIRB for the Mary River and Meliadine 
projects.  

Where newly available data and information are of relevance to revising the narrative on socio-
economic conditions and trends in Nunavut, and in Kivalliq and its seven communities, they have 
been included in this baseline summary. There are also additional updates of data and information in 
the discussions of the potential for effects in Sections 8 to 13, Assessment(s) of Effects on major 
socio-economic components.  

With regard to primary data collection, the program was implemented over the period March 2009 to 
April 2010, using a mix of methods, to achieve efficiencies while allowing for triangulation22 of data. 
Data collection methods were designed to be participatory and inclusive. Methods included informant 
interviews, focus group discussions and a household survey in Baker Lake (see Table 5.1-1 below, 
and Attachment A for a list of meetings, location and dates) as well as review of all available IQ and 
engagement event results. Subsequently, although new focus groups have not been organized and 
the household survey in Baker Lake has not been repeated, both AREVA and its socio-economic 
consultants have continued to meet with the full range of stakeholders, interview informants (in many 
cases by phone), and review engagement event results with a view to ensuring that any changes in 
socio-economic conditions since 2011 are reflected in this FEIS.   

  

                                                

 

 

 
22 Triangulation refers to the integration of two or more research methodologies. Typically, quantitative data from questionnaires is 

combined with qualitative data from focus group discussions, key informant interviews and observation. Triangulation puts the data into 
perspective and gives an added measure of validity to the study. 
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Table 5.1-1 Data Collection Events by Community 
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Interviews 
   Elders (IQ interviews)  18 11     29 
   Health and social services 3 1 1 1 3  2 11 
   Education 2 1 1 1 3  1 9 
   Hamlet government 2  1     3 
   Police 1 1 1  1  1 5 
    SAOs/ EDOs 1 1 1  1 1 2 7 
   Other  2 1 1  3 1  8 
Focus groups 
   Rotational workers  1      1 
   Women  2 1  1   4 
   Young adults  1 1 1 1 1 1 6 
   HTOs 1 1  1 1 1  5 
   Elders 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 
Total interviews 11 23 17 2 11 2 6 72 
Total focus groups 2 6 3 3 4 3 2 23 
Household survey (Baker Lake)  89      89 
 

Informant interviews: These were done, and have continued to be done, across Kivalliq communities, 
with representatives of governments, and with the private sector. Informants are people with specific 
sector and/or geographic expertise, including people employed in the delivery of government 
services, people with experience related to mining activity, religious leaders, artists and others.   

Focus group discussions: Focus groups, usually of six to eight participants, were primarily directed 
towards people who may not be as well represented to a mining project proponent as others. Women 
and youth would be examples of people who may experience Kiggavik differently than potential 
employees or suppliers, but who are not always full participants in formal engagement events. Focus 
groups also were directed at groups of people with specialized knowledge, for example hunters and 
elders. In addition, the experiences of Meadowbank rotational workers and their families were 
considered of particular interest.  

Household survey: Baker Lake, as the closest community to Meadowbank, has seen changes in 
employment levels and business activity in association with first construction and then operations of 
Meadowbank. Baker Lake thus offers an opportunity to investigate some socio-economic changes 
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that might be attributed to that project.  Informant interviews and focus group discussion results 
provide some qualitative information on the experience of Meadowbank in Baker Lake. However, 
given the concerns about the relationships between formal sector employment and traditional 
activity, AREVA undertook a household survey to get some quantitative data in two specific areas: i) 
consumption of country foods; and ii) hunting and fishing patterns and associated values. 

The results of interviews and focus group discussions done in 2009 and 2010 are presented in 
Technical Appendix 9A, Attachment C, organized by community, as well as by various population 
subgroups (such as elders, hunters and youth).23  The method of presentation of these results was 
selected on the basis of the need to protect confidentiality.  

Maintaining confidentiality is a fundamental principle of ethical research;24 was a condition of the 
research license granted to undertake the work by the Nunavut Research Institute (see Technical 
Appendix 9A, Attachment A); was promised to each interview informant and focus group participant 
(as well as each household questionnaire respondent); and is generally acknowledged to contribute 
to (but not assure) data quality – with an explicit undertaking of confidentiality, a respondent is more 
likely first to participate and secondly to give honest and valid answers to questions.  

Confidentiality is a particular challenge in small communities. People can not only be identified by 
name, but by other means, such as unique turns of phrase, or triangulation of information – as a 
made up example of the latter, a female heavy equipment operator currently working for a mining 
company who lives in Rankin Inlet might be identified (correctly or incorrectly). Therefore AREVA’s 
socio-economic consultants did not record interviews or focus group discussion, did not note who 
provided what input in focus group discussions, and attempted in taking notes to capture ideas 
people were communicating rather than exact language.  

                                                

 

 

 
23 The results of the household survey are in Technical Appendix 9A, Section 4.2.7.3., the discussion on employment and traditional activity 
in Baker Lake. 

 

24 See the Tri-Council Ethics Statement at http://www.yorku.ca/igreene/tricoun.htm. The three councils are the three major public research 
funding bodies in Canada -- the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC), the Medical Research Council (MRC), and 
the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council (NSERC). The Respect for Privacy and Confidentiality statements is: ‘Respect for 
human dignity also implies the principles of respect for privacy and confidentiality. Privacy and confidentiality are considered fundamental 
to human dignity. Thus, standards of privacy and confidentiality protect the access, control and dissemination of personal information. In 
doing so, such standards help to protect mental or psychological integrity.’ 

 

http://www.yorku.ca/igreene/tricoun.htm
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With regard to integration of IQ and engagement results, although socio-economic data collection, IQ 
data collection and engagement are conceptually different and have different objectives, each 
engages affected people and all result in the expression of views about issues, descriptions of lives 
lived and experiences. Accordingly, in addition to the socio-economic data, both IQ and engagement 
results, including updates since 2011, were reviewed for comments of relevance to the socio-
economic baseline and impact assessment (see Volume 3, Public Engagement and IQ for details on 
this input).  

5.2 Nunavut 

5.2.1 Government 

Nunavut was formally created in April 1, 1999, and promptly set about a consultative process to set 
priorities and strategies for the economic and social development of the new territory. The work took 
into consideration a number of unique features of the economy and population, including the 
importance of the mixed economy, a requirement to use renewable and nonrenewable resources in 
sustainable ways that benefit the population, the value of IQ to planning and implementing 
government initiatives, consultative processes to give communities control of their own development, 
a need to develop self-reliance in face of overdependence on federal transfers, and a very young 
and rapidly growing population.  

It was also recognized that there are significant challenges to improving the wellbeing of people. With 
a commitment to developing a more diversified economy, the government is faced with a need to 
address a broad range of constraints, from poor health and educational status of people, to lack of 
transportation and communications infrastructure, to limited information and data to be used for 
planning purposes, to uncertainties around the future role and contributions of the federal 
government.  

The guiding document for government is Tamapta 2009-2013 (GN, 2009). The document describes 
the vision for Nunavut to the year 2030, and notes that the vision is to be reached on the basis of 
Inuit values. The vision is that:  

• `Nunavummiut will continue to have a highly valued quality of life and a much better 
standard of living for those most in need 

• individuals and families will all be active, healthy and happy 
• communities will be self-reliant, based on Inuit societal values, with reduced dependence 

on government 
• Nunavut will be recognized for our unique culture, our ability to help one another and for 

our useful contributions to Canadian and global issues.’ (GN, 2009)  
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Nunavut’s economic (and social) development plans focus on the economic sectors that can provide 
the most growth and employment, without undue harm to the environment. These sectors are 
mining, tourism (and arts and crafts) and commercial fishing. To achieve growth in these sectors, 
investments are needed in education, small business development, transportation, energy and 
telecommunications. Most investment and employment growth is expected to come from the mining 
sector over the medium term – as of 2012 there were 44 active exploration and mineral 
developments in Nunavut (AANDC et al, undated). These include Meadowbank (now producing 
gold), Mary River (iron ore mine under construction) and at least four other large mining projects are 
moving through the formal environmental review process, including the Project. Technical Appendix 
1E provides a table of exploration activity in the Kivalliq and Nunavut over the last 10 years. 

5.2.2 Economy 

Nunavut’s economy is mixed, combining land and wage based components – land based 
components include subsistence activity (harvesting animals and fish for household consumption, for 
example) as well as activity that generates income (trapping to sell pelts, production of arts and craft 
for sale, and guiding as examples). Most Inuit engage, or aspire to engage, in both land and wage 
based economic activities. 

There are no good estimates of the value of the land based economy. In 2001 the Conference Board 
of Canada suggested a figure, based on a ‘consensus of key informants’, of $40 to $60 million as the 
value of the part of the land based component of the economy that did not involve a financial 
transaction. The figure could be substantially higher by now. Estimates of the GNDoF (2008) are that 
food harvesting alone has a value of about $30 million annually in Nunavut. However the EIS for the 
Mary River Project put an estimated value of $20 million annually for harvested food, for only five 
communities on the north part of Baffin Island, communities with only about 18% of the territorial 
population (Baffinland, 2012). 

Land based activities that do involve financial transactions are additional – these would include   pelt 
sales, tourism, sales of arts and crafts, the commercial fishery, environmental monitoring and 
communications (CBoC, 2001). Although none of these sectors is large, in aggregate the economic 
contribution is likely significant – tourism was estimated to have contributed more than $40 million to 
the economy in 2011 (GNED&T, undated) and the commercial fishery over $80 million in that 
year (GNDoF, 2012). Arts and crafts contribute about $33 million annually (GNED&T, 2010). It can 
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be concluded therefore that in addition to social and cultural value, the land based economy plays a 
much more significant economic role than any available data suggest. 

There is better data on the formal economy – that part of the economy that includes financial 
transactions.25 In 2013, Nunavut’s gross domestic product (GDP) is expected to be $2,193 billion in 
current dollars (CBoC 2013). Annual GDP real growth rates have been highly variable over time. For 
example the rate was negative 7.3% in 2009 and positive 16.6% in 2010. The swings are largely 
attributable to the small size of the economy and the consequent large effects of the economic shock 
of Meadowbank.26 Overall however, the economy had grown by almost 6% a year on average 
between 2007 and 2013, that is, at a considerably faster rate than in Canada and in each of its 
provinces and territories.  

Government is responsible for much more of final domestic demand than in Canada more generally, 
for example, for about 40% of final domestic demand in 2008. However this does provide some 
stability in the economy in face of negative economic shocks. Business investment has risen rapidly, 
by over 300% between 2002 and 2011 (and spiked to 500% of 2002 levels at the peak of 
Meadowbank construction), largely attributable to investment in mining. Gold production has 
increased Nunavut`s exports and reduced the negative trade balance. Nunavut imports more than it 
exports – there was a trade deficit of over $1.2 billion in 2008. 

GN revenue totaled $1.64 billion in 2013. Transfers from Canada’s federal government and revenues 
from outside third parties represented 94% of GN revenue, with only 6% coming from GN tax and 
other own source revenue. The contribution of own source revenue is not expected to substantially 
increase over the coming decade. GN revenue growth is expected to average just about 6% annually 
between 2011 and 2020. 

GN expenditures were $1.55 billion in 2013, with about 85% for operational expenditures and the 
balance for capital investments. GN budgeting is vulnerable to Government of Canada (GoC) 
decision making on transfer payments (up for renegotiation in 2014), the high proportion of the 
budget that is expended on non-discretionary entitlement programs and the cost of fuel. Government 
spends over half of its revenue on social services, including education, health, social assistance and 

                                                

 

 

 

25 For the rest of this Section 5, most of the data on the formal economy come from GN`s Department of Finance (GNDoF). Most of the 
data on the social context are from the GN’s Bureau of Statistics (GNBS), Statistics Canada (Statscan) and Public Health Agency Canada 
(PHAC). Exceptions are noted. Full references are in Technical Appendix 9A, Socio-Economic Baseline.  
26 Construction activity at Meadowbank peaked in 2008 and the Project became operational in 2010.  
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social housing – only in part as a result of the challenging education, health, employment and 
housing status of the population. High costs for labour, construction, utilities and transportation 
(including between Nunavut and the rest of Canada), result in higher unit costs for government 
services (as well as for personal and business goods and services). Per capita GN spending is thus 
about three times that of Canada as a whole. 

5.2.3 Social Context  

Nunavut’s population is over 35,000 as at mid-2013, of which about 82% are Inuit, distributed in 26 
communities. The population growth rate averaged almost 2.1% annually between 2006 and 2013, 
more than twice the rate for Canada as a whole. While Nunavut’s population growth had been 
forecast to slow dramatically to 1.3% annually from 2009 forward (NBS, 2011a), average growth has 
in fact averaged 2.2% annually between 2009 and 2013 (NBS, 2014a). Nunavut had a fertility rate, of 
at least 2.97 children per woman between 2007 and 2011, again almost twice Canada’s average rate 
of 1.65 over the same period (Statcan, 2014a). The high birth rate has had the result that the 
population is much younger than Canada’s population – in 2011 the median age in Nunavut was 
24.1 years as compared to 40.6 years in Canada. On third of Nunavut population is under the age of 
15. Single parent (male and female) families were more common in Nunavut, at 28.2%, than in 
Canada, at 16.4% in 2011 (Statcan, 2013a).  

Nunavummiut are somewhat less mobile than Canadians in general – 85% lived in the same 
community over the five years previous to 2011 as compared to 82% of Canadians. The figures 
would be higher for Inuit – the 15% of the population that is non Inuit has very high mobility. Inuit 
would appear to be leaving the territory in larger numbers than they may be returning. Despite high 
birth rates, Nunavut was home to a smaller percentage of Inuit in Canada in 2011 (45.5%) than in 
2006 (49.4%), and in 2006 than in 2001 (Statcan 2013a, 2008). 

Although there is some limited evidence of some erosion in traditional activity levels, Inuit culture 
remains very strong. In 2011, 88.7% of Inuit 15 years and over had knowledge of Inuktitut, and 
60.7% spoke Inuktitut in the home (Statcan, 2013a). As of 2006, over 70% hunted and fished, and 
80% lived in households that shared harvested foods (Statcan, 2008).27  

                                                

 

 

 

27 As at the time of writing, Statcan had not yet reported the results of the 2012 Aboriginal People’s Survey on levels of traditional activity.  
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Adult education levels are low, well below Canadian averages. In 2011, 56% of the population 15 
years and over had not graduated from high school and only 9% had a university degree. Available 
data suggest education levels are lowest in the younger adult age groups, however there are recent 
signs that this may be changing – high school graduation rates had increased from 149 in 2000 to 
239 in 2012 – growth of over 60% (NBS, 2014b). 

The unemployment rate in late 2013 was 14.6% (NBS, 2014c). Despite some job creation, 
unemployment is expected to remain high as large numbers of the young grow old enough to enter 
the labour force.28 The participation rate has increased from under 60% to almost 66% in recent 
years, suggesting that discouraged workers are reentering the labour force. To the extent that these 
additional workers do not find jobs, this also contributes to high unemployment rates. The 
employment numbers for Nunavut disguise the much higher unemployment rates for Inuit (over 20%) 
and the young (almost 25%).  

Average incomes of individuals were comparable to Canada, at about $43,000 in 2010 (Statcan, 
2013a). Average wages at $76,316 for full year/full time work, were about 30% higher than in 
Canada, reflecting the much higher cost of living in Nunavut that is compensated by employers. 
Government transfers as a percentage of income were comparable between Nunavut and Canada, 
at about 12% of total income. 

Health is defined as a state of complete physical, mental and social wellbeing, not merely the 
absence of disease or infirmity. The determinants of health are broad, and include socio-economic 
parameters such as income, education, environment, social support networks and culture. The poor 
health status in Nunavut relative to the rest of Canada is a function of the interactions of many 
factors, including poverty and hunger, changing diets, substance abuse, smoking, and poor housing 
conditions, as well as consequent domestic violence (usually associated with alcohol), suicides and 
crime.  

Suicide, substance abuse, smoking, teenage pregnancy, sexually transmitted infections (STIs), and 
life expectancy statistics in Nunavut are substantially worse than in the rest of Canada. Table 5.2-1 
below compares various health and wellbeing indicators for Inuit in Nunavut and Canada’s total 
population.  

                                                

 

 

 

28 ‘Labour force’ refers to the people of working age who are either working or looking for work, as opposed to ‘work force’ which refers to 
workers of a specific project or activity.  
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Table 5.2-1 Health Indicators, Various Years 2007 to 2012 

  Nunavut  Canada 

Life expectancy at birth, males (years) 69 79 
Life expectancy at birth, females (years) 75 83 
Infant mortality (rate per 1,000 live births) 14.8 4.9 
Body mass index, self-reported, 12 to 17 years old, overweight or obese (%) 25.2* 19.5 

Body mass index, 18 years and over, overweight or obese (%) 61.7 51.4 

Contact with a medical doctor in the past 12 months (%) 63.9 79.9 

Has a regular medical doctor (%) 44.4 84.7 

Deaths from all cancers (rate per 100,000 population) 363 178 
Deaths from ischaemic heart disease (rate per 100,000 population) 34.6 74.3 
Tuberculosis incidence (rate per 100,000 population)  147.3 4.9 
High blood pressure, heart disease or suffering from effects of stroke (%) 11.7 19.0 

Respiratory problems (%) 15.1* 10.1 

Chlamydia (rate per 100,000 population)  3,937 228 

One or more chronic conditions (%) 47.6 53.5 

Diabetes incidence (rate per 100,000 population)  2.9* 6.0 

Current smoker, daily or occasional (%) 49.0 21.1 

5 or more drinks on one occasion, at least once a month in the past year (%) 27.2 17.1 

Food insecurity, moderate or severe (%) 26.9 7.1 

Influenza immunization, less than one year ago (%) 31.4 30.2 

Perceived health, very good or excellent (%) 52.6 59.8 

Perceived mental health, very good or excellent (%) 65.8 74.2 

Perceived life stress, quite a lot (15 years and over, %) 18.6 22.9 

Sense of belonging to local community, somewhat strong or very strong (%) 81.7 65.1 

Source: Statcan 2013b, Impact Economics 2013 

Note: Asterisked data are estimates.  

For example, the suicide rate has been as much as twelve times the Canadian average in recent 
years (and much worse than this for younger males) (GN et al, 2010) and life expectancy is about 
ten years lower. Outbreaks of infectious disease are frequent. Deaths from cancer are more than 
double the Canadian rate and from accidents about four times higher. Incidence of and death rates 
from diabetes are rising – health workers attribute this in part to changing diets and activity levels. 
Thirty six per cent of households, and 57% of children, are not food secure (Tarasuk et al, 2013).  

A comparison of health data by Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami (ITK) over the period 1996 to 2003 indicated 
that total mortality, cancer mortality and suicides rates had gone up in Nunavut and down in Canada 
and that life expectancy had gone down in Nunavut and up in Canada (ITK, 2010). The gaps 
between the health of the Inuit and that of people in the rest of Canada were in fact widening. Only 

http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a47#F22
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a47#F36
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a47#F53
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a47#F32
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a47#F34
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a47#F47
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a47#F48
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a47#F54
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rates of infant mortality had improved in Nunavut – however they were still much higher than in the 
rest of Canada.  

Public Health Agency Canada (PHAC, 2012) now reports annual mortality and morbidity data for the 
period 2000 to 2009 and annual health survey (self-reported) data for the period 2003 to 2012. 
These data suggest that while there may have been some improvements in some health indicators 
(cardiovascular disease has gone down for example), many health indicators are getting relatively 
worse in Nunavut as compared to Canada (overall mortality, cancer deaths, suicides, and self-
reported poor mental health are examples). 

Crime statistics are likely largely a reflection of health (particularly alcohol abuse) and economic 
challenges. Nunavut has a particularly high rate of violent crime relative to the rest of Canada. Crime 
figures suggest that whereas rates of both violent and non-violent crime have decreased in Canada, 
they have increased in Nunavut between 2000 and 2012. The violent crime rate in Nunavut in 2012 
was more than eight times that of Canada, yet the non-violent crime is increasing three times as fast 
as violent crime. (NBS, 2014d).   

Government is responsible to provide affordable (social) housing to Inuit in cases of need. As of the 
time of the most recent Nunavut Housing Survey in 2009, 51% percent of houses were social 
housing, 22% of houses were privately owned and almost all of the balance was staff housing 
provided by public and private sector employers. Housing conditions are challenging and many of 
Nunavut’s education, health and wellbeing weaknesses are attributed at least in part to poor housing 
conditions – 49% of houses were overcrowded and/or in need of major repair. GN estimated unmet 
demand for housing at over 3,500 units, equivalent to almost 40% of housing stock (NBS, 2011b).  

There are no roads connecting any of the 26 communities in Nunavut, nor any roads or railways 
connecting the territory to the rest of Canada. For many years, there has been discussion of 
constructing a road between Winnipeg and Rankin Inlet however costs would be very high. Aside 
from travel on the land and sea, usually by all-terrain vehicles and small boats, travel is almost 
exclusively by air for passengers and some goods, and by summer sealift for most goods. All 
Nunavut communities have scheduled flights and there is service through regional hubs to points in 
southern Canada  

5.3 Kivalliq Region and Communities 

One of three regions in Nunavut, Kivalliq shares many of the socio-economic characteristics of 
Nunavut as described above, but has historically been somewhat disadvantaged relative to the 
territory as a whole. Baseline information for Kivalliq and its seven communities comes from: 



 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 5-12 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 5:  Summary of Existing Environment 

 

• socio-economic and IQ studies done in all communities in  Kivalliq, between 2009 and 
2011 – including 23 discussions with groups of women, elders, hunters, rotational workers 
and others, 72 interviews with individual health and education workers, social counsellors, 
hamlet government representatives and others, and a survey using questionnaires at 89 
households in Baker Lake, on traditional harvesting, associated values and consumption 
of country food (see Attachment A) 

• the result of hundreds of consultations on the Project done by AREVA over the years of 
Project development, to early 2014 

• statistics and reports prepared by the governments of Nunavut and of Canada, mining 
companies, consultants and researchers in Nunavut 

5.3.1 Economy 

As for Nunavut, the economy of Kivalliq is mixed, combining both land and wage based components. 
Although the land based economy is not well captured statistically, it continues to provide economic, 
social and cultural benefits. Country foods represent an important element in the diets and livelihood 
strategies of about two thirds of the population. There are also significant cultural dimensions to land 
based economic activities – the harvesting, distribution, processing and consumption of traditional 
resources affirm identity and social relationships among the Inuit.  

Most individuals are active in both the land and wage based components of the economy. There is a 
continuum, along which harvesting, arts and crafts, guiding and wage based employment lie, and 
along which individuals operate as they engage in a range of economic activities. It is in this sense 
that the economy is mixed, and distinguished insofar as the goals of economic activity are nuanced – 
earning money is not always the only objective of economic activity, but rather people also seek to 
maintain traditional activity and associated social and cultural benefits towards individual and 
community identity and wellbeing.  Young people indicated that traditional skills are being adapted 
into modern wage-based employment (IQ BLYA 2009).  Rotational workers note that having 
employment means that they can afford hunting gear, such as ATVs or snowmobiles.  They also 
note that, combined with a two week on and two week off rotation, they can go on the land and hunt 
more often than prior to being employed (IQ BLRW 2009).  

AREVA data from the household survey done in Baker Lake indicate that despite concerns about the 
relationship between wage employment and levels of land based economic activity, there is no 
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evidence that the latter has declined in Baker Lake over the last decade as a result of Meadowbank. 
Land based economic activity remains highly valued and the number of hunters is stable as 
compared to the pre Meadowbank years.  

Narwal tusks are sold for carving material (IQ RB01 200929), seal furs are sold for clothing (IQ RBH 
201130; ARVJ 2011; CHE 200931) and wolf and grizzly pelts are sold to the local HTO (IQ RBYA 
2009; BLHT 201132). In addition to making kamiks (books), bearded seal skins are used to teach 
people how to make clothes (IQ ARVJ 2011). Arctic fox is trapped in the Coral Harbour region, with 
some pelts sold for auction in the south or sold privately (IQ Riewe 1992; CHW 200933) 

Consumption levels of caribou and fish remain unchanged, and there is some evidence of increased 
diversity, in small amounts, of consumption of other traditional foods. Results disaggregated between 
people employed for more than six months and people employed for six months or less show some 
evidence of increased participation in traditional activity by the more employed. The more employed 
have the cash needed to fund land based economic activity and workforce management ensures that 
people also have the time they need to go out on the land.  

With regard to wage based economic activity, government is the largest employer. Government 
regards mining and tourism as the two sectors of most potential to contribute to economic 
development in Kivalliq and, critically, employment. Kivalliq’s land use plan emphasizes that 
development is to be achieved in a context of balancing increased opportunities for wage labour, 
particularly for youth, with environmental protection and maintenance of cultural integrity.  

Statistics Canada groups type of employment into ten industries: ‘Agriculture and other resources 
based industries’ (which would include mining) is the primary sector.  ‘Construction’ and 
‘manufacturing’ make up the secondary sector. Seven other industries make up the tertiary (or 
services) sector, one of which is ‘other services’.  This other services category is undefined, typically 
                                                

 

 

 

29IQ-RB01 2009:  During Project interviews, narwhal whale hunting was described as “spectacular”.  People will stay out all night.  People 
can sell the tusks for carvings, and the muktuk is a delicacy. 
30 IQ-RBH 2011: All kinds of seal are good for eating.  Adult seal fur is not good in the spring and summer, but pup fur is good at this time.  
Furs are sold to the wildlife office for $40-$60/pelt 
31 CHE 2009: The Elders said that they make clothing and that store bought clothes are not warm enough. They depend on animals for 
food and clothing. 
32 BLHT 2011: The number of wolves and grizzly bears harvested has increased.  Pelts are very valuable. 
33 IQ Riewe 1992; CHW 2009:  In the Coral Harbour region, adjacent shore and portions of the inland area have been used for trapping 
Arctic fox.  Arctic fox were also trapped along the west central portion of Southampton Island. Some people trap Arctic fox and send the 
pelts for auction in the south (Thunder Bay, Ontario). Other people sell privately and one can make a fairly good living from trapping. 
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accounts for about one third of total employment in Kivalliq communities and in Nunavut as a whole, 
and is by far the largest employer among the ten industries that make up the economy.  

Table 5.3-1 describes employment by industry in Kivalliq, Nunavut and Canada for comparative 
purposes.  Overall, manufacturing in Nunavut and Kivalliq is a smaller industry than in Canada as a 
whole.  Conversely, educational and ‘other’ services employ a considerably larger portion of the 
labour force in Nunavut and Kivalliq thank in Canada. 

Table 5.3-1 Sectoral Employment in Kivalliq, Nunavut and Canada 

Industry Kivalliq Nunavut Canada 
% of Labour Force 

Agriculture and other resource-based industries 4.1 4.8 5.3 
Construction 6.2 6.0 6.3 
Manufacturing 1.8 1.3 11.9 
Wholesale trade 1.6 0.8 4.4 
Retail trade 12.7 11.6 11.4 
Finance and real estate 4.7 3.8 5.9 
Health care and social services 10.9 9.1 10.2 
Educational services 14.7 12.7 6.8 
Business services 11.7 12.4 18.4 
Other services 31.3 37.3 19.4 

Source: Statcan, 2007a 

Business is not strongly developed in most Kivalliq communities; however there is increasing 
capacity to supply the mining sector, primarily in the regional hub of Rankin Inlet and now in Baker 
Lake. This has been in response not only to the construction and operations of Meadowbank, but 
also to the many ongoing exploration activities. Available goods and services include logistics, camp 
operation, drilling, construction, fuel supply and environmental monitoring.  

The Kivalliq Chamber of Commerce represents Kivalliq companies, although most of these remain 
small and consumer oriented. Eighty three Inuit firms in Kivalliq are registered with Nunavut 
Tunngavik Inc. (NTI, undated), with 58% of these located in Rankin Inlet. Business development is 
constrained by small local markets, remoteness and shortages of investment and skilled staff. Sakku 
Investment Corporation, in Rankin Inlet, is the business arm of the KIA and is owned in trust by the 
Inuit of Kivalliq. The corporation’s mandate is to invest, often in partnership with companies based 
elsewhere in Canada, in viable enterprises in Kivalliq. Increasing Kivalliq’s capacity to supply the 
mining sector is a priority, in part to create alternative employment for Inuit who are unable to access 
jobs with mining companies directly.  
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5.3.2 Social Context 

Kivalliq’s population is estimated to have grown from 7,944 to 10,266 people between 2001 and mid-
2013, for an average annual growth rate of 2.2% (NBS 2014a). Table 5.3-2 shows the variability in 
population sizes and growth rates in the seven communities. Arviat, Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet are 
the largest communities, with populations over 2,100, while the other communities have populations 
under 1,100. The fastest and slowest growing communities were Repulse Bay (and secondarily 
Coral Harbour) and Chesterfield Inlet respectively. There had been no significant acceleration of 
population growth in Baker Lake in response to Meadowbank construction and population has grown 
more slowly than previously during Meadowbank operations in the period 2010 forward. Rankin 
Inlet`s population growth accelerated post 2009, although still remained slow compared to Kivalliq 
and to Nunavut as a whole.   

Table 5.3-2 Population 

  Population (no.) 
Average Annual Population Growth Rate (%) 

2002 to 2005 2006 to 2009 2010 to 2013 
Arviat  2,508 1.8 2.0 2.1 
Baker Lake  2,140 2.7 2.7 2.4 
Chesterfield Inlet  393 -0.7 0.4 2.5 
Coral Harbour  945 1.2 2.3 2.7 
Rankin Inlet  2,777 1.4 1.5 2.1 
Repulse Bay  1,040 4.3 4.5 4.4 
Whale Cove  463 3.4 2.7 3.8 
Kivalliq 10,266 1.9 2.2 2.5 
Nunavut 35,591 1.9 1.9 2.3 
Source: NBS, 2011b, 2014a 

Although not yet evident, population growth rates are expected to slow and GN’s projections are that 
regional rates will be 1.6% to 1.8% over the foreseeable future, still quite a bit higher than projected 
growth rates of 1.2% to 1.3% in Nunavut overall (NBS 2014e). The labour force will continue to grow 
even more rapidly than this however, as the 35% of the population below 15 years (Statcan 2013a) 
enters the labour force. The young will present employment challenges in the absence of job 
creation, however also have potential to become a driver of economic growth provided they are able 
to develop the skill sets needed, and have the incentives, to access economic opportunities.  Table 
5.3-3 provides selected data on Kivalliq and its communities, as well as on Nunavut as a whole for 
comparison purposes, for the years 2006 and 2011. The data are not strictly comparable as 
Statistics Canada used different data collection methodologies in the two years. and notes that 
“generally, the risk of error increases for lower levels of geography and for smaller populations. At 
the same time, the data sources used to evaluate these results are also less reliable at these lower 
levels making it difficult to certify these smaller counts.” (Statcan 2013a).  

  



 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 5-16 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 5:  Summary of Existing Environment 

 

Table 5.3-3 Selected Socio-economic Indicators 2006 and (2011) 
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Average household 
size 

4.5     
(4.4) 

3.8     
(3.7) 

3.2     
(3.3) 

3.9     
(4.0) 

3.6     
(3.6) 

5.6     
(5.3) 

3.9     
(4.2) 

4.0     
(4.0) 

3.8     
(3.7)  

Median age of the 
population 

19.5   
(20.4) 

22.0   
(22.8) 

24.0   
(24.5) 

18.9   
(21.8) 

23.9   
(25.4) 

18.9   
(18.2) 

19.1     
n/a 

21.1   
(22.0) 

23.1   
(24.1) 

Dwellings requiring 
major repair (%) 

28.6   
(22.9) 

26.7   
(36.6) 

45.0      
n/a 

20.5   
(17.1) 

13.0    
(33.6) 

35.7   
(34.3) 

38.9   
(42.1) 

24.8   
(30.6) 

20.2   
(37.7) 

Female lone-parent 
families (%) 

29.1   
(29.3) 

29.6     
(29.2) 

29.4     
(25.0) 

26.5     
(30.8) 

25.7     
(22.6) 

20.6     
(18.2) 

31.3      
n/a 

27.1     
(26.8) 

20.5   
(28.2) 

Aboriginal identify 
population (%) 

93.2   
(95.5) 

90.7   
(93.6) 

90.8     
n/a 

95.5   
(95.2) 

83.7   
(81.7) 

95.3   
(97.9) 

95.8   
(97.5) 

90.4   
(91.5) 

85.0   
(86.3) 

Inuktitut spoken most 
often at home (%) 

88.8     
(90.5) 

23.5     
(28.1) 

51.6     
(45.9) 

79.2     
(71.9) 

41.7     
(32.4) 

82.7     
(85.7) 

87.3      
n/a 

59.1     
(57.8) 

53.9     
(51.9) 

Intra Nunavut 5 year 
mobility (5) 

3.7      
(3.8) 

4.9     
(5.2) 

6.9        
n/a 

4.6      
(5.7) 

9.7     
(9.7) 

4.2     
(3.9) 

6.7     
(23.9) 

6.4     
(6.9) 

6.7     
(5.9) 

No certificate (including 
high school), diploma 
or degree, age 15 
years and over (%) 

70.9   
(62.8) 

66.4   
(66.9) 

61.0     
n/a 

66.3   
(71.0) 

53.4   
(43.5) 

80.9   
(75.7) 

77.5   
(74.0) 

64.5   
(60.9) 

57.3   
(55.9) 

University certificate, 
diploma or degree age 
24 to 65 (%) 

7.9     
(8.4) 

9.1     
(8.3) 

4.9       
n/a 

9.5     
(6.3) 

12.6   
(15.6) 

7.7     
(3.1) 

0.0      
(0.0) 

9.6     
(9.9) 

19.7   
(13.0) 

Participation rate (%) 49.8   
(60.4) 

59.2   
(62.2) 

74.4     
n/a 

66.7   
(50.9) 

71.7   
(74.4) 

61.1   
(50.5) 

47.6   
(64.7) 

61.7   
(62.8) 

65.3   
(63.4) 

Unemployment rate 
(%) 

13.0    
(27.9)  

18.9   
(19.8) 

15.6     
n/a 

19.4 
(11.1) 

10.2   
(14.4) 

34.5   
(25.0) 

10.0   
(21.2) 

15.7   
(19.7) 

15.6   
(17.9) 

Median income, all 
families ($) 

37,248 
(67,339) 

39,360 
(74,655) 

51,072 
n/a 

38,144  
(63,797) 

66,133 
(128,531) 

28,224 
(57,417) 

36,736 
(70,755) 

42,368 
(80,747) 

49,270 
(84,332) 

Median income, lone 
parent families ($) 

17,984 
(41,409) 

21,312 
(38,689) 

21,376   
n/a 

21,632 
(30,715) 

27,296 
(75,452) 

10,592 
(35,266) 

24,384 
(45,789) 

21,248  
(44,066) 

22688  
(46,330) 

Government transfers, 
as % of total income 

17.3   
(18.8) 

19.4   
(13.5) 

12.3      
n/a 

21.1   
(22.9) 

7.5      
(8.2) 

26.3   
(29.1) 

17.1   
(17.5) 

14.2   
(14.4) 

11.2   
(12.9) 

Source: Statcan, 2007a, 2012 and 2013a 
Notes: For Chesterfield Inlet, National Housing Survey data have been suppressed by Statcan and for Whale Cove some Census data 

have been suppressed. n/a = not available.  

The population is over 90% Inuit and almost 60% speaks Inuktitut most often in the home. It will be 
noted that Kivalliq’s indicators often lag those in Nunavut. There is a high percentage of female 
headed households (at over 26%), whose incomes are about half the regional average for all 
families. The availability and quality of housing remain major challenges. There is significant 
variability between communities, particularly with regard to median incomes which are, for example, 
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twice as high in Rankin Inlet as in Repulse Bay. Rankin Inlet is also distinguished by the highest 
median age, the best educational achievement, and a large non Inuit population.  

Education levels compare unfavorably to those in Nunavut as a whole. Kivalliq residents are less 
likely to have completed secondary or post-secondary education – 60% of the adult population has 
not completed high school. Variability between communities is high, and Rankin Inlet has the best 
performance. Detailed 2006 education statistics suggest that educational achievement is lowest in 
the younger age cohorts, those under 35, and that in this age group women are beginning to 
outperform men (Statcan does not report age disaggregated education data for the 2011 census). 
However, even more so than for Nunavut as a whole (see Figure 5.3-1), high school graduation rates 
are improving more recently – in 2012 Kivalliq had more than twice the high school graduates as 
compared to ten years earlier and the graduation rate had risen from less than 30% in 2002 to 
almost 50% in 2012. Nevertheless, there are still significant challenges in getting many children 
through high school, attributed to a multiplicity of causes, including, but not restricted to, 
overcrowded housing, teenage pregnancy, English language difficulties, a shortage of Inuit teachers 
and poor employment prospects.  

Figure 5.3-1 High School Graduation Rates (%) 

 

Source: StatscanNBS 2014b 
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Governments are increasingly reluctant to publish health data, particularly for small communities, 
largely on confidentiality grounds. The most recent disease incidence data are only available at the 
territorial level, as summarized in Section 5.1.3.  Health staff in Kivalliq communities report facing the 
same challenges that are evident at the territorial level, with some variations.  

The only community level data on perceptions of health, self-reported as part of census studies 
specific to aboriginal populations, are from 2006. The evidence then was that Kivalliq residents were 
less likely to see a doctor and but also less likely to have long term health conditions than people 
elsewhere in Nunavut. Despite what experts consider to be comparatively poor health status among 
Inuit, most people regarded their health status as good to excellent, although this may be less true 
more recently.  

Nunavut has had some success in ensuring that education and health facilities are available in all 
communities. The depth of service suffers in many cases, as small populations do not create 
constant demand for more specialized services. Even a community as large, comparatively, as Baker 
Lake sees most types of health professionals, other than nurses and social workers, only on a 
visiting basis. This includes doctors, mental health workers and dentists. These visits are 
supplemented with video teleconferencing and a large percentage (20%) of the operating health 
budget is used to bring people to services, where local services are lacking (GNDoF, 2013 2014 
Main estimates).   

Cultural integrity is a very important component of individual and community wellbeing. The practice 
of traditional culture gives people identity and social roles, and protects more vulnerable people by 
providing food. It is very clear that livelihoods have changed enormously over the last 60 years. Only 
the oldest people in Kivalliq have experience of living as adults on the land. New technologies, 
including snow machines and outboard motors, are now used to harvest but have high costs, making 
wage labour more necessary.  

Young adults remarked that they rarely hunt or fish, and are more interested in traditional activity 
contests rather than regular activity on the land (IQ WCYA 200934). Female respondents stated that 
they preferred fishing to hunting (IQ RIYA 2009). Some residents have noted that reduced hunting 
activities are due to the high cost of hunting, time constraints, costs of snowmobile maintenance and 

                                                

 

 

 

34 Young adults said they rarely hunt or fish, and are more interested in traditional activity contests than regular activity 
on the land.  They added that the problem is that they cannot afford the equipment to go hunting or fishing. 
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reduced interest (IQ CHW 2009; CHAH 2009; CHW 200935). Snowmobiles only take a limited 
amount of people and if they are fully loaded, the gas costs are greater (IQ RBHT 2009; RBYA 
200936). Others attribute their lack of hunting to lack of snowmobiles (IQ RIYA 2009). Due to these 
reasons, young hunters have tended to hunt in groups, sharing the cost of gasoline or use of 
snowmobiles (IQ CIYA 2009). This has resulted in some Elders expressing concern that young 
people are not learning enough survival skills (IQ RIE 200937). 

Even when there are varying degrees of interest, some have expressed concern that hunting skills 
are not being passed down to the younger generation (CHAH 2009; CHE 2009: CHW 2009). Project 
interviews conveyed that young people are turning towards technology with less interest in hunting. 
Additionally, young adults’ working schedules are an obstacle to teaching their children how to hunt 
(IQ RBYW 2009; RBE 2009). Some have noted that once people have moved to Baker Lake, they 
did not go out on the land as much to teach their children traditional practices (IQ BL06 200838). 

Traditional culture also provides guidance for people’s social roles. Family and community ties are 
maintained through sharing of country food but also other sharing, of harvesting equipment and 
knowledge for example. Traditional celebrations demonstrate recognition and emotional support for 
people’s achievements. Activity on the land keeps skills alive and reinforces Inuit values. Increasing 
contact with southern culture, with different values, and a perceived need on the part of many to work 
and learn within that culture, is forcing change. Some people may feel that their social obligations 
interfere with their goals for advancing in a new economic environment. People also speak about the 
misunderstandings between generations that has come with the introduction of southern people’s 
values and material goods.  

Traditional life also meant people had clear gender roles.  These roles have begun to change.  While 
it is typical for women to go out on the land with their husbands and remain in the hunting camp, 
others have learned to hunt caribou and small animals such as fox (IQ ARE 2009).  Some women 

                                                

 

 

 

35 People don’t hunt as much as they did in the past because of the high cost of hunting, time constraints, snowmobile maintenance, and 
reduced interest.   No one in Coral Harbour has a full dog team.  It is also easier to purchase food from the store. 
36 Constraints to hunting are time (members have jobs) and money.  Fuel costs are the issue at present along with more expensive and 
complicated parts. Snowmobiles only take a couple of people and if they are really loaded up, the gas costs are greater.  Predicting where 
animals are is important. 
37 Elders are concerned that young people are not learning enough survival skills, and are prone to spending too much time on the internet. 
38 One of the Elders suggested that the experience with the Meadowbank mine was that the mine did not affect the caribou, and that the 
young people will benefit from employment.  The same person noted that once people moved into Baker Lake, they did not go out on the 
land much to teach their children traditional ways. 
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note that they would like to go hunting more often, but that they are busy looking after their children 
(IQ CIYA 200939) – a task that still remains highly gendered. 

High crime reduces community wellbeing. Kivalliq has lower crime rates than Nunavut as a whole 
(with the exception of Rankin Inlet whose crime rates are higher than the rates for Nunavut), but 
rates are still much higher than in Canada. Overall however Kivalliq’s violent and non violent (i.e. 
property) crime rates appear to be increasing over the period 2004 to 2012, while Nunavut’s may be 
stabilizing and Canada’s have consistently fallen (Table 5.3-4). In Kivalliq, crime rates are lower in 
the smaller and/or more traditional communities as compared to Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet. With 
some exceptions (notably Arviat and Repulse Bay), violent crimes generally decreased in Kivalliq 
communities over the period 2004 to 2008, but they have subsequently increased. The increase in 
violent crime was particularly marked in Baker Lake (where violent crime doubled between 2008 and 
2012), but each of Coral Harbour, Rankin Inlet and Repulse Bay, and Kivallliq overall, saw violent 
crime rates increase by about 30% to 40%.  

  

                                                

 

 

 

39 Women tend not to hunt during the coldest months (December and January).  Other women said they would like to go hunting more 
often but are busy looking after their children. 
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Table 5.3-4 Violent and Non Violent Crime Rates 

  
Rate per 100,000 people Change (%) 

2004 2008 2012 2004 to 2012 2004 to 2008 2008 to 2012 

Violent Crime Rate 

Arviat 2,961 5,073 5,424 83.2 71.4 6.9 

Baker Lake 7,226 5,232 10,526 45.7 -27.6 101.2 

Chesterfield Inlet 5,460 4,213 3,753 -31.3 -22.8 -10.9 

Coral Harbour 7,801 5,476 7,727 -0.9 -29.8 41.1 

Rankin Inlet 10,781 6,626 8,993 -16.6 -38.5 35.7 

Repulse Bay 2,786 4,436 5,724 105.5 59.3 29.0 

Whale Cove 6,799 7,254 8,665 27.4 6.7 19.5 

Kivalliq  6,759 5,572 7,767 14.9 -17.6 39.4 

Nunavut  9,999 9,733 10,004 0.1 -2.7 2.8 

Canada 1,404 1,331 1,190 -15.2 -5.2 -10.6 

Non Violent Crime Rate 

Arviat 6,447 6,186 7,329 13.7 -4.0 18.5 

Baker Lake 8,800 5,933 16,742 90.3 -32.6 182.2 

Chesterfield Inlet 2,874 5,899 5,630 95.9 105.3 -4.6 

Coral Harbour 14,578 4,881 7,727 -47.0 -66.5 58.3 

Rankin Inlet 19,432 18,101 19,946 2.6 -6.8 10.2 

Repulse Bay 4,735 8,513 2,916 -38.4 79.8 -65.8 

Whale Cove 3,399 6,218 2,810 -17.3 82.9 -54.8 

Kivalliq  10,959 9,497 12,034 9.8 -13.3 26.7 

Nunavut  16,668 15,762 16,580 -0.5 -5.4 5.2 

Canada 5,123 4,249 3,414 -33.4 -17.1 -19.7 
Source: NBS 2014d 

Note: The table includes only data from 2004 forward as before that year Whale Cove, Chesterfield Inlet, Repulse Bay and Whale 

Cove crimes were not reported separately.   

Trends in non violent crime rates are not very similar. Overall, the decline over the period 2004 to 
2008 was not as marked nor was the increase over the period 2008 to 2012. Non violent crimes 
again increased most in Baker Lake between 2008 and 2012. However, again with the exception of 
Baker Lake, there is little correspondence between violent and non violent crime rate trends in 
communities. In Repulse Bay for example violent crime has increased by 105% since 2004 while non 
violent crime has decreased by almost 40% while in Chesterfield Inlet, violent crime has decreased 
by over 30% while non violent crime has increased by almost 100%.  

Figure 5.3-2 presents the data on total crime (which includes violent and non violent crime as well as 
other criminal code violations such as mischief, weapons charges and prostitution) on an annual 
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basis. In addition to the overall contrasts in the incidence of crime between Canada and Nunavut, 
and between Kivalliq communities, the table provides an indication of the variability in crime rates 
from year to year. Whereas it is straightforward to observe a change in crime rates from year to year, 
community level trends are less identifiable. Even in Baker Lake, which saw spikes in crime in both 
2010 and 2011 saw a slightly lower total crime rate in 2012.  

Figure 5.3-2 Total Crime Rates 

 

In all Kivalliq communities, police point to alcohol abuse as the biggest contributor to violent crime. 
There are many explanations for increasing total crime. Poverty and substance abuse (including 
substance abuse made more possible by increasing disposable incomes) are important factors but it 
is also likely that cultural change is also part of the explanation.  

GN provides most housing in Nunavut, either as social housing (about 60% of all housing) or as GN 
staff housing (about 10%). Social housing in particular is an ongoing challenge in Nunavut, and in 
fact is described as a crisis by the Nunavut Housing Corporation (NHC, 2013), particularly in Kivalliq. 
Although housing takes up almost  one sixth of the GN’s budget, waitlists for social housing are long 
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and expected to grow at least in the short term, about 40% of people in Kivalliq would move if they 
could and more than half of houses are overcrowded and/or in need of major repairs (NBS, 2011b).  

Table 5.3-5 provides an indication of the recent housing challenge. NHC notes that the situations in 
Arviat, Repulse Bay and Whale Cove are most critical – each is amount the top five priority 
communities for housing in Nunavut (in addition to Iqaluit and Sanikiluaq). 

Table 5.3-5 Social Housing 

 

No. of 
social 

housing 
units 
(2014) 

Crowded 
and/or in 
need of 
major 
repair 

(2009, %) 

Units with 
temporary 
residents 
(2009, %) 

Waitlist 
(January 

2014, 
no.) 

Demand 
(2009, 
no.) 

Proposed new units (2013 to 
2014) 

No. 
Per cent 

of 
waitlist 

Per cent 
of 

demand 

Arviat 369 64 20 181 310 30 16.6 9.7 

Baker Lake 389 53 24 99 220 30 30.3 13.6 

Chesterfield Inlet 89 54 31 18 50 0 0.0 0.0 

Coral Harbour 162 60 34 48 70 10 20.8 14.3 

Rankin Inlet 310 46 37 92 220 20 21.7 9.1 

Repulse Bay 145 76 31 66 100 20 30.3 20.0 

Whale Cove 77 61 43 30 50 5 16.7 10.0 

Kivalliq 1,541 56 30 534 1,030 115 21.5 11.2 

Nunavut 5,124 49 32 1,552 3,580 210 13.5 5.9 
 
Source: NHC, 2014; NBS, 2011b  

Forecasting future social housing needs in Nunavut depends on assumptions made with regard to 
population growth, household size and the degree to which potential for developing a private housing 
market can be realized. Each of these in turn is affected by the full range of socio-economic 
parameters, from fertility rates, to age distribution of the population, to employment and incomes, to 
migration patterns, to business risk. Forecasting future social housing needs at a community level 
must include additional assumptions, for example on intra community migration – NHC (2012) has 
observed a trend of people in the smaller communities moving to larger ones.  

NHC’s housing strategy (2012) foresees the need to build about 100 social housing units per year 
over the next 25 years to both catch up with unmet demand and to meet the needs of a growing and 
aging population. Impact Economics (2013) foresees the need be about 175 social housing units per 
year over the next 20 years, under somewhat different assumptions.  

For the eight year period 2006 to 2014, the federal government has provided a total of $400 million to 
Nunavut, an average of $50 million per year, and Nunavut has made available variable additional 
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capital amounts, generally in the order of $15 to $20 million. In principle, if such funding levels are 
continued, costs per housing unit are contained and (crucially) population growth rates decline to 1% 
from the greater than 2% average over the last eight years, social housing might largely meet needs 
by 2037 on NHC’s projections. Thus, not in the near future, but potentially in the longer run, the poor 
housing conditions that are so detrimental to economic and social wellbeing may be alleviated for 
most people.   

It is noted that the above does not consider costs of i) operations and maintenance, which currently 
account for more than 12% of the GN operations budget, will also grow rapidly as new units are built 
and as all housing stock ages; ii) of new infrastructure for new units; or iii) of changing housing needs 
of an aging population. To the extent that the need for social housing can be reduced (that is, to the 
extent there is a transition of some percentage of the population from social housing into private 
housing), the prospects are somewhat better.   

Rankin Inlet is the Kivalliq hub, with scheduled air service to all other Kivalliq communities and to 
Iqaluit, Yellowknife, and points in southern Canada. Rankin Inlet is also a regional service centre, 
home to the KIA, Sakku Investment Corporation, various territorial government offices, a NAC 
campus and trade school, Kivalliq’s only hospital, a chamber of commerce, two banks and a range of 
businesses.  

All Kivalliq communities have schools to grade 12, health centres, police detachments, diesel 
generated power, docking facilities, recreational/community buildings, multiple churches and 
municipal services, including trucked water (only in Rankin Inlet is water piped) and sewage services. 
All communities have mail, phone, television, radio and internet services and there is a regional 
bilingual weekly newspaper. All communities have at least a Northern Store or a Coop, which sell 
groceries, clothing and a range of other consumer goods such as electronics, furniture and snow 
machines. Mental health, birthing, and elder and child care facilities are constrained in most 
communities and many people feel that more recreational facilities are badly needed, particularly for 
the young. 
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6 Socio-Economic Management 

6.1 AREVA Corporate Standards 

AREVA’s corporate standards are aligned with those of its parent company, the AREVA group. The 
vision is that AREVA is committed to being a leader in uranium mining. For AREVA this means a 
long term commitment to sustainable development by balancing economic, social and environmental 
performance. The mission is that AREVA produces high quality uranium concentrate in an 
environmentally and socially responsible manner to help meet global energy needs. AREVA 
recognizes its obligations as a leading uranium mining company, commits to the sustainable 
development of its entity, and commits to all aspects of its business being managed in a safe, 
healthy, efficient, economical, socially and environmentally responsible manner (AREVA, 2011). 
Guiding AREVA documents are provided as Appendix 1C to Volume 1. 

The vision, mission and commitments are reflected in AREVA’s ten business principles, all of which – 
with the exception of customer satisfaction – have some relevance to socio-economic management: 

• Governance: Carrying out responsible management of our activities in line with the 
Group’s values, assessing and accurately reporting on our performance to our 
shareholders and all stakeholders. 

• Continuous improvement: Implement a continuous improvement initiative based on 
practices shared throughout the AREVA group 

• Economic performance: Ensure the group's longevity via long-term profitable growth 
• Innovation: Developing and managing the most advanced technologies in order to 

anticipate our customers’ needs and increasing our competitiveness by meeting 
requirements in terms of security, safety and environmental protection. 

• Customer satisfaction: Being attentive to customer expectations, anticipating their needs, 
accompanying their development, and helping to measurably increase their satisfaction 

• Commitment to employees: Increasing the professional satisfaction of our employees and 
monitoring the quality of their working conditions 

• Risk management and prevention: Ensuring and managing the highest level of safety and 
security in all the group’s activities in order to preserve staff health as well as that of local 
populations, in addition to protecting the environment. 

• Environmental protection: Limit our environmental impacts by reducing our consumption 
of natural resources, controlling our releases and optimizing our waste management 

• Dialogue and consensus building: Establishing relationships of trust with our stakeholders 
• Community involvement: Taking part in the social and economic development of the 

places in which the AREVA operates.’ (AREVA, 2011) 
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6.2 Approach to Socio-Economic Management 

6.2.1 Objectives 

The main objectives of AREVA’s socio-economic management for the Project are to: 

• mitigate the negative effects and enhance the benefits (creating value) of the Project for 
all Project affected people and other stakeholders; 

• create opportunities for people in Kivalliq and Nunavut more generally to participate in the 
Project, thereby enhancing self-reliance, wellbeing and sustainability; 

• establish a role for AREVA as an active participant in the sustainable development of 
communities in Kivalliq and of Nunavut more generally; and 

• maintain goodwill and good relations with people and their governments. 

6.2.2 Principles 

The following principles guide development of socio-economic management measures and ongoing 
socio-economic management by AREVA, including support for economic and social development:  

• Communities and people most likely to experience negative effects of the Project receive 
priority in the distribution of Project benefits. 

• The implementation of effect mitigation and benefit enhancement measures is undertaken 
in partnership not only with affected people, but also with a range of organizations from 
government and civil society that are able to bring appropriate experience and knowledge 
to maximizing net socio-economic benefit while protecting the interests of more 
vulnerable subpopulations.  

• Engagement (both consultation and participation) has been and will continue to be 
practiced throughout the Project life cycle to define people’s priorities and to decide as 
necessary how effect mitigation and benefit enhancement measures will be adjusted, 
implemented and monitored (adaptive management). 

• IQ is solicited, documented and integrated into the Project. 
• Planning and implementation of effect mitigation and benefit enhancement measures take 

into account normal Project activities, such that synergies can be identified towards 
increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of socio-economic management. The 
strengthening of entrepreneurial skills towards developing capacity to supply the Project, 
and possibly other mines that might be developed nearby, is an example.  

• Planning and implementation of effect mitigation and benefit enhancement measures is 
conducted in an environment of accountability and transparency. This implies public 
reporting on results of socio-economic management, as well as facilitating access to 
AREVA on the part of people and their governments in the event that unforeseen 
negative effects occur, or grievances develop.  
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• Sustainability criteria are incorporated in decisions on effect mitigation and benefit 
enhancement measures by considering: 

o demonstrated demand for the measure; 
o people’s willingness to participate in the development and implementation of the 

measures that imply their participation; 
o people’s culture, expectations, basic needs and vulnerabilities; 
o changes that will occur with closure such that measures do not depend on 

contributions by AREVA over the long term; and 
o consistency with government planning and programming.  

6.2.3 Socio-Economic Management Components 

For the Project, AREVA approaches socio-economic effect mitigation and benefit enhancement 
under six broad categories as follows: 

• Project design choices made for particular Project components in order to reduce the 
potential for negative effect: Design choices for the Project are more fully described in 
Tier 3 Technical Appendix 2A, Alternatives Assessment. 

• The implementation of good practice corporate policies and procedures that reduce the 
potential for negative effect and/or enhance the potential for benefit: This would include, 
for example, the application of traffic safety rules for drivers and workplace health and 
safety plans. Such good practice is characteristic of AREVA and is captured in corporate 
statements as well as in the environmental and socio-economic mitigation and benefit 
enhancement measures described throughout this EIS (e.g. Tier 3 Technical Appendix 2P 
Occupational Health and Safety Plan).  

• The implementation of measures to address Project specific socio-economic effects that 
are well defined, are at least somewhat predictable in their significance and are 
susceptible to mitigation or enhancement by AREVA: This would include, for example, 
measures to prioritize Kivalliq’s access to Project economic opportunities and to 
accommodate traditional culture in workforce management. Specific socio-economic 
effect mitigation and benefit enhancement measures are summarized in Section 6.3 
below.40 

                                                

 

 

 

40 Fuller details on these measures are provided in Technical Appendix 3C, Community Involvement Plan and Technical Appendix 9C, 
Human Resources Development Plan.  
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• Ongoing information disclosure and engagement with people and their governments: 
Engagement, including the seeking out of IQ, throughout the construction, operations, 
final closure and post closure phases of the Project achieves multiple objectives, 
including contributing to the effectiveness of effect mitigation and benefit enhancement 
measures.  The integration of engagement and IQ into socio-economic management is 
summarized in Section 6.4 below.41 

• Monitoring: Monitoring contributes to demonstrating Project benefits and provides 
evidence of compliance with EIS undertakings. In addition, monitoring furthers the 
understanding of the effectiveness of effect mitigation and benefit enhancement 
measures and provides a mechanism to capture any unpredictable and/or evolving 
effects, such that socio-economic management can be adjusted.  AREVA’s monitoring 
includes significant participation in monitoring activity by communities in Kivalliq.  
Engagement is integral to monitoring.  Monitoring is described in Section 6.5 below.  

• The planning and implementation of activities in support of economic and social 
development: This is largely, but not exclusively, affected through the IIBA,42 and 
addresses:  

o negative socio-economic effects that are difficult to completely mitigate, such as 
the potential effects of labour force competition on community service delivery and 
on businesses 

o negative socio-economic effects that are unpredictable in their significance and/or 
may evolve as the Project proceeds 

o socio-economic benefits that can be enhanced with some assistance directed at 
people such that they are better positioned to access Project and other economic 
opportunities over the longer term – the implementation of school based education 
programs is an example 

o regional economic and social development objectives  

The current status of the IIBA negotiations is described in Section 6.6 below.   

Finally, it is noted that the components of the socio-economic environment that the Project might be 
expected to affect are of interest and/or concern to governments and other organizations, which have 
innumerable policies, programs and projects in various stages of planning, implementation and 

                                                

 

 

 

41 Fuller details on these measures are provided in Technical Appendix 3C.  
42 AREVA has initiated IIBA discussions with the KIA and expects that parts of the IIBA may be available for disclosure at the time of the 
final hearing.  
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adjustment. Many of these will contribute to mitigating any negative Project effects and to enhancing 
Project benefits. This is briefly addressed in Section 6.7.  

6.3 Mitigation and Benefit Enhancement Measures 

Because socio-economic effects are so interrelated, and in some cases cascade, it is not practical to 
present measures specific to each effect identified in Sections 8 through 13, Assessments of Effects. 
As an illustration of the complexities:  

• One measure can be expected to affect the outcome of a number of different effects. For 
example, preferential employment policies (to increase the numbers of Inuit working for 
the Project) can be expected to increase individual, community and territorial economic 
activity and incomes, but should also build capacity to participate in the wage based 
component of the economy over the longer term, provide resources for traditional activity, 
reduce demand for government services and contribute to overall community wellbeing.    

• One effect can be expected to be affected by a number of different effect mitigation and 
benefit enhancement measures. For example, incomes can increase as a result of 
preferential employment, preferential contracting, training and other measures intended to 
enhance job performance, and over the longer term as a result of school based programs 
intended to keep children in school.   

Effect mitigation and benefit enhancement measures are therefore discussed below by category of 
measure rather than by the effects they are expected to address.  

6.3.1 Employment 

AREVA’s employment objective is preferential employment of people in Kivalliq communities, with 
the intent to see that Project benefits accrue not only to the Nunavut and Canadian economies, but 
also primarily to the people of Kivalliq. Such an objective implies that where people have little 
experience with the mining sector, Project specific initiatives will be required to address barriers to  
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employment. It is noted however that to operate effectively, efficiently and safely, AREVA’s 
requirement, as a nuclear facility, is for a comparatively skilled workforce.43 

It is important to segments of the population that wage employment not conflict with traditional 
activities and practices that are both economically and but also socially and culturally critical to 
livelihoods and individual, family and community wellbeing. There can be limits to people’s 
preparedness for the challenges of rotational work. Under representation in a rotational workforce by 
women can be for lack of opportunity (due to family responsibilities or for other reasons) rather than 
lack of desire to participate. Cross cultural challenges can represent a disincentive to participation. 
Only a few jobs at the mine will require less than a completed high school education. There are 
therefore real barriers, and different ones for different people, to employment with the Project for 
some people in Kivalliq.  

Initiatives that may be put in place to enhance employment through human resource policy and 
procedures are identified below. (Education and training initiatives to enhance employability are 
addressed in Section 6.3.3.) 

• contributing to a regularly updated database of potential Kivalliq employees and 
preferentially hiring people from Kivalliq where qualifications and experience permit, 
during both construction and operations – a second priority may be people from the other 
regions of Nunavut – and sharing this database with contractors and other mining 
companies 

• hiring qualified Inuit for employment on a preferential basis and including all seven Kivalliq 
communities as points of hire, having transport provided to and from the mine site, to 
enable Project employment without a need for people to move from home communities to 
access jobs 

• providing to Kivalliq communities and the KIA full, timely and easily accessible information 
on workforce requirements, job descriptions, qualifications and performance criteria 

• during construction, efforts to achieve and expectations for an annual Inuit employment of 
10% or greater of the total workforce,44 consistent with Project skill requirements, with job 
and training interests and performance, and with health and safety standards 

                                                

 

 

 

43 Nuclear facilities in Canada are held to high standards by the CNSC, including standards related to the education, training and safety 
performance of workforces.  
44 AREVA proposes modest Inuit participation rates for purposes of this DEIS as there are uncertainties about the labour market at 
construction and forward and this makes the assessment conservative, having the realized project likely to exceed expectations. It is noted 
however that 20% to 25% Inuit content has been characteristic of the construction phases of other large projects in Nunavut. 
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• during operations, efforts to achieve and expectations for an annual Inuit employment of 
25% of the total workforce expected to grow with time to 50% or greater45. 

• reviewing educational and training requirements for certain Project positions and where 
appropriate conducting prior learning assessments, with a view to accepting experience in 
lieu of qualifications where this is acceptable within legal and regulatory frameworks for 
uranium mining  

• enabling the use of Inuktitut at the Project site where health and safety standards permit –
identifying whether there may be positions available to Inuit with limited English language 
skills  

• designing recruitment methods, advertisements, and application procedures, in a manner 
that attempts to reduce artificial barriers, including language barriers 

• providing informal counseling at the mine site through employment of an elder on site 
and/or identification and training of peer counselors, to assist workers to meet the 
challenges of the rotational work schedule and working conditions  

• putting in place a culturally appropriate employee and family assistance program (EFAP) 
to address individual and family problems that threaten an individual’s ability to continue 
working 

• conducting exit interviews with a view to increasing the understanding of barriers to 
successful long term employment, and integrating the results into other initiatives as 
relevant 

• providing cross cultural training to all long-term employees in order to facilitate the 
integration of Inuit employees into the workforce 

• providing culturally appropriate services to workers, including recreational facilities, 
accommodation, country food storage, a worker site harvesting policy, English as a 
second language training, translation services(see Section 6.3.4) 

• training on and enforcing policies related to personal firearm use, vehicle operation, 
controlled substances, alcohol and harassment, towards establishing a workforce which 
encourages health, safety, learning, retention and advancement of Inuit employees 

• promoting a workplace where workers can express complaints or concerns, and bring to 
light conflicts such that grievances are addressed promptly 

• maintaining a safe workplace for workers, including female workers who can face unique 
challenges. On a case by case basis, providing additional support to women applicants 
and employees to enhance the potential for employment success  

                                                

 

 

 

45 A Labour Force Analysis for the Kiggavik Project completed in September 2014 concluded 50% Inuit content is achievable assuming the 
Project turnover rates are not excessive, see attachment to this volume. 
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• regularly reviewing the results of such initiatives in order to identify barriers to 
employment for particularly women and challenged workers such that appropriate 
additional responses can be developed   

• encourage long-term contractors to similarly prioritize and enhance Kivalliq labour and 
employ Inuit who are qualified for employment  

• monitoring contractor performance for compliance with their commitments and using 
monitoring results in decisions on contract administration and management 

6.3.2 Contracting 

Similar to employment, AREVA’s objective is to provide opportunities for businesses in Kivalliq to 
access opportunities to provide goods and services to the Project, again in the interest that Project 
benefits accrue not only to the larger national and regional economies, but also to the economy and 
people of Kivalliq. Such an objective implies that where local businesses have little experience with 
the mining sector, Project specific initiatives may be necessary to address barriers to successful 
bidding, awarding, and work completion of contracts. 

Although there are now a growing number of exceptions, most businesses in Kivalliq, and particularly 
in the four smaller communities, are largely geared to meet the consumption needs of the resident 
population rather than the needs of large mining projects. There is thus limited experience with the 
management and logistics of procurement, including preparing offers of goods and/or services. Many 
businesses are small and do not have the breadth or the financial resources needed to bid on large 
contracts. They have limited experience with the exigencies of supplying large, time sensitive 
operations and limited experience with quality control.  

It should be noted that it is not only AREVA’s objective to provide opportunity but ultimately to 
facilitate the increased capacity and competitiveness of Inuit Firms both in the short and long term so 
they are able to compete and thrive beyond the Kiggavik Project. Initiatives that may be put in place 
to enhance opportunities for businesses to supply goods and services to the Project and create 
certainty and viability for both the Project and Inuit Firms are identified below. 

• staffing a management position(s) devoted to business development in the region, 
responsibilities would focus on continual improvement in capacity, competitiveness, bid 
applications and other identified items 



 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 6-9 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 6:  Socio-Economic Management 

 

• contributing to a regularly updated database of potential Kivalliq suppliers46 of goods and 
services that identifies businesses interested and with some capacity to supply the 
Project, noting Inuit content of the business, coordinates and contacts, goods and/or 
services on offer, updates on contract performance, requests for assistance to improve 
supply performance and any assistance extended in support – this database should be 
jointly owned and maintained by  contractors, other mining companies, and others 

• during construction, AREVA anticipates achieving 20% or more of total contracting 
awarded to Inuit Firms, consistent with Project goods and service requirements relative to 
the capacity to supply and with competitiveness and cost effectiveness considerations 

• during operations, AREVA anticipates achieving 30% or more of the total contracting 
awarded to Inuit Firms – targets would be expected to grow with time47  

• making publically available and providing to the KIA, business associations and the 
business community a list of contracts awarded in the previous year and those expected 
in the upcoming year so that procurement requirements are known and can be prepared 
for. (including for example, road construction and maintenance, accommodation, catering, 
janitorial services, trades work, materials handling and expediting, cross cultural and 
other training, light vehicle maintenance, warehousing, secretarial services, air services 
and/or environmental and socio-economic monitoring).  

• AREVA anticipates hosting workshops to assist Inuit Firms in becoming familiar with 
AREVA’s contracting policies and procedures to prepare them for bid. 

• developing contracting procedures that take into account potential needs to break down 
procurement packages where practical to allow for smaller Inuit Firms to bid, or otherwise 
facilitate the participation of smaller businesses 

• providing feedback to unsuccessful Inuit Firms with the intention to facilitate the Firm 
becoming increasingly capable and competitive.  

• participating with the KIA and other interested parties in development and support for 
training programs for existing and potential entrepreneurs that will contribute to their 
success rates at offering goods and services to the Project and to the broader market 

• identifying synergies between the Project and Kivalliq businesses and facilitating Inuit 
Firm growth to meet the demands of both  

                                                

 

 

 

46 ‘Kivalliq suppliers’ are expected to be defined in the IIBA as will a formula for calculating ‘Inuit content’. Factors taken into account are 
expected to include i) location of head office; ii) degree of Inuit ownership and participation in business profits; iii) proportion of Inuit 
employees; iv) proportion of Inuit wages; and/or v)  proportion of inputs from other Inuit firms.  
47 It is noted that in recent years, capacity of Inuit businesses to supply the mining sector has grown rapidly in response to Meadowbank 
and heavy exploration activity in Kivalliq. These percentages are based on NU experience at DEIS writing of what is achievable. As 
businesses continue to gain experience over the coming years, higher percentages are fully expected to be met. In 2012, AREVA spent 
over 45% of its total business with northern Saskatchewan businesses, 70% of which are owned by First Nations or Metis communities.  
Depending on service provided, some of these businesses have a local hire rate in excess of 75%.   
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• working with Kivalliq businesses as interest and opportunities warrant to facilitate forming 
of joint ventures with southern Canada businesses that have expertise in supplying the 
uranium mining industry 

• including in the evaluation criteria for contractors the extent to which they commit to 
similarly prioritize use of Kivalliq businesses in meeting their contractual obligations and 
using this criterion in decisions on contract awards  

• monitoring contractor performance for compliance with their commitments and using 
monitoring results in decisions on contract administration and management 

6.3.3 Education and Training 

AREVA wishes to enhance the potential on the part of people in Kivalliq to access employment and 
contracting opportunities created by the Project. Thus AREVA will provide Project related education 
and training programs. AREVA recognizes that low educational achievement contributes both to lack 
of economic opportunity generally and that social challenges can be linked with unemployment and 
poverty. While some believe the transmission of traditional knowledge to the younger generations 
remains accurate, there is overall concern, particularly among elders, that traditional knowledge is 
being lost to communities and youth. 

The promotion of education and training is therefore intended to address not only Project 
requirements, but also to contribute to longer term participation in both the wage and traditional 
economies in the interests of sustainable development. Accordingly, AREVA will work with the KIA, 
education authorities, other mining sector companies, and other interested parties to develop and 
deliver multi-party training programs. Elements of the education and training strategy will build on the 
framework provided below: 

• providing timely and accessible information to Kivalliq communities on Project related 
education and training opportunities 

• providing and/or collaborating in the provision of pre-employment training to promising job 
candidates, in order to enhance the potential for success once employed, in such areas 
as work readiness, life skills and personal financial management 

• commencing off-site education and training for Inuit at Nunavut educational institutions 
and at AREVA operations in Saskatchewan prior to start of production for trade and 
technical roles and for operational trainees. AREVA anticipates over 100 (approximately 
120 total) trainees with the operational trainees potentially starting training up to four 
years prior to production. Possible employment categories for training include: heavy 
equipment operations, mill operations, apprenticeship and technician training, technology, 
radiation, environmental monitoring and computer and office skills 

• providing orientation to AREVA operations, health and safety, English language and skills 
upgrading (core competency), supervision, leadership and management to enhance job 
performance, retention and advancement 
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• providing counseling as appropriate in areas such as career development, diversity and 
respectful behaviors, life skills, and personal financial management to support successful 
employment experience 

• including in the job responsibilities of more senior staff the requirement to mentor more 
junior staff such that they may advance – training in how to coach and mentor will be 
provided where staff require this to meet succession planning objectives  

• retraining selected construction workers for operations phase jobs and operations 
workers in new required skills (for example, for underground mining when this starts) to 
allow successful employees to continue their employment as work force needs shift 

• supporting efforts on the part of employees to upgrade their education as a means 
towards job advancement – high school completion programs, with a qualified teacher, 
will be offered at the mine site is an example of such supportive efforts 

• cooperating with appropriate agencies in Nunavut in entrepreneurial training programs for 
Inuit businesses – this training may address health and safety, business skills (finance 
and administration), quality control and legal/contracting issues 

• cooperating with appropriate educational authorities and institutions in Nunavut in the 
development and implementation of high school and college courses with mining sector 
content  

• providing summer employment programs and cooperative education opportunities at the 
mine site to provide job experience to youth  

• working with other mining sector organizations in the region to enhance education and 
training strategies across the sector through sharing of best practice experience and 
resources 

• providing and contributing to ‘stay in school’ initiatives that may include school based 
career counseling, stay in school workshops, mentoring and achievement awards – to 
encourage students to stay in school and to support them in this decision 

• providing post-secondary scholarships – eligibility would include both high school 
students and Project workers 

• participating with schools to contribute to youth programs intended to develop traditional 
skills, particularly those related to activity on the land, and to address the management of 
mixed economy livelihoods 

6.3.4 Workforce Management 

Workforce management measures are intended to ensure that Inuit employees are equitably 
compensated, safe and secure, and further that the workplace conditions will promote Inuit culture. 
Workforce management measures will include: 

• staffing positions in Kivalliq communities with responsibilities to facilitate not only job 
applications and expressions of business interests, but also meeting workers’ needs for 
assistance as they transition between home and work 
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• clearly communicating through information materials distributed by the Project and in 
advertisements for job openings through other media (i.e. radio and newspapers), the 
preferential employment policy, points of hire and terms of employment, as well as 
instructions to interested applicants on how to apply for jobs from their home communities 
to limit speculative in migration to Baker Lake  

• establishing an accommodation camp at the mine site to house all workers while on 
rotation and providing return transportation to home communities 

• providing a nurses station at the accommodation camp facilities which will meet workers’ 
first response health needs while at site, including physical and mental health services, to 
limit use of Baker Lake or Rankin Inlet health facilities  

• establishing fly in, fly out schedules that allow employees to travel from the mine site 
directly to their home communities, to minimize worker presence in Baker Lake or Rankin 
Inlet  

• iteratively developing and implementing, in consultation with Inuit workers, human 
resource management policies and procedures that respond to particularly Inuit workforce 
challenges including for example absenteeism and unexpected resignations (and 
subsequent reapplications for employment) 

• encouragement of appropriate and respectful behavior in communities by all employees 
when on work time and the establishment of  a code of conduct prohibitions against illegal 
activity, harassment, verbal and physical abuse, negligence in driving company vehicles 
and other behaviors that may be identified by people in communities as offensive or 
problematical; and sanctions to be applied in the event of noncompliance  

• cross cultural training of all long term employees to encourage mutual understanding and 
respect  

• establishing worker harvesting policies that respect rights under the NLCA 
• facilitating the use, as appropriate, of the Inuktitut language, including the translation of 

mining related terminology into Inuktitut such that people are able to discuss their 
experiences both in the workplace and at home in their own language 

• payment of salaries commensurate with costs of living (taking into account changes to 
eligibility for assisted housing and other government benefits) and benefits packages that 
recognize social and cultural exigencies such as bereavement leave, support to wellbeing 
and imperatives to improve education 

• accommodating Inuit diet preferences, through provision of storage and facilities for 
consumption of country foods 

• providing sufficient communication services (e.g. telephone, internet and community 
radio) to meet the needs of employees to stay connected with their families and 
communities 

• including in health and safety training programs a module to promote awareness of 
societal health issues (e.g. sexual and mental health issues, smoking, nutrition) 

• policy prohibiting the use of controlled substances (i.e., drugs and alcohol) by employees 
while on shift  



 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 6-13 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 6:  Socio-Economic Management 

 

• including in the evaluation criteria for contractors the extent to which they commit to 
similarly manage their workforces, as relevant, in meeting their contractual obligations 
and using this criterion in decisions on contract awards  

• monitoring of contractor performance for compliance with their commitments and using 
monitoring results in decisions on contract administration and management 

6.3.5 Effects on Wellbeing 

Negative effects on wellbeing can arise from many sources. They can be the result of the challenges 
of rotational work, individual choice on how additional income is spent, inequalities introduced 
between different segments of society, in migration, and/or changes in traditional values consequent 
on increased participation in the wage based component of the economy and on cross cultural 
contact.  

None of these is directly within the control of AREVA to mitigate completely. It is however in 
AREVA’s interests to provide support to individuals, families and communities in managing the 
potential for negative effects. It is also important to recall that the increased economic activity the 
Project represents is generally considered to be of overall benefit to wellbeing, particularly in a 
context of high unemployment and poverty that have in themselves significant negative effects on 
individual, family and community wellbeing. 

Of particularly relevance to mitigating the potential for negative effects on wellbeing are: 

• as part of the terms of employment, a confidential EFAP to address in a culturally 
sensitive and knowledgeable fashion work/life issues that can arise for an individual 
employee, including problems with drug and alcohol abuse, addictions including 
gambling, inappropriate sexual behaviours, personal financial management, adjustment 
to change and stress, and family relationships 

• in the longer term, contribute to school based education and training initiatives for youth 
to enhance educational achievement and life skills in the context of participation in both 
the wage and land based components of the economy  

• availability of elder or peer counselors and staff in communities with some competence to 
ease work/life balance challenges 

• human resources policies and procedures that give value to IQ, including the principles of 
learning, sharing and cooperation, and enable traditional activities and practices  

• support for community wellbeing initiatives as may be agreed in the IIBA to address 
community priorities towards enhanced wellbeing – substance abuse management, 
recreational programs for youth, and IQ retention may be examples. 
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6.3.6 Public Health and Safety 

Worker and public health and safety risks will be managed first through the application of best health 
and safety practice. In addition, emergency response planning will ensure that in the event of a 
Project emergency, potential damages can be contained. There heightened perception of risk 
attributable to people’s limited knowledge and experience with uranium mining. Risks related to the 
Project for the workforce and public are detailed in Tier 2 Volumes 8 and 10 and risk perception is 
addressed in Section 10.1.6 of this Volume and in Tier 3 Technical Appendix 3C Community 
Involvement Plan.  Measures put in place to minimize risks to health and safety are detailed 
throughout this EIS, and include:  

• comprehensive worker health and safety plans, training and enforcement (including 
human rights training for security staff) as detailed in Tier 3 Technical Appendix 2P, 
Occupational Health and Safety Plan  

• comprehensive risk management and emergency response planning and training, 
including the provision of necessary emergency response facilities and/or equipment, and 
training in Baker Lake and Chesterfield Inlet as detailed in Tier 3 Technical Appendix 
10C, Emergency Response Plan 

• regular inspection and maintenance in good condition of i) vehicles; and ii) transportation 
infrastructure, including the access road, water crossings, signage, refuge stations, air 
strip and docking facilities as detailed in Tier 3 Technical Appendix 2M, Road 
Management Plan 

• taking into account health and safety issues in conditions placed on potential public use of 
the Project access road, for example the setting of limits on speeds and on the use of 
firearms along and near the road  

• driver training and enforcement of a driver code of conduct, to control speeds and 
encourage considerate driving  

• ongoing communication in Baker Lake and Chesterfield Inlet of road and marine traffic 
schedules respectively, as well as engagement with Baker Lake residents, with regard to 
scheduling heavy vehicle traffic near the community to minimize risks and any potential 
disturbance effects 

• securing all Project facilities with potential to pose public health and safety risks, including 
prevention of public access where necessary 

• avoiding and minimizing any environmental effects that have potential to affect public 
health, including those that may negatively affect livelihood resources 
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• providing emergency assistance where the health or safety of people travelling on the 
land near Project facilities (mine site and access road) may be at risk 

• continuing the mine visit program,48 to provide opportunities for people to better 
understand uranium mining and measures put in place to protect environmental 
resources and worker and public health and safety. Considerations for risk perception in 
on-going community engagement is detailed in Tier 3 Technical Appendix 3C. 

• delivering public information and education programs on Project environmental effects 
and risks, to contribute to people’s i) understanding of uranium mining; and ii) emergency 
preparedness  

• delivering public information and education programs, targeted to the appropriate 
audiences, to enable enhanced community participation in both environmental and socio-
economic monitoring  

6.3.7 Community Contributions 

AREVA expects to continue to provide financial and in kind contributions, as has been done over the 
Project’s development phase, to Kivalliq communities. The contributions have been made in 
response to community priorities, usually on the basis of requests by representative organizations. In 
the recent past, contributions have included the organizing of homeland visits for elders wishing to 
see the places they associate with past experience of living on the land and sponsorships for 
community events such as feasts, science fairs and sports events.  

A review of requests to date indicates that community priorities for contributions include meeting the 
needs of elders, recreation facilities and events, keeping youth involved in traditional activities, and 
addressing pressing needs for child care.  AREVA would expect to continue to respond to requests 
for contributions through the Project life cycle, including in partnerships with hamlet and regional 
organizations and institutions, potentially through the IIBA negotiated with the KIA, and in 
collaboration with other mining companies.   

6.3.8  Compensation  

In the course of Project development to date, including exploration at the mine site, there has not 
been evidence that any Project specific disturbances to wildlife have resulted in declines in traditional 

                                                

 

 

 

48 Currently visits are to uranium mines in Saskatchewan. As AREVA moves into operations, visits to the Project are expected. 
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harvesting. Given the results of the IQ studies and the environmental effect assessments in this EIS, 
future disturbances and loss requiring compensation outside of that negotiated with the KIA under 
Article 6 of the NLCA are not foreseen.  

As is the case with any large project, there is some potential that a Project risk might be realized, 
with unforeseen consequences on traditional harvesting. The IIBA or a separate agreement with the 
KIA is expected meet obligations under Article 6 and include provisions for compensation for 
mortality of some large mammals. It is still possible however that an environmental risk could be 
realized with consequent effects on one or more individuals. In any such unlikely event, AREVA 
would ensure fair compensation to the affected individual(s), on the basis of an estimate of harm, 
including taking into consideration cultural loss. The compensation would of course depend on the 
determination of harm, but could imply a financial payment and/or an offset of some kind.    

It is not expected that the Project will have any significant effects on commercial activity related to 
environmental resources. The Project mine site and access road proposed routes are not used for 
commercial harvesting or tourism, and are remote from areas, such as heritage rivers and parks, that 
are used with the exception of a potential access road crossing the Thelon (refer to Tier 3 Technical 
Appendices 2K, 2L, 2M for a discussion on road options and management and Technical Appendix 
9A Attachment D for a discussion on the heritage values of the Thelon River). In the improbable 
event that effects on existing or expected commercial activity did occur, compensation would be 
negotiated with the affected individuals on the basis of demonstrable loss.  

People are also concerned about compensation for any effects of the Project on human health. 
Standards for monitoring and protecting both worker and public health are very high for uranium 
mines and in the event of an unforeseen accident compensation is paid.  

Any compensation provided by AREVA will be in accordance with the Nunavut Land Claims 
Agreement (NLCA).  The NLCA addresses compensation in Article 6 Wildlife Compensation, Article 
20 Inuit Water Rights Part 3: Compensation, Article 21 Entry and Access Part 8: Surface Rights 
Tribunal and potentially Article 26 Inuit Impact Benefit Agreements.  

NLCA Article 6 Part 4 outlines the procedure for making a wildlife compensation claim.  This Part 
includes submission of a claim to the tribunal (Article 21 part 8), should the claim not be settled by 
the claimant and company within 30 days, and what the tribunal can take into account and give 
weight to in hearing a claim.  Further, NLCA 6.5.1 states that "Where an IIBA includes wildlife 
compensation provisions, that agreement shall preclude the need to address wildlife compensation 
under Articles 20 and 21."   

Occupational exposure limits and environmental discharge and emission limits will be set to be 
protective of human and environmental health.  Occupational injury or disease will be processed 
through the Workers Safety and Compensation Commission according to the Workers 
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Compensation Act.  AREVA will investigate claims of injury or ill health to members of the public to 
determine the likelihood that harm could be due to site activities.  Claims of impacts on human health 
would need to be assessed on a case by case basis, including whether or not compensation would 
be payable in each circumstance.  Existing dispute resolution mechanisms would be followed to 
ensure fair resolution of any claims made.  AREVA's insurers may be involved in the process. 

6.3.9 Closure  

The socio-economic effects of final closure are most keenly felt in the coming to an end of 
employment and contracting opportunities created over, in this case, a period expected to be at least 
18 years, and the consequent negative social effects of an economic downturn. The challenge is to 
ensure that in the process of enhancing access to economic opportunities during the Project’s life, 
consideration is always given to eventual final closure. AREVA’s intent is to have, by Project final 
closure, increased the capacity of Kivalliq labour and business to engage in economic activity that is 
independent of the Project.  

The measures described above for employment, contracting and education and training include a 
number of elements that are intended to realize this intent. In addition, the overall objective of many 
of the effect mitigation and benefit enhancement measures described above is to contribute to 
sustainable development over the longer term. Although the final closure of the Project will inevitably 
cause dislocation, to the extent that the following are successful this dislocation should be 
attenuated. 

Employment: Preferential employment, training and culturally sensitive employment practices 
contribute to job performance, satisfaction, retention and advancement for people in Kivalliq. These, 
and the inclusion of preferential employment as a criterion for evaluation of bids from contractors, will 
build capacity to participate in the wage based component of the economy. These measures will 
provide the work experience that will give people a competitive edge in competing for jobs elsewhere 
in the economy. 

Education and training: Programs that emphasize not only preparation of adults for work for the 
Project, but that encourage the young to value education with a view to either AREVA employment or 
other participation in the wage based component of the economy has implications for long term 
employability. But in addition, the expectation is that such programs can provide motivation to higher 
education in areas such as health, education, public security and business administration. The 
potential for gradual replacement of non Inuit (frequently rotated out) education, health and other 
service delivery personnel with qualified Inuit not only increases Inuit employment opportunities but 
strengthens community resilience to the dislocations that can occur with closure. 
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Contracting: Preferential contracting, assistance with the development of business expertise and 
including the use of Kivalliq businesses as a criterion for evaluation of bids from the Project`s 
supplying businesses, will build experience and capacity. 

Information sharing: contributing to regional initiatives like an employment database and business 
inventory with AREVA’s shared information with both contractors and other mining companies in 
Kivalliq provides a wider market for employees and supplying businesses, both during and after the 
Project. 

Support to traditional culture: The inclusion in employment and education and training programs of 
consideration and support for individual to combine formal wage employment with traditional activity 
and practices contributes to resilience in face of economic dislocation. 

IIBA and community contributions: The IIBA will be negotiated according to priority needs in Kivalliq, 
incorporation of sustainability principles, and the vision of both the KIA and AREVA in realizing a 
mutually beneficial and sustainable project for the region. Implementation of the IIBA will contribute 
to economic growth but also to the social and cultural wellbeing that underlies the ability of people to 
create and take up life opportunities. AREVA’s ongoing community contributions, although modest, 
will have a similar effect.   

In addition, AREVA will undertake a socio-economic impact assessment as final closure approaches, 
to detail specific measures that may mitigate, at least to some extent, the potential for negative 
effects. Such measures, depending on assessment conclusions, could include: 

• providing employee retrenchment programs, including out placement services and  
counseling  

• for workers to be retrenched, during the last years of operations providing voluntary after 
hours alternative livelihood training programs 

• managing any environmental effects of closure to protect the environmental resources 
that people use for livelihoods, including reclamation of land as practical to accommodate 
expected land use after final closure (refer to Tier 3 Technical Appendix 2R for the 
Preliminary Decommissioning Plan) 

• securing the Project site in the interests of public health and safety, and advertising these 
security arrangements widely, to protect people from health effects that might be caused 
by access to closed facilities and/or land and water that may still be exhibiting 
environmental effects (refer to Tier 3 Technical Appendix 2R for the Preliminary 
Decommissioning Plan) 

• potentially turning over Project physical infrastructure, such as buildings,  accommodation 
camp, air strip, docking facilities and/or, if built, the all-season access road, where interest 
warrants and agreement can be reached on terms of handover – it is noted that for 
purposes of this EIS, AREVA’s undertaking is to remove all physical infrastructure. 
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There is also a possibility for temporary closure and/or premature final closure, which would occur if 
for any reason the Project became uneconomic and was expected to remain so over an extended 
period. Such closures by their natures are unplanned and therefore have more potential for negative 
effects. Should closure happen early in the Project’s life cycle, many of the expected benefits to the 
capacity of labour, businesses and communities to adjust may not have fully developed, and closure 
mitigation measures will not have been well detailed. AREVA would intend to work with communities 
and government to agree on appropriate measures, including schedules, to ensure that effects of 
any premature closure are managed as well as possible. 

The actual effects of a closure are highly dependent on (necessarily unpredictable) timing relative to 
other economic activity in Nunavut (equally unpredictable beyond the interim until the Project begins 
construction). At the extremes, early temporary closure at a time when no other large construction 
and/or mining activity is underway in Nunavut to provide alternative employment and business 
opportunities to newly experienced mine workers and suppliers could be expected to have the most 
negative effects; whereas temporary closure at a later date could be expected to have few negative 
effects if there were multiple mines in construction and/or operations in need of workers and 
supplies, and by which time mine workers and suppliers would have benefited over time from their 
experience and training with AREVA. All scenarios in between these two extremes are also possible. 
The unplanned nature of such closure implies that there is both i) potential for more negative impact 
than for planned closure and ii) potential for undercutting the momentum of benefits that accrue with 
time (such as capacity building).  

Premature closure impacts are highly dependent on (at least) i) timing of the decision to close 
relative to the time of premature closure; ii) length of closure if temporary; iii) economic alternatives 
available to workers and businesses; iv) economic and social development in Kivalliq in the interim to 
premature closure (resilience); and v) decisions made by workers in the interim to premature closure, 
such as decisions to purchase housing or move to a different community. 

The fundamental difference between closure and premature closure is one of preparedness and 
available alternatives. Expected effects and the range of possible mitigation measures are essentially 
the same for both. Effects can be expected in principle to differ in severity both because i) there may 
be less time to develop appropriate mitigation; and ii) effects are so dependent on the economic and 
social environment at the time they occur. As an extreme example, if premature closure occurred at 
a time of high mining sector activity as compared to closure (in 2035) at a time of little mining sector 
activity, premature closure could have the fewer negative effects.  

It is noted that the socio-economic effects of closure will to a large extent depend on whether or not 
there are economic alternatives available at the time of closure, to replace the Project. This in turn is 
expected to largely depend on progress in developing the mining sector in Kivalliq, and Nunavut 
more generally.  
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6.4 Role of Engagement and IQ 

Engagement and IQ are integral to socio-economic management implementation, monitoring and 
adjustment. AREVA’s Community Involvement Plan has been conceived to provide people with the 
mechanisms they need to provide input, including IQ, such that the Project is better able to inform its 
decision making where decisions have potential to affect people. There are also expectations on the 
part of affected communities for participation in processes to monitor Project effects and to monitor 
AREVA’s compliance with conditions under which the Project may be approved.  

Information disclosure provides the information people need to engage and participate in the Project 
from an informed position.  There is clear interest on the part of Kivalliq people for more information 
on the Project, its potential effects, and proposed socio-economic management measures.  

The full details of AREVA’s engagement are provided in Tier 3 Technical Appendix 3C, Community 
Involvement Plan. The parts of the plan related to engagement are summarized below. It is noted 
that AREVA fully acknowledges the importance to conduct meetings and provide information not only 
in English but also in Inuktitut, such that the input and IQ of Inuktitut speakers can be captured and 
used to better manage socio-economic (and environmental) effects. AREVA’s engagement 
undertakings include:  

• continuing to resource and staff the Project office in Baker Lake, to provide a place where 
people can easily go to ask questions, express concerns, get information on the Project, 
lodge grievances and/or attend meetings with Project staff  

• funding and managing staff members in Kivalliq communities with responsibilities to offer 
similar services to people  

• holding formal public meetings (open houses) at the community level at regular intervals, 
and at additional times as may be requested or required – such meetings will focus on 
updates of information on the Project’s progress; discussion of the current understanding 
of Project effects, risks, and (environmental and) socio-economic management measures 
in response; and upcoming opportunities for participation in the Project 

• holding meetings with: 
o the Community Liaison Committee in Baker Lake and the Regional Liaison 

Committee, to discuss and resolve issues of concern as these arise  
o communities and governments to develop and implement activities in support of 

socio-economic management measures, including for example education and 
training initiatives and community contributions 

o sub groups, for example with businessmen, elders and women, to discuss and 
resolve issues or advance opportunities that may not be of general interest 

• maintaining and monitoring the content of Project websites that provide and avenue for 
input by any stakeholder, including the Project or company Blog, Facebook, and Twitter 
accounts 
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• cooperating as warranted with territorial, regional and hamlet authorities in meeting 
economic and social development goals  

• distributing periodic information with appropriate content and through appropriate media 
on Project progress and events of interest, including current information on Project 
activities, effects and risks, (environmental and) socio-economic management plans, 
economic opportunities and community contributions 

• clearly notifying in all Project information media of names and coordinates of staff with 
responsibility for community relations 

• fostering a workplace environment with positive morale and that facilitates worker input 
without fear of misunderstanding or retribution  

• including engagement, participation and public reporting of results in (environmental and) 
socio-economic monitoring programs  

• implementing a guided mine visit program, including site visits for family members of 
Project workers 

• providing cross cultural training to management and supervisory staff including 
communication with Inuit employees and people in communities and communication with 
non-Inuit employees, as well as on engagement and on the grievance mechanism (see 
below) 

• maintaining an engagement database with the results of all the above events, including 
any issues raised and undertakings to resolve these issues 

• regular internally reporting and by exception as necessary on the results of the 
engagement activities such that these results can be used as input into Project decision 
making  

• implementing a grievance and dispute resolution mechanism, to manage any instances 
over the life of the Project where people feel they have, and may indeed have, grounds 
for complaint – this mechanism (presented in Tier 3 Technical Appendix 3C Community 
Involvement Plan) will include:  

o a simple and accessible process to lodge a grievance, either verbally or in writing 
o clarity on roles relative to addressing the grievance for each of the person lodging 

the grievance, hamlet governments, the KIA and AREVA  
o the time frame within which a response to the grievance is provided  
o an appeal process, through mediation or arbitration, that defines time frames and 

roles for instances where a grievance escalates into a dispute because the 
response is not deemed satisfactory – by the person/group lodging the grievance, 
government representatives, or AREVA 

o a system to record all grievances, disputes and their resolution 
o a formula on how the costs of grievance resolution are to be shared 
o means to ensure feedback for action to relevant AREVA and/or contractor staff 

where systematic grievances are being observed.  
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6.5 Monitoring 

AREVA’s community relations and other management staff would normally informally monitor the 
day to day implementation of socio-economic mitigation and enhancement measures in the course of 
management and administration of their relationships with Project workers, and with people in 
communities and their representatives. Meetings in communities with representatives of elders, 
youth, women, business, hamlet governments and others, are vehicles for discussion of Project 
related issues. Project staff resources in the seven communities also provide means for people to 
raise issues on a regular basis. Facilitating access of workers and people across Kivalliq to AREVA 
allows the identification of concerns as these evolve. There is also however a requirement for formal 
monitoring, and for reporting on monitoring results.   

6.5.1 Objectives and Principles 

6.5.1.1 Objectives 

The imperative of the Project to deliver concrete economic benefits suggests that a priority for 
monitoring activity be the measurement of those benefits. In addition however, monitoring is 
necessary to establish trends in community wellbeing, such that problems, that may be related to the 
Project or that the Project can effectively address, can be identified.  

The overall objectives of socio-economic monitoring are thus to: 

• record the uptake of employment, education and training and contracting opportunities 
over time and analyze the trends in this uptake in relation to expected outcomes 

• determine the effectiveness of socio-economic effect mitigation and benefit enhancement 
measures, including for example employee and family assistance programs and 
measures to accommodate traditional culture in the work place  

• participate with people in communities and governments to evaluate the trends in 
economic and social development and wellbeing in Kivalliq, as well as the relationship 
between these and the Project  
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• assess the accuracy of the assessment predictions and mitigation to inform adaptive 
management, demonstrate compliance with those Project socio-economic management 
commitments that are related to ecosystemic impacts49 

It is noted that monitoring does not solely consist of the identification of indicators and the collection 
of data on these indicators. It is more importantly the analysis of data collected in relation to the 
objectives of socio-economic management, the realities of Project implementation and the socio-
economic dynamic in affected communities. Further, monitoring is only valuable insofar as it is 
comprehensively reported and the results used to adjust socio-economic management measures. 

6.5.1.2 Principles 

AREVA’s principles for its monitoring are: 

• Relevance: AREVA’s monitoring responsibilities are limited to the monitoring necessary to 
establish the degree to which the Project i) is achieving its objectives in terms of benefits 
to Kivalliq communities; ii) may be having negative effects on individual and/or community 
wellbeing; and iii) is meeting company standards for performance and its EIS 
expectations.  

• Cost-effectiveness and efficiency: There are many data that are already collected within 
communities by various levels of government. It is important to identify indicators that are 
pertinent to monitoring objectives, and that affected people themselves identify indicators. 
However, to the extent possible selection of such indicators should be made from data 
already being collected. This is in the interests of cost effectiveness and efficiency, but 
also of data comparability across both space and time, which facilitates data interpretation 
and analysis. 

• Confidentiality and transparency: Much socio-economic data, individual but also 
community level data in small communities, needs to be treated as confidential, as of 
course does any analysis of that data. However, confidentiality cannot be extended to 
those who need the data and analysis to make decisions, adjust mitigation and benefit 
enhancement measures, or commit resources. There is a requirement for transparency 
among parties to a monitoring program such that the monitoring results can be used 

                                                

 

 

 

49 NLCA Sections 12.2.2 (d), 12.2.3, Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act Section 24 
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effectively and within the limits of confidentiality there is a requirement for transparency 
with regard to making monitoring results available to communities.  

• Participation of affected people: AREVA recognizes that effective monitoring, with few 
exceptions more related to compliance than to socio-economic Project effects, is only 
possible with the participation of affected people. 

• Synergies with other monitoring initiatives: AREVA sees potential significant overlap 
between obligations for reporting under the EIS, the IIBA, and expected output of its 
participation in the Kivalliq`s Socio-Economic Monitoring Committee (SEMC) and 
eventually the Nunavut General Monitoring Plan (NGMP). For many reasons, including 
efficiency and clarity and comparability of results, AREVA would wish to ensure no 
duplication of effort. This in turn implies cooperation between the various parties to these 
monitoring initiatives (see Section 6.5.2 below). 

6.5.2 Socio-economic Monitoring Context  

The last bullet above refers to other monitoring initiatives. Nunavut is a society in transition and has 
important economic and social challenges that need to be managed in a context of rapid change. A 
major force of change is expansion of the mining sector. The relationships between construction and 
operations of large mines and community economic and social development and cultural change 
remain not fully understood in Nunavut or elsewhere in northern Canada (see Section 7, Comparable 
Experiences).  

Multiple governing agencies, with various responsibilities for economic and social development and 
for culture in Nunavut, have responsibilities to participate in the monitoring of community wellbeing 
generally, including with reference to the effects of mining and to the effects of the Project 
specifically:   

• Currently a primary mechanism for meeting these responsibilities is joint participation of 
government and industry on each of three regional SEMCs, including the Kivalliq SEMC. 
SEMCs are led by GN, as the level of government with primary responsibility for socio-
economic monitoring. The Kivalliq SEMC also has representatives from hamlets (mayors), 
KIA, GN departments and other agencies, NIRB, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development Canada (AANDC) and industry – currently Agnico Eagle and AREVA regularly 
attend. The SEMC monitors and reports on industry’s performance regarding employment, 
contracting and other contributions to Kivalliq communities, as well as on regional socio-
economic conditions as these evolve.  

The work of the Kivalliq SEMC is somewhat challenged, including by limited data availability. 
Industry representatives are able to report current data on economic opportunities offered by 
their projects however regional and community level data of most interest to understanding 
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socio-economic change, and changes that might be specific to mining effects, are generally 
available with a minimum of a two year lag, or are unavailable.  

• Under the NLCA, there is a requirement for government, in cooperation with the Nunavut 
Planning Commission (NPC), to develop and implement a general plan for the monitoring of 
the ‘long term state and health of the ecosystemic and socio-economic environment’ in 
Nunavut (NLCA, Article 12.7.6).  Accordingly, NPC, NTI, AANDC and GN are working on the 
development of NGMP. They are currently consulting on the plan, on VECs and VSECs to be 
monitored, and on the indicators to be used for monitoring, and are developing data 
information management systems for NGMP implementation. The NGMP is expected to 
support decision making through the provision of credible data. An eventual interface with 
SEMC monitoring is expected and the NGMP could go some way towards providing the data 
SEMCs need to better monitor regional socio-economic trends.  

• With the negotiation and signature of an IIBA with the KIA, it is expected that AREVA will be 
required to provide monitoring reports to the KIA. It is also expected that the terms of the IIBA 
will include significant overlap with EIS socio-economic management commitments. As noted 
above, KIA participates in the Kivalliq SEMC.   

• NIRB has monitoring responsibilities related to the implementation of approval conditions for 
the Project, including socio-economic management commitments.  

In the event that AREVA concludes a Development Partnership Agreement with GN, there will also 
be reporting requirements specific to the terms of that agreement. Thus there are four, and may be 
five, different monitoring mechanisms that AREVA either directly, or by association, will participate in.  

In this context, broadly speaking, AREVA’s social monitoring plan is conceived as having two 
components: i) operations monitoring, to report on AREVA’s internal information management 
system data on socio-economic management inputs and outputs; and ii) collaborative monitoring, 
that is participation in governments’ initiatives towards monitoring of socio-economic conditions, 
trends and outcomes in Kivalliq communities. Operations monitoring data are of primary interest to 
the Kivalliq SEMC, KIA and NIRB. Collaborative monitoring data are of interest to all parties to socio-
economic monitoring in Nunavut. These two types of monitoring are described in Sections 6.5.5 and 
6.5.6 respectively.  

6.5.3 Monitoring Issues 

While it is expected that the Project will result in substantial benefits to people over its life cycle, 
some negative effects can be expected as well. Most of these negative effects are unpredictable in 
their scope – how significant they will prove to be and how many people and who exactly may be 
affected. In some cases there are no clear means to mitigate some of these potential negative 
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effects, without understanding what they actually turn out to be in detail. Uncertainty about effect 
outcomes means monitoring is critical to adaptive management.  

However, at least in a preliminary fashion, issues that may need monitoring can be identified on the 
basis of concerns people and governments have about the relationship between the Project and 
community economic and social development and culture. Taking into consideration engagement 
results; community priorities for monitoring as made evident in the deliberations, for example, of the 
Kivalliq SEMC and work toward the NGMP; experience to date of Meadowbank`s effects; and the 
conclusions presented in Sections 8 to 12 below on residual Project effects on Kivalliq communities, 
the following issues have been preliminarily identified as of potential interest to AREVA’s socio-
economic monitoring for the Project. It is noted that this list is not necessarily totally coincident with 
priorities for the Kivalliq SEMC and NGMP, whose responsibilities for monitoring are broader than 
those of AREVA can be expected to be.  

• uptake of Project employment, contracting and training opportunities 
• personal job satisfaction and lifestyle adjustments of AREVA employees 
• effectiveness of education and training initiatives, both work force training and the broader 

education and training initiatives 
• labour markets in communities  
• in and out migration levels, and consequent effects 
• use of Inuktitut and traditional practices, values and knowledge 
• physical and mental health  
• poor personal choices with regard to use of increased income, and consequent outcomes 

on components of community wellbeing, including, but not limited to, the use of controlled 
substances 

• pressures on physical and social infrastructure, specifically housing and policing. 

6.5.4 Community Level Data Availability and Analysis 

AREVA’s information management system will provide data on Project inputs and outputs related to 
socio-economic management. Such information includes data that may be of some use to 
understanding some community level effects. For example, AREVA will have data on worker 
residence and can therefore track migration at least of Project workers between communities. Rates 
of use of on-site elder and peer counselors and of EFAP can provide a measure of job satisfaction 
and lifestyle adjustment challenges. Additional data are however needed, most appropriately 
collected through collaborative monitoring.   

The baseline study has collected some data against which to measure community trends in such 
areas as population, educational achievement, average household size, participation and 
employment rates and average income. These data are periodically publicly reported by government, 
on the basis of household surveys or other sources of information, and are thus are fairly 
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straightforward to collect over time. Canadian census data are useful because of completeness 
however the data are only collected every five years and there is up to a two year lag in release after 
collection. Statistics Canada also provides data to the GNBS that is culled from tax files. These data 
are less complete and not always presented at a community level, but are available on an annual 
basis, with a one to two year lag.  

In addition, education, health, social assistance and police services keep detailed data on their 
operations. Most of these data are not public on confidentiality grounds, but could be used to derive 
rates of teenage pregnancy, attempted and actual suicides, domestic violence, mental health 
breakdown and various types of crime as examples. Such data are often more pertinent to 
monitoring wellbeing indicators than the census or tax file data are. These data, in an appropriately 
aggregated form to respect confidentiality concerns (in some cases only at a regional level), could in 
principle be provided by the agencies collecting them.   

Monitoring perceptions, through ongoing engagement with affected people, is also important. The 
extent of sharing and cooperation, the degree to which the Project workplace accommodates 
traditional culture, the levels of disturbance as a result of increased traffic and the legal but disruptive 
behaviour of out of area workforces for example of effects that are subjectively experienced. 
AREVA’s ongoing engagement with its workers and people in communities can provide some such 
information, and it may be that additional purpose or issue specific engagement (through focus 
groups for example) could be organized. 

As is evident in the NWT (see Section 7, Comparable Experiences) understanding the effects of 
mining, or a particular mining project, as opposed to changes in socio-economic indicators caused by 
other events or combinations of events, is challenging. It may be considered that collecting data from 
mining workers, as opposed to from a community`s population in general, could contribute to a better 
understanding of the effects of mining specifically. There may be an option, to be developed in 
consultation between the Project, its workers, various agencies responsible for monitoring, and 
perhaps additionally Agnico Eagle, to collect data that would enable the disaggregation of socio-
economic indicators for workers from those for an entire community population.  

It is acknowledge that some types of investigations that may be necessary to unravel Project effects 
from overall economic, social and cultural change can be particularly invasive. To understand the 
drivers of an unforeseen rise, for example, in teenage pregnancy requires more than evidence of 
coincidence of the observed rise and the mobilization of a Project. Monitoring data would need to 
extend to an understanding of under what circumstances the pregnancies occur to adjust socio-
economic management measures in response.   

Finally, although not always a data source on Kivalliq communities, monitoring and analysis of the 
effects of resource development projects on communities across the north is ongoing, by 
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governments, academics and resource extraction companies. Insights from such studies can inform 
the interpretation of data collected as described above.  

As data from the above data collection events become available, there will be a requirement to 
interpret any resulting evidence of socio-economic trends in Kivalliq communities and their relation to 
the Project. Such interpretation is needed if the monitoring results are to be effectively used in 
adjusting socio-economic management on AREVA`s part. It is also noted that the analysis would 
also be useful to governments in planning and decision making. 

6.5.5 Operations Monitoring 

This is the collection, analysis and reporting of internal AREVA information related to, for example, 
uptake of Project employment, contracting and training opportunities, health and safety performance, 
engagement activity, grievances, and contributions to communities. AREVA’s own records on its 
operations thus can provide much monitoring data on undertakings described in this EIS. In this 
regard, AREVA undertakes to: 

• maintain full human resource records in a from that permits an annual roll-up of selection, 
employment, promotion, training and exit statistics on the workforce by ethnicity, 
residence, gender and level as a percentage of the total workforce 

• maintain procurement records in a form that permits an annual roll-up of the number, 
value and general content of contracts for goods and services by supplier location and 
Inuit content, as a percentage of total procurement 

• require of all contractors annual reporting on employment and procurement that provides 
the same information 

• maintain health and safety, accident and incident, breach of worker codes of conduct and 
any other relevant records pertaining to events that occur in direct relation to Project 
activity 

• flag any anomalous results of traffic, air quality, noise, water flow and quality and 
biological monitoring programs, in order to permit an assessment of potential for social 
effects  

• maintain records on all public education and training events (for example, public 
emergency response training), including the content of and participation rates in events  

• maintain records on other social effect mitigation and benefit enhancement measures and 
on AREVA’s contributions to communities, identifying as relevant objectives, 
organizations in receipt of support, implementation details and number of beneficiaries 

• maintain records on all engagement events with the public, government, partner 
organizations, the Project workforce and contractors, noting attendance, issues raised 
and resolutions 

• maintain records on Project commitments to stakeholders and on grievances and their 
resolution 
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• maintain records of all information disclosure materials distributed by the Project 
• at least on an annual basis undertake a formal review of the results of the above to 

determine the degree of compliance with EIS related undertakings, and to identify (and 
address) any specific obstacles or problem areas and any systematic successes or 
failures. 

The above monitoring will be managed and administered solely by AREVA, insofar as it consists of 
the reporting of internal management information, maintained in a database that can be easily 
accessed for reporting purposes. AREVA will communicate the results internally to management, its 
workforce and its contractors as appropriate, such that the information can be used to adjust policies, 
procedures, and socio-economic management measures where adjustments are identified to be 
necessary. The results will also be annually reported in appropriate forms and discussed with 
communities, the Kivalliq SEMC, KIA, and NIRB, with a view to maintaining an environment of 
transparency and accountability, and to building confidence in AREVA’s economic and social 
performance relative to commitments. 

6.5.6 Collaborative Monitoring 

Collaborative monitoring for adaptive management is intended to capture trends in local economic 
and social development and culture, as well as the relationship between these and the Project, such 
that any evolving negative social effects can be managed and any positive benefits can be learned 
from and enhanced. Further, irrespective of directly attributable cause and effect, it is in the interests 
of AREVA to understand socio-economic trends such that where the Project is able to intervene 
effectively, it has the information to do so. AREVA has a long term interest in healthy communities. 
Finally, putting in place a monitoring framework that attempts to understand cause and effect is 
important to both AREVA and Kivalliq, towards maintaining a constructive relationship between 
communities and the Project.  

AREVA would intend to collaborate with communities, KIA, GN and AANDC to develop a framework 
for collaborative monitoring, primarily through participation with the Kivalliq SEMC. The details of this 
framework will be negotiated as part of the EIS process (and the IIBA), and will likely evolve over 
time as the relative capacities, interests, activities and responsibilities of the Kivalliq SEMC and the 
NGMP are further developed over the interim to construction. The rest of this section thus provides 
AREVA`s early thinking on its role in this collaborative monitoring and on indicators that might be 
considered as relevant to a better understanding of Project effects on economic and social 
development and culture in Kivalliq.     

6.5.6.1 AREVA’s Role in Collaborative Monitoring 

AREVA sees it role, through participation with the Kivalliq SEMC, as:  
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• contributing to government monitoring processes any relevant information collected by 
AREVA on its day to day operations, as described in Section 6.5.5, Operations Monitoring 
– this reporting will include some analysis of results relative to socio-economic 
management desired outcomes, for example on reasons for worker terminations and 
barriers to worker advancement  

• developing, in collaboration with the Kivalliq SEMC and other parties, a detailed 
monitoring plan which defines issues, appropriate indicators, methodologies for data 
collection and analysis, roles and responsibilities, schedules and budgets – care needs to 
be taken to ensure that this monitoring plan fulfills the objectives of Kivalliq SEMC 
monitoring, but also is as consistent and complementary as possible with monitoring 
requirements of the IIBA, NIRB and NGMP 

• providing financial50 and technical support to the SEMC as may be agreed, including 
potentially through the funding of work of technical resources to assist in the development 
and the implementation of parts of the detailed monitoring plan and to develop capacity 
within the Kivalliq SEMC 

• discussing with participants in collaborative monitoring, as well as with Project workers to 
the extent they are implicated, options for the collection and reporting of additional data, 
for example on Project workers and their families, that may contribute to a better 
understanding of Project effects on communities 

• collaborating with Agnico Eagle (or other mining related companies that may in future be 
implicated in socio-economic monitoring) towards some consistency in approaches for 
any data collection on mining sector workers, as agreed as useful in the detailed 
monitoring plan  

• respecting confidentiality concerns of both workers and other participants in collaborative 
monitoring, which could extend to maintaining an arm`s length distance from data 
collection, analysis and reporting  

As noted above, there are currently limits on the availability and usefulness of data for purposes of 
monitoring socio-economic effects of the Project specifically. Some of these data gaps may be 
addressed with time as the NGMP is rolled out. More public reporting, even aggregated at a regional 
level, of data currently held by government service delivery staff for example would assist the Kivalliq 
SEMC to monitor wellbeing.  

                                                

 

 

 
50 There are costs associated with the time of participants in collaborative monitoring group, data collection events, expert services, 
translation, and/or reporting on monitoring results to communities. 
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In addition, there are three potential avenues for AREVA to assist in addressing gaps. The first would 
be to take advantage of data that AREVA would expect to have on its workers, but would not 
necessarily report if currently applied reporting requirements were followed. Agnico Eagle has 
initiated something along these lines to an extent – for example, their reporting to the Kivalliq SEMC 
in 2010 included a qualitative analysis of employee turnover. Such reporting could be expanded to 
include, again as examples, quantitative measures of worker job satisfaction (data on worker 
grievances), work related family stresses (data on use of counselors and EFAP) and migratory 
movements between communities (worker residence data). 

The second avenue that might be considered would be to agree with workers that data could be 
collected from them as a subpopulation of interest. If quantification of trends were an objective, this 
would most effectively be done using questionnaires. Questionnaires are not often used in northern 
Canada and there is some conviction that people may be unwilling to participate in this kind of 
survey. Experience suggests however that where people understand the purposes of data collection 
and how the data will be used, are offered the opportunity to decline to answer any specific question 
and are confident of confidentiality, there is willingness to participate.  

The third possible approach would be similar to that in place in northern Saskatchewan, as a 
collaborative exercise between communities, government and mining companies. This process has 
been running since 1999 to look at and address issues, according to priorities communities 
themselves identify (see Section 7, Comparable Experiences for a fuller description of this process). 
Rather than regular collection and reporting of data, the process involves ongoing consultation with 
communities to identify and address issues communities feel are of interest. The process is thus 
highly responsive, and purposes specific in its activities, but does not include regular collection of 
indicator data.  

In addition of course, some combination of any of the three avenues outlined above could be agreed.  

Indicators 

Socio-economic monitoring in Kivalliq is rapidly evolving, as are socio-economic conditions and 
learning about the effects of Meadowbank. Indicators are derived from issues and although a 
preliminary list of issues is presented in Section 6.5.3 above, these would need to be confirmed in 
order to arrive at appropriate indicators. With Project construction at least five years in the future, it is 
premature to predetermine indicators for collaborative monitoring.  As noted above, AREVA would 
expect to work with the Kivalliq SEMC and other monitoring partners to develop a detailed monitoring 
plan before construction begins. This subsection thus simply provides some early thinking on 
indicators that may be of some interest and could in principle be collected on workers as a 
subpopulation, if it is agreed that more quantitative information on workers is a worthwhile objective 
for collaborative monitoring. 
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In principle, the selection of indicators should parallel what is being done elsewhere for purposes of 
comparability and shared lessons learned. Table 6.5-1 presents indicators presently used in the 
Northwest Territories (to monitor the effects of diamond mining) and in Nunavut (to monitor 
community wellbeing). These indicators are listed in columns numbered 1 to 4. (The table also 
includes a double column, column 5, which is explained below). 
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Table 6.5-1 Monitoring Indicators 

  1. NWT (2010) 2. Kitikmeot (2006) 3. Doris North Plan (2007) 4. Kivalliq SEMC 
(2009) 

5. Possible Project Worker Indicators 
Worker Family/Members 

Population   

population population population no. of workers family size 

population growth 

  

population growth community of residence in/out migrating family members 

age and gender distribution age and gender 
distribution age, gender and ethnicity distribution of workers same under 16 population 

ethnicity   

Education 

high school completion 

  

no. of high school graduates  

high school 
completion (age 20 to 
25) educational achievement grade or if out of school, educational achievement 

less than grade 9 education, age 25 to 
64 

  

no. seeking mine-related training 
through the Nunavut Community 
Skills Inventory System 

registered 
apprenticeships by 
type 

  no. registered in post-secondary training, by length and type 
of program 

no. registered in mine related training programs 
on/off site, by length and type of program same (off site) 

school capacity 
  

  
    

school attendance truancy rates 

Health and 
wellness 

injuries 

  

  

  

health and safety data, leaves granted on wellbeing 
grounds, use of counsellors and EFAP, use of 
health facilities 

incidence of injury/accident  
potential years of life lost 

suicides suicides no. of suicides and attempted suicides  

communicable diseases 
(sexually transmitted) sexually transmitted infections 

no. and type of sexually transmitted infections 

no. and type of chronic disease conditions 
no. and type of infectious diseases 

    drug/alcohol/cigarette consumption 

teen births teen births teen births 
single parent families family structure single parent families 

children receiving services children in care 
children in care  children in care 
interventions involving children  no. of social service interventions involving children  

spousal assault 
  

  (included below) 

  
visits to health centres by 
community use of mine site health facilities visits to health centres/hospitals 

health professionals       

Housing 
crowding household size   

    
no. of people per dwelling/bedroom 

core need   applicants for social housing  housing quality 
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  1. NWT (2010) 2. Kitikmeot (2006) 3. Doris North Plan (2007) 4. Kivalliq SEMC 
(2009) 

5. Possible Project Worker Indicators 
Worker Family/Members 

home ownership new private housing units  housing by type of 
tenure housing by type of tenure 

      
internet access 
energy use 

Crime 

total police reported crimes 

criminal incidents by category 

overall crime rate by community 

reported criminal code 
incidents leaves/terminations for reasons related to crime 

(victim or perpetrator) 

victim of violent crime, domestic and other 
violent crimes victim of property crime 
property crimes calls by community calls related to substance abuse 
traffic crime calls related to youth  calls related to domestic violence 

federal statute crimes  calls related to domestic violence  calls related to substance abuse with domestic violence 

 
calls related to drugs 

(included above) calls related to alcohol 
  charges by age and gender     

Traditional 
economy 

trapping trapping 

      

registered trappers 
hunting and fishing hunting and fishing registered hunters 
  made crafts artists 
aboriginal language use (youth) 

  
language spoken most often in the home 

  
voting rates 
volunteering 

Non-
traditional 
economy 

average income 

  

  median household 
income salaries/wages household income 

  cost of living or food price index purchasing power 

  
  

wage disparity 

    

    earnings and government transfers, % of total income 

employment rate 

working age population  

job category  

(included above) 

employment rate by industry 
and job category employment by industry and job category 

employment rate by gender 
and ethnicity 

(included above) worker education 

employment by industry 

unemployment rate   
  

unemployed (rate calculated from above data) 

participation rate labour force participation (rate calculated from above data) 

business activity   new businesses  GST filers    no. of GST filers 

        worker satisfaction measures (resignations, 
grievances) job satisfaction measure (resignations) 

 
Sources: 1. GNWT, 2010; 2. Kitikmeot SEMC, 2009; 3. Miramar Hope Bay Ltd, 2007; 4. Kivalliq SEMC, 2010.  Note: Miramar’s monitoring plan also included a number of additional indicators related to Project inputs and outputs, rather than to community wellness outcomes.  
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Not only the Kivalliq SEMC, but also other regional SEMCs, have been discussing appropriate 
indicators for some time.51 Currently, the Kivalliq SEMC list of indicators is quite short. However, it is 
noted that other issues have been raised during meetings, with thought being given to obtaining 
additional data. For example, as of 2010, the Kivalliq SEMC was also interested in exploring any 
relationships between employment and drug and alcohol abuse and between employment and 
activity on the land. Thus their indicator list can be considered under development.  

It will be seen from the columns numbered 1 to 4 that different indicators are of interest in different 
jurisdictions, although there is some convergence on major themes. However there is no socio-
economic monitoring standard in common use, perhaps not least because in different communities, 
different issues are of most importance. The availability, collectability, usefulness and relevance of 
indicator data tend to be specific to the realities and perceptions of a given population.  

For example, if the incidence of family breakdown is agreed to be an important component of 
community wellbeing (as it is in NWT but is not, at least not yet, in Kivalliq), what indicator is (or what 
indicators are) appropriate to measure changes in incidence? In a community with adequate shelter 
options, the number of women and/or children in shelters may be a good indicator, but if shelters 
have closed, or are often operating at capacity, it is not. In some communities, the number of women 
in shelters may be considered too confidential to report, whereas the percentage of female headed 
households may not be. Because there are good data regularly (if infrequently) collected and 
reported on female headed households, this may be a preferred indicator for reasons of 
comparability with trends in other jurisdictions. 

There is a challenge additional to selecting appropriate indicators and collecting data. That is to 
interpret the data. Data provide only a measure of change, not an explanation for that change. Some 
of this challenge can be addressed by the selection of indicators, but some can be addressed by the 
collection of data on subpopulations. For example, if an increase in family breakdown, however 
measured, is observed in the period after a mining project begins, why specifically has this occurred 
and in what proportion relative to what cause? Is this a continuing trend for reasons that have little to 
do with a mining project? Do increasing employment opportunities for women in the broader 
economy give some the financial independence to leave poor marriages? Is stress related to 
rotational employment a contributing factor to marriage breakdown? Without explanation, neither a 

                                                

 

 

 
51 As of the most recently available reports the Qikiqtaaluk SEMC was still discussing, but had not agreed on, indicators. NGMP is also in 
the process of establishing indicators.  
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project nor communities are able to frame a response to what may appear to be, but in fact may not 
be, a negative project related effect.  

In this context, there is a gap that AREVA, potentially in partnership with other mining companies, 
may be able to help fill. The columns numbered 5 in Table 6.5-1 provide a notional indication of the 
kinds of data that it is conceivable consideration could be given to collecting from mining workers and 
their households and family members, for comparison with data on people in general. To the extent 
that there are worries about the negative effects of mining employment on, as examples, drug and 
alcohol abuse, traditional culture and language use, the linkages are through the choices made by 
mining workers and their families. Thus separating out mining workers from the rest of the population 
could provide more explanatory power to analyses of trends in indicators. The indicators in the table 
were selected to approximate indicators used in other jurisdictions, for purposes of comparability. 
Again, it is emphasized that the table is not a proposal, but an illustration of the kinds of data that 
might be collected.  

It is acknowledged that there are a number of challenges to collecting data on Project workers:  

• Unwillingness on the part of some workers can have implications for the 
representativeness of results. 

• Some data that in principle could be collected is highly personal in nature. People may 
not want to give answers, or not provide correct answers to very personal questions, such 
as STI incidence or suicide attempts. This may not only be for reasons of confidentiality 
outside the family, but also inside the family. Parents for example do not necessarily know 
everything about their children.  

• Even if data could be reliably collected, there are important confidentiality concerns. Who 
the data are collected by, and how the data are reported and to whom, are issues that 
would need to be resolved. It can be more appropriate for third parties to collect data and 
manage confidentiality concerns than either mining companies or community groups. 
Where incidence rates are small, within the group of workers or within communities, data 
may not be reportable or reportable only at a regional level.  

• Some of the data that the table indicates might be available on workers is not currently 
available at community or regional levels. This may change, in response to the NGMP or 
to specific requests by the Kivalliq SEMC to, for example social service delivery staff. 
There is less value in collecting data from workers if comparable data are not available for 
the larger population.  

• AREVA would only be able to collect such data on its own workers. Project effects such 
as indirect and induced employment, migration, or changes to social cohesion (and 
consequences of these) are not specific to mining workers. Thus although data on 
workers can provide more explanatory power, other investigations may also be 
necessary.  
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• Notionally identical processes should be put in place by others additional to AREVA – 
larger sample sizes both contribute to data reliability and alleviate some confidentiality 
concerns. This requires additional collaboration, coordination and potentially joint funding.   

Thus there is much to discuss and agree to put in place a plan for collaborative monitoring of many 
of the potential Project socio-economic effects. It is also noted that as the Project advances, both 
Project effects and issues of concern to communities will evolve and monitoring plans will need to 
evolve in concert.   

Path Forward 

AREVA would expect to discuss the path forward for collaborative socio-economic monitoring as the 
EIS and IIBA processes advance, and as NGMP and the Kivalliq SEMC develop their approaches, 
indicators and capacities. This would be with a view to having at least an initial plan, likely fairly 
modest, in place before construction begins. In the interim, AREVA expects to continue to participate 
on the Kivalliq SEMC and to continue to provide the kinds of operational data it routinely collects.    

AREVA wishes to maintain open dialogue, and to reach agreement on timely data sharing as 
appropriate, with GN departments with mandates related to Project implementation, including as 
examples Department of Finance (revenue flows to GN), Department of Justice (justice issues) and 
Department of Environment. 

6.6 Inuit Impact Benefit Agreement 

The NLCA sets out matters considered appropriate for Inuit benefits of projects (Schedule 26-1). 
Aside from contractual conditions (such as for arbitration, amendment and enforceability), and the 
provision that the IIBA appropriately includes any matter that the parties consider to be relevant to 
the needs of a project and the Inuit, the following matters as set out in the NLCA are consider 
appropriate to managing the socio-economic benefits of the Project:  

• Inuit training at all levels 
• Inuit preferential hiring 
• employment rotation reflecting Inuit needs and preferences 
• scholarships 
• labour relations 
• business opportunities for Inuit including 

o provision of expert advice 
o notification of business opportunities 
o preferential contracting practices 

• housing, accommodation and recreation 
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• safety, health and hygiene 
• language of workplace 
• identification, protection and conservation of archaeological sites and specimans 
• research and development 
• Inuit access to facilities constructed for the Project such as airfields and roads 
• particularly important Inuit environmental concerns and disruption of wildlife, including 

wildlife disruption compensation schemes 
• Outpost camps 
• information flow and interpretation, including liaison between Inuit and the proponent 

regarding project management and Inuit participation and concerns 
• relationship to prior and subsequent agreements 
• co-ordination with other developments 
• arbitration and amendment provisions 
• implementation and enforceability, including performance bonds and liquidated damages 

clauses 
• obligations of subcontractors. 

It will be noted that there is complete overlap of the generic matters listed above, and AREVA`s 
statements in this EIS. It is not expected that IIBA negotiations between AREVA and KIA will negate 
in any way AREVA`s current intentions for socio-economic management, however, it is expected that 
the IIBA will contain differences in detail. This implies that the full details of all effect mitigation and 
benefit enhancement measures will not be confirmed until the IIBA is negotiated.  

The NLCA also requires that, unless otherwise agreed, that IIBA negotiations are to be initiated at 
least 180 days prior to the start-up date of a major development project (Section 26.4.1).  AREVA 
and the KIA continue to negotiate the IIBA at the time of FEIS preparation.  Both parties have agreed 
that it is premature to discuss IIBA terms at this time. Thus for purposes of this EIS, there is no 
information available on IIBA terms.  

The IIBA is expected to address not only many of the details of what impact mitigation and benefit 
enhancement measures are to be implemented, but also details on how they will be implemented. It 
is noted that hamlet councils, KIA, NIRB, GN and AANDC all have legislated and regulatory 
responsibilities with regard to the implementation of the Project, with regard to the economic and 
social development and culture of people under their jurisdictions, with regard to socio-economic 
monitoring, and consequently with regard to the management of any effect mitigation and benefit 
enhancement.  
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6.7 Other Initiatives in Support Of Socio-Economic Development and 
Culture in Nunavut  

AREVA expects that the Project will increase economic opportunities in Kivalliq but acknowledges 
that there are some challenges to managing many of the potential socio-economic effects of the 
Project. In very general terms, these include that the Inuit have limited educational achievement, 
businesses are small and inexperienced and the take up of economic opportunities should not be at 
the expense of traditional culture or individual and family wellbeing. Such challenges are not specific 
to the Project, but are of general concern to government as the economy of Nunavut continues its 
transition from a land based to a mixed economy.  

Accordingly, there are already very many programs in place in Nunavut to address such challenges. 
This is the context within which AREVA expects to implement socio-economic management. There is 
a need to ensure that AREVA’s socio-economic management measures are consistent with existing 
polices, plans and programs and there are opportunities for partnerships that can enhance the 
effectiveness of AREVA’s socio-economic management. In addition, policies, plans and programs of 
both the public and private sectors will contribute to mitigating negative Project effects and 
enhancing benefits. 

The list below is a very partial indication of the breadth of activities in Nunavut that are in place to 
strengthen community economies, and to support traditional culture and wellbeing. These and other 
policies, plans and programs, will contribute to the capacity of Nunavummiut to manage negative 
effects and access benefits of the Project.  

• Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. has numerous programs for hunters and harvesters, providing 
financial assistance for equipment for traditional activities (including sewing), for HTOs to 
organize community harvests for the benefit of all community members, and for the 
teaching/learning of survival and other traditional skills. HTOs will often receive funds 
from Economic Development to hunt for country foods to be distributed to communities 
(IQ WCE 2009).  

• The Government of Nunavut passed the Inuit Language Protection Act in 2009, to protect 
and revitalize Inuktitut, including the creation of a fund to support improving Inuktitut 
literacy and proficiency.  

• The Department of Culture, Elders, Language and Youth is working to standardize 
Inuktitut terminology, supports efforts to protect, promote and preserve traditional culture 
and language, supports elder and youth initiatives, and has developed the Inuit Societal 
Values project to strengthen the role of elders in addressing social problems.   

• The Department of Education has developed a bilingual education strategy for Nunavut, 
addressing areas such as curriculum and teaching and learning resources more 
specifically targeted to ensuring that students are proficient in English and Inuktitut. The 
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department certifies elders to be hired in schools to assist in teaching about Inuit culture, 
tradition and knowledge.  

• Nunavut Arctic College has programs to build traditional arts and crafts skills, including 
the business skills needed to successfully market products. The college has succeeded in 
developing training programs wholly within Nunavut for teacher and nurse certification 
and has recently opened a trade school in Rankin Inlet.  

• The Department of Health and Social Services implements a range of public health 
education and disease prevention programs, and works with Health Canada on drug 
treatment programs, specifically with at risk Inuit youth in areas of substance abuse and 
mental health.  

• The Department of Economic Development and Transportation has developed a strategy 
for growth in the arts and crafts sector, funds programs to implement the strategy, and 
has a small business support program. 

• Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada provides funding for postsecondary 
training, community infrastructure, and support to business development. 

• Regional Inuit Associations work to provide youth with accessible, community‐based, 
culturally relevant support for economic, social and personal development, in areas such 
as education, skills development, life skills, parenting and recreation.  

• The Kivalliq Mine Training Society is working with Agnico Eagle to train youth specifically 
for employment opportunities as Meadowbank. 

• The Nunavut Business Credit Corporation provides financing to businesses based in 
Nunavut. 

• The Nunavut Research Institute promotes IQ, science and research as a resource for the 
wellbeing of Nunavummiut 
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7 Comparable Experiences 

As noted in Section 4, Scope and Broad Methodology of the Assessment, where experiences of 
other northern communities in proximity to large mining projects are documented, these have value 
in the assessment of potential Project effects on Kivalliq communities. Although there are no strictly 
comparable other experiences, there are lessons to be learned from elsewhere that may be 
judiciously applied to Kivalliq. Of primary interest in this regard are experiences in Nunavut with the 
Polaris and Nanisivik mines, in NWT with the diamond mines, and in northern Saskatchewan with 
uranium mining.  

The section does not focus overly on employment and contracting results for such mining projects. 
For Polaris and Nanisivik and for the diamond mines in NWT, figures for Inuit or Aboriginal 
employment have been disappointing and there has been limited development of business, outside 
Yellowknife. The history of employment and contracting in northern Saskatchewan, and by 
Meadowbank, are more informative on the AREVA and Kivalliq experiences specifically, and are 
presented in the discussion for the potential for effects on community economies (see Section 8). 

Additionally, given the GN’s concerns about unexpected population growth and associated pressures 
on government service and infrastructure delivery, this section includes some information on the 
northern Alberta experience with the rapid development of the oil sands. The situation in northern 
Alberta is not comparable to anything expected in Nunavut as a result of Kiggavik. In migration into 
Fort McMurray from elsewhere in Alberta, Canada and the rest of the world has been in response not 
to one, but to dozens of new large developments and has largely occurred since the late 1990s (i.e. 
30 years after the initiation of oil sands development). Further, various oil sands project 
environmental assessments continually underestimated population increases – increases were 
consistently higher over the 2000s than the ‘maximum’ growth scenarios projected in these 
environmental assessments – leaving Fort McMurray in particular unprepared for the unexpected 
population increases that did occur.  

Nevertheless there are lessons to be learned about the management of social and physical services 
and infrastructure challenges from this quite extreme example. These centre on the expectations that 
i) supply and demand resolve themselves over time (there can be an issue of timeliness of supply, 
that may not exactly match developing demand) as governments plan and implement the delivery of 
services and infrastructure as needed; and ii) governments have the resources to do this as a result 
of the economic and fiscal benefits brought about by large projects.   
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7.1 Nunavut 

The Polaris and Nanisivik mines both closed, after 20 and 25 years of operation respectively, in 
2002. The case of Nanisivik (near Arctic Bay) is better documented. The project involved a decision 
to build a town adjacent to the mine site – despite the presence of Arctic Bay less than 30 kms away 
– with the consequent challenges of how to dispose of the town when the mine closed. After 25 
years of operation, Inuit employment had never exceeded 30% of a comparatively small workforce, 
equivalent to about 60 jobs. A study (cited in Cumberland, 2006) by the then named Baffin Region 
Inuit Association looked specifically at employment effects. Anecdotal opinion differed on the 
project’s effects on employees, their families and the economy of Arctic Bay.  

Subsequently, Brubacher and Associates (2002) qualitatively investigated the project`s socio-
economic effects in Arctic Bay, in preparation for the mine’s closure. Overall, qualitative information 
obtained during interviews with people in Arctic Bay was more positive than negative. The study 
concluded that the Nanisivik mine had positive direct, indirect and induced economic benefits and 
that the primary negative effects (aside from closure) were related to the abuse of alcohol and 
associated behaviours. With regard to other potential socio-economic effects (such as effects on 
traditional activities, family function, intergenerational relations and capacity building) different 
individuals reported different responses to the mine, some positive and some negative. With regard 
to the last conclusion however, overall there appeared to be no net measureable effects that could 
be disaggregated in cause from other ongoing forces of change.  

On the subject of closure, the study noted that negative effects included loss of income to individuals 
and businesses, loss of services and `uncertainty` with respect to the disposition of physical plant 
that represented a heavy investment on the part of the GN (equivalent to $45 million in 2002 dollars). 
Loss of income was considered significant; however the study noted that comparatively few people 
and businesses depended on the project for most or all of their livelihoods. By closure, only 9% of 
Nanisivik workers was northern – most, but not all, of these were from Arctic Bay. Loss of services, 
particularly jet service and increased sea lifts using mine boats but also including mine site 
recreational facilities, was also considered a significant negative effect of closure by the people of 
Arctic Bay.  

The study made a series of recommendations to GN, addressed to managing the effects of closure 
on Arctic Bay. The study also noted lessons learned, and consequent recommendations to both 
communities and governments with regard to future projects, all of which imply participation of a 
project proponent. These recommendations focus on open communication between all parties, 
monitoring of socio-economic effects, reporting on a project’s commitments and effects, providing 
support staff in communities to facilitate the relationship between a project and affected people, 
implementing culturally appropriate mitigation and benefit enhancement measures, and providing 
training to better prepare Inuit for employment.  
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A qualitative comparison of the socio-economic effects of the Polaris (near Resolute Bay) and 
Nanisivik mines, on the basis of interviews on people’s perceptions of impacts, was done by Bowes-
Lyon et al (2009). Although the process for Polaris development was much improved over that of 
Nanisivik (environmental and socio-economic impact assessments were done before construction, 
and engagement on the potential for benefits and how to realize these was extensive), the overall 
conclusion was that economic benefits were not numerous at either mine and came to an end at 
closure. The limited economic benefits were attributed to little training of the (small) Inuit work force 
and few partnerships with businesses. Alcohol consumption was also thought to have increased by 
participants in interviews, in both Resolute Bay and Arctic Bay. However it is noted in this regard that 
at both mines the purchase of alcohol was ‘unrestricted and unmonitored’.  

The only long term socio-economic benefit identified in either community was that the education in 
the school at Nanisivik probably better prepared children for later employment than the school in 
Arctic Bay – in part because Inuit children schooled at the mine school had better English language 
skills. The study concluded that there were few lasting positive or negative effects as a result of 
either project, and no contributions to social development. The study also noted that neither project 
was held accountable for failures to meet commitments. Recommendations were similar to those of 
Brubacher, focusing on engagement and training for both employment and contracting.   

Newer mines in Nunavut (Tahera, Meadowbank and the construction phase of Doris North) have not 
operated for long enough to permit any conclusive analysis of socio-economic effects beyond uptake 
of employment, business and training opportunities. Meadowbank in particular has proved successful 
at enhancing economic benefits to Inuit.  

7.2 Northwest Territories Diamond Mines 

GNWT, in partnership with BHP Billiton, Diavik and De Beers, has undertaken the only sustained 
quantitative effort in northern Canada to investigate and monitor mining’s effects on a full range of 
socio-economic indicators in nearby communities. The first monitoring report, Communities and 
Diamonds, was published in 2002 and accumulated data have been reported in each subsequent 
report.  
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Table 7.2-1 presents in summary form the results of the Communities and Diamonds report on the 
year 2012 (GNWT, 2013). For purposes of the table, ‘affected communities’ are the seven small 
communities52 in closest proximity to the mines and ‘unaffected communities’ are the other NWT 
communities excluding Yellowknife. Red cells (w) indicate a worsening trend, green cells (b) indicate 
a trend for the better and white cells (same) indicate no observable trend. The exception is the 
column headed ‘trend associated to diamond mining’, where it is indicated whether the observed 
trend is probably, possibly or not associated with mining. 

Table 7.2-1 Summary of Community and Diamonds Findings 
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Community, Family and Individual Wellbeing 

Potential years of life lost w b possible b b b 

Injuries w b possible b b same 

Suicides w w possible b w w 

Communicable diseases (sexually transmitted) w w possible w w same 

Teen births w b possible b w w  

Single parent families w w probable w w w  

Children receiving services w w n/a w b b 

Spousal assault w w n/a same b w  

Total police reported crimes w w possible w w w 

Violent crimes w w possible w w b 

Property crimes w w possible w b same 

                                                

 

 

 

52 Behchokö, Gamètì, Whatì, Wekweètì, Detah, N'dilo, and Lutselk’e 
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Federal statute crimes (includes drugs) w w possible w w w 

Other criminal code offences (often alcohol related) w w possible w w same 

Home ownership b same possible b b w 

Crowding b b probable b w b 

Core need b b probable b w same 

Cultural Wellbeing and Traditional Economy 

Aboriginal language use (youth) w w possible w b b 

Trapping w b possible b b b 

Hunting and fishing same b possible same same b 

Country food consumption same b possible same b b 

Nontraditional Economy 

Average income b b probable b w b 

Wage disparity w b possible b w b 

Income assistance cases b b probable b w b 

Employment rate b b probable b w b 

Unemployment rate b b probable b w b 

Participation rate b b probable same w same 

High school completion b b probable b w b 

Less than grade 9 b b probable b w b 

Business activity b same n/a w w b 

Total (worse) 16 11 n/a 10 19 7 

Total (better) 11 16 n/a 15 9 16 

Total (same) 2 2 n/a 4 1 6 

Total 29 29 n/a 29 29 29 
Source: Derived from GNWT, 2013 
Note: n/a is not applicable, the report notes, because data for the indicator have only available for years subsequent to the beginning of 
diamond mining in 1997. ‘ 
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There are a number of elements to note from Table 7.2-1: 

• The socio-economic effects assessments for the three large diamond mines were more 
negative about the potential for negative impacts in affected communities than has proven 
to be the case over the last decade (compare columns A and B). 

• With regard to the above bullet, the assessments’ expected negative trends were 
identified to be impacts of their respective projects specifically whereas the table shows 
that where negative trends have been observed in affected communities, they have also 
been observed in unaffected communities. The single exception is the rate of suicides.53 
(Compare columns B and D.) 

• Only in the case of a single negative trend (the percentage of single parent families) did 
the investigators conclude a ‘probable’ association with mining. Other trends with 
probable associations are all positive (see column C).  

• Most probable associations relate to various employment and income indicators (see 
column C). The report acknowledges that particularly wellbeing and traditional economic 
activity indicators are affected by so many factors that a definite causal link to mining is 
challenging to conclude, particularly in a context where the same trends are observable in 
both mining affected and unaffected communities.  The converse is also true – it is 
equally challenging to conclude the absence of a causal link.  

• Prior to mine development, the affected communities were generally worse off than the 
unaffected communities with regard to indicators of social wellbeing and nontraditional 
economic activity, although they had stronger cultural indicators. Cultural indicators are 
yet stronger in affected communities subsequent to mine development. Although affected 
communities are still worse off with regard to indicators of nontraditional economic activity 
(see column E), in the last decade the gaps for have narrowed (affected communities are 
gaining ground relative to unaffected communities). However the data indicate that that 
performance is much more mixed for indicators for social wellbeing – of a total of 16 
indicators, seven show that affected communities are falling further behind or are 
improving more slowly than unaffected communities (see column F).  

• With regard to specific indicators, the report’s findings of particular relevance to the socio-
economic effects assessment for the Project are: 

                                                

 

 

 

53 The report notes that the data for suicide rates need to be viewed with caution because ‘in some areas there may be 
only two or three suicides in a given three-year phase [making] it hard to judge these data and any trends they may 
show’ (GNWT, 2013).  
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o The probable association between mining and the increase in the percentage of 
single parent families is related by investigators to the stresses placed on families 
of rotational work schedules. 

o The downward trends for potential years of life lost and for injuries predate the 
beginning of mining in 1997, although the data have continued to trend downward 
over the last decade. Mine safety programs are thought to contribute but it is 
noted that GNWT also implements a range of public health and safety programs.  

o With the exception of property crimes, affected communities have seen crime 
rates increase more quickly that unaffected communities have. However the 
spikes in violent, drug related and nuisance crime rates have been comparatively 
recent, dating from about 2009. The spikes thus would not appear to be overly 
strongly associated with mining, which began in 1997.    

o Aboriginal language use is falling proportionately much faster in unaffected 
communities than in affected communities. Irrespective, English as the language 
of work in the mines is thought to contribute to reduced use in affected 
communities.  

o Traditional economic activity indicators are improving in affected communities, and 
have stabilized, at somewhat lower levels, in unaffected communities. There is an 
association between mining incomes (and thus affordability of traditional activity) 
and increased trapping, hunting, fishing and consumption of country food.    

o Despite evidence of increased employment and incomes in affected communities, 
and despite what is thought to be associated improvements in housing conditions, 
the rates of home ownership are not increasing.  

o Incomes are rising across NWT, at the same rate in affected as in unaffected 
communities. It may be that incomes wouldn’t be rising as quickly in the affected 
communities as they now are in the absence of mining, but this cannot be proved. 
Other employment and education related indicators are rising faster in affected 
than in unaffected communities.  

o Despite fears about mining wages increasing income inequality, not only is 
inequality decreasing (as measured for purposes of this monitoring), it is 
decreasing faster in affected communities. 

o There has been virtually no business development in affected communities. 
Affected communities may be considered to be ill suited to supplying the mining 
sector, being small and remote relative not only to Yellowknife but also to other 
NWT centres that are included in the unaffected group such as Hay River and 
Inuvik.    

With regard to the above, it is reemphasized that the data do not demonstrate the presence or 
absence of causal links between mining and the movement in indicators. The Communities and 
Diamonds reports consistently note the challenges of disentangling socio-economic change resulting 
from mining specifically as opposed to from the many other forces of change.  



 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 7-8 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 7:  Comparable Experiences 

 

There are consequent uncertainties in coming to firm conclusions about the effects the large 
diamond mines are having. Preexisting and coexisting trends, changes in data collection 
methodologies and government policies and programs all confound interpretation of the data. The 
two groups, affected and unaffected communities, are not completely comparable. The oil and gas 
sector is having effects on some ‘unaffected communities’ that are similar in some respects to the 
diamond mine effects on ‘affected communities’. Finally, it cannot be known what would have 
happened in the absence of mining – where mining is unable to reverse a negative trend, it may 
have slowed it. For example, although there is an upward trend in the rates of children receiving 
services in affected communities, and there may be a plausible association with mining, the rates 
have increased more quickly in unaffected communities. 

It is also noted that there is not complete agreement on the approach used to try to capture some of 
the effects of diamond mines in the Northwest Territories. Gibson (2008) for example notes that 
effects on communities can be more profound than the use of quantitative indicators are able to 
capture and that more effort is need to fully understand how people experience the diamond mines.   

7.3 Northern Saskatchewan Uranium Mines 

The focus of formal socio-economic monitoring in northern Saskatchewan, through a partnership 
between AREVA, Cameco, the Government of Saskatchewan and communities, has been on 
reporting on the uptake of employment and business opportunities across the uranium mining sector 
as a whole. Since 1999, there has also been a process in place to look at and address issues at a 
community level, according to priorities the communities themselves identify (the Community Vitality 
Monitoring Partnership Process, CVMPP).  

The CVMPP was established to identify and track indicators that provide insight in community vitality 
such that people can use that knowledge to improve and maintain the quality of life in northern 
Saskatchewan. This includes providing information related to uranium mining effects on community 
vitality that is useful to northern community stakeholders. 

The process has not involved the regular collection and reporting of data however – existing 
organizations and programs collect and report data on many broad socio-economic indicators for 
northern Saskatchewan communities. Rather, the CVMPP coordinating committee has been in 
ongoing consultation with communities to identify issues communities feel are of interest to better 
understanding wellbeing. The CVMPP then works with communities to put in place projects to 
respond to identified issues.  

Although originally identifying five areas of focus (environment and land; health; 
economic/social/infrastructure; communication dynamics and relationships; and special topics – 
youth, outmigration and poverty), communities and CVMPP have increasingly come to focus on 
youth. Youth projects have included investigating challenges to getting postsecondary educations, 
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and examining youth and community vitality issues such as justice, health and family. CVMPP’s 
approach, that `monitoring is a developing process of addressing issues of concern rather than 
simply collecting data` (CVMPP, 2010), represents a quite different approach from that in, for 
example, NWT.  

A review of projects that have been assisted by CVMPP (CVMPP, 2010) indicates that in the event, 
and despite part of its original mandate being to monitor mining effects, communities are in fact more 
concerned about existing threats to wellbeing that are not related to any negative socio-economic 
effects of mining. These include, as examples, examining the reasons people stay in and leave the 
north, tracking the high costs of a healthy food basket in remote northern communities and 
investigating how better to position youth to take advantage of mining economic opportunities. This in 
itself is an interesting result for what was originally conceived as a program to monitor mining`s 
effects.  

However the CVMPP has also completed two studies of interest to understanding potential effects of 
uranium mining in northern Saskatchewan, i) a study of the effects of rotational work on families and 
communities (Intergroup, 2005); and ii) a study of the social impacts of uranium mining in northern 
Saskatchewan (Intergroup, 2013). It is noted that in some respects the population of northern 
Saskatchewan is comparable to that of Nunavut. As of 2012 there were about 35,000 people in 
northern Saskatchewan, about 85% of whom are Aboriginal. The region represents about 4% of 
Saskatchewan’s total population, is remote and under serviced relative to the rest of the province 
and includes many communities experiencing important socio-economic challenges.  

The rotational work study results indicated that: 

• a two week on two week off rotation was preferred – although people find the two weeks 
on somewhat difficult, overall they feel this is balanced by the two weeks off54 

• spouses found rotational work more challenging to manage than workers did, and 
children could be negatively affected 

• communication between workers and their families, including through site visits, was an 
important means to address rotational work challenges 

• people preferred to address any work or family problems with friends rather than 
strangers, such as mine site counselors or EFAP staff 

                                                

 

 

 

54 This is a consistent finding with regard to many people who are able to manage rotational work, as evidenced by AREVA`s socio-
economic data collection results and, for example, Gibson, 2008. 
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• more flexibility in work force management would allow people to better manage their time 
on the land and meet out of the ordinary family responsibilities such as emergencies 

• participation in community events and volunteering were not significantly affected 
• there needed to be more support in communities for wellbeing and the expectations of 

people were that both government and the mining companies could do more 

The recommendations of the study were not to change work force management measures in any 
important regard but to provide ‘more’. For example, more communication channels and more 
flexibility with regard to leave were recommended. However it was also clear that rotational work has 
its costs on families and more culturally appropriate support services were required in this regard. 

Over time however, there was more interest in understanding the relationship between the uranium 
mines and communities. The CVMPP accordingly contracted for work that culminated in a report by 
Intergroup (2013), The Socio-Economic Impacts of the ‘Modern Era’ of Uranium Mining on Northern 
Saskatchewan.  

Among the report’s findings are:  

• While educational achievement has increased ‘substantially’, education rates in northern 
Saskatchewan are still lower than in the province as a whole. Challenges originate not 
only at the secondary and post-secondary levels, but also at the primary level.  

• While the number of employed northern people have doubled, and the numbers of 
northern people employed in the uranium sector have quadrupled, employment rates are 
lower and unemployment rates are higher in northern Saskatchewan than in the province 
as a whole. Although almost 50% of uranium sector employees are northern, this level 
was achieved about ten years ago and has not improved since. This ‘plateau’ is attributed 
to the comparatively poorer educational achievement in northern Saskatchewan, which 
make many skilled and professional positions out of reach for many northern people.   

• Average and median household incomes had decreased between 1981 and 2006 and 
income inequality had increased. The former is despite comparatively high wages paid in 
the uranium sector and the latter may be attributable to those comparatively high wages.  

• The value of business contracts awarded to northern Saskatchewan business has 
multiplied over 18 times although the prevalence of joint ventures means that not all the 
benefits have accrued to northern Saskatchewan.  

• There have been additional benefits related to transportation infrastructure development, 
for example through cost sharing, and to community development, for example through 
contributions to communities to address identified issues.  

• The uranium sector has had a ‘significant impact’ on employment, business development, 
education and training, transportation infrastructure and community development, but has 
not solved ongoing socio-economic challenges. Unemployment rates in the rapidly 
growing population remain high, there is leakage of increased incomes of some 
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individuals to large urban centres in southern Saskatchewan, the education system has 
not yet been able to fully address skill shortages, and many community needs (including 
housing) remain unaddressed.  

The report concludes that ‘[t]he study was limited in its ability to reach firm conclusions about the 
relationship between uranium mining and indicators describing social and economic change in 
northern Saskatchewan mainly because there is a complex set of factors influencing the socio-
economic indicators analyzed.’ And many socio-economic indicators of changes that are often 
associated with the mining sector were not analyzed. As examples, the report did not attempt to 
quantify and explain changes in indicators related to substance abuse, family dysfunction, crime or 
integrity of traditional culture.  

The lessons that may be of relevance to Nunavut could include:  

• There have been measureable benefits in areas of employment, business development, 
education and training, transportation infrastructure and community development but 
these are not necessarily fully reflected in broad indicators such as unemployment rates 
educational achievement because these are affected by many more variables than simply 
the presence of mining.  

• It is arguable that given that there are measureable benefits, continuing disparities might 
have been worse in the absence of uranium mining, unless that mining could be 
demonstrated to have displaced alternative economic developments.  

• The complexity of ongoing socio-economic challenges requires a range of interventions to 
adequately address. Variables such as population growth rates, primary school quality, 
and wage rates in the non uranium sector economy are not within the ability of the 
uranium companies to control, or even affect substantially. There are important roles for 
governments, the private sector and civil society, ideally through a multi stakeholder 
approach.  

• Research is needed if there is ever to be any adequate understanding of the relationships 
between mining specifically and the potential for negative effects on wellbeing. There are 
too many confounding drivers of change for most investigations of the impacts of mining 
to adequately document causes and effects. 

7.3.1.1 Training at the Northern Saskatchewan Mines 

Training initiatives at AREVA’s northern Saskatchewan operations reflect the Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 
(IQ) principles Qanuqtuurunnarniq - being resourceful and flexible to solve problems and 
Pilimmaksarniq - maintaining and improving skills through experience and practice. Programs evolve 
to accommodate and better address changing needs and priorities of i) the potential and current 
workforce, ii) educational organizations with growing and changing capacities, and iii) the company 
to best realize collective and long lasting benefits, primarily the employment and retention of a 
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northern workforce. AREVA training initiatives range from a job shadow program for grade 10 
students that provides exposure and understanding of future employment opportunities to 
supervisor/manager in-training programs. The following list provides a summary of training initiatives 
at northern Saskatchewan mines at the time of FEIS writing to demonstrate the range of training; 

• Job Shadow Program – two days of firsthand work/life experience at site for grade 10 
students; 

• Pre-Skills Training – three week job placement and skills training program; 
• Trades Helper Program – one year program to work alongside several trades to 

determine which is best suited to the individual prior to commitment and training for a 
specific trade; this often leads to entry into apprenticeship program; 

• Apprenticeships – onsite apprenticeship, largely focused on mill maintenance and 
services, with wages subsidized by an external training institute; 

• Mill Operator – training on all aspects and requirements for successful employment as a 
Mill Operator; 

• Mill Operator Peer Training – continued training, coaching, and mentorship for junior 
process operators to build confidence and possible job progression; 

• Workplace Cooperative Education – on-the-job training in conjunction with education 
(certification and degree options); and 

• Supervisor In-Training – temporary assignment as a supervisor following theoretical 
training to create pool of employees with potential to advance to supervisory positions. 

AREVA’s training programs for northern employees have evolved over three decades and, 
complemented by other initiatives, has produced a workforce with approximately 50% northern 
content with a low attrition rate.  Many lessons learned in Saskatchewan can be applied to training in 
Nunavut. Collaboration among many parties is important55. Of the eight listed programs above, only 
two programs are solely AREVA implemented with all other programs undertaken in collaboration 
with other interested organizations. It is important to acknowledge and promote the importance of 
education and training initiatives before an individual enters the workforce and throughout his/her 
career to facilitate entrance into the workforce and career advancement.  

The value of piloting both training programs and careers has also been demonstrated. Testing 
programs on a small scale focuses resources on programs proven to be successful, while new 

                                                

 

 

 

55 This lesson learned by AREVA in Saskatchewan is very similar to the IQ principle of Piliriqatigiingniq/ Havakatigiiklutik - people must 
work together in harmony to achieve a common purpose. 
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programs are developed and fine-tuned to ensure successful implementation. For individuals looking 
to advance their careers, piloting the possible next career stage provides a unique opportunity. The 
trades helper program provides exposure to several trades so that individuals can feel more 
confident in their selected trade if they choose to commit to an apprenticeship. The supervisor in-
training program provides individuals exposure to supervisory positions and an opportunity to 
experience first-hand what it is like to be a supervisor to determine whether such a career 
progression is a good fit.  This program allows the individual to either transition into a supervisory 
role with confidence or return to his/her old position with no consequences. 

Common company and worker understanding of essential skills required for various positions further 
contributes to overall training success. Essential skills are primarily reading text, document use, and 
numeracy skills. Kivalliq residents understand and value essential skills and see these skills as 
critical to full participation in mining projects (WC NIRB May 201056, BL NPC Jun 200757, AR KIA Apr 
200758). Development of these skills is essential so that individuals can meet required skill levels 
necessary for entrance into specific training programs. This increases the likelihood of program 
completion as well as individual satisfaction and further maximizes company investment.  Both the 
piloting of careers and essential skills training prior to more advanced training can reduce employee 
frustration and turnover.  

The method of training and learning through hands-on or on-the-job experience is highly valued in 
Saskatchewan and in Nunavut (RB NIRB April 201059, BL OH Nov 201360, BL KIA Feb 201061). All 
of the current training programs supported by AREVA in Saskatchewan include either job shadowing 
at site or direct on-the-job experience. Oftentimes, Saskatchewan educational institutions will partner 
with AREVA and other companies to provide training opportunities. Primary training partners in 
Saskatchewan are Northern Career Quest, Gabriel Dumont Institute, and Northlands College with 
other partners also participating from time to time. 
                                                

 

 

 

56 I am concerned that a lot of young people do not finish school and do not have the required education to work at the mine site. Would 
like to see the mine succeed and have the young people employed. 
57 It is important for the younger generation to be involved in the process. We need to start educating them today and to be able to provide 
them a baseline study to look at. After all, if it is going to be their world, whatever we decide here in our generation. 
58 I am hoping to see high school students take part in training. I am encouraging students to finish high school. Ensure students take 
school seriously. 
59 Inuit learn quickly when on the job training is offered. 
60 I wasn't educated at all but was trying to help out. I adjusted to the work force. I maintained the airport of the site, learned by watching. In 
the old days no education was needed but it's needed today. Some young people are jobless even though they have some education. 
Those who don't have completed education can learn by watching work, for ladies too. 
61 Our ancestors grew up with no formal education, no certificates. They learned through hands-on training and observation. So, while you 
may not have a certificate, you can still be smart and understand how to do the job. 
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In addition to collaboration, the ability to pilot programs and careers, and essential skills, other 
lessons learned in Saskatchewan include the importance of communication among interested 
parties, attendance management, and a willingness to modify programs to accommodate changing 
needs.  

Training programs, similar to the ones carried out in Saskatchewan, could be implemented in 
Nunavut (CH OH May 200962). ARVEA could possibly collaborate and undertaking initiatives with 
organizations such as the Mine Training Roundtable, or directly with its membership organizations 
including Arctic College, Kivalliq Partners in Development, and the Kivalliq Inuit Association.  There 
may be opportunities to further liaise with the Kivalliq Mine Training Society or with programs and 
organizations that may be developed under the Community Readiness Program with the Northern 
Major Projects Office. Similar approaches with respect to piloting careers and building essential skills 
could be taken and adapted to take into consideration the different  strengths and constraints in 
Nunavut. Training success can be influenced by site morale and individual well-being so community 
and work site initiatives among other benefits should be viewed as a whole.   

While understanding the value of a holistic view, AREVA recognizes that training should be specific 
(RI KIA Jan 201063), measurable, attainable, relevant, and also timely to maximize the benefit to the 
company and community. AREVA currently participates in the Mine Training Roundtable facilitated 
by the Kivalliq Mine Training Society and expects to increase its involvement during licensing of the 
project once a positive development decision has been made. AREVA anticipates the majority of 
training investment to occur in preparation of and during the operations phase of the project. 
Following three years of construction, mining activity will precede milling activity by about two years 
allowing for about five years to train mill operators. Training at the start of the project is expected to 
be more specific with growing over the construction and start of mining to include a more diverse set 
of employment and training opportunities. AREVA believes it is preferable to initiate multi-party 
discussions regarding project training during licensing to ensure that a sustainable workforce is 
secured for the critical stages of the project.  

                                                

 

 

 

62 We applaud the aboriginal representatives from Saskatchewan. I visited the sites in July and was impressed with the level of 
involvement. Not just jobs but there were people in higher jobs too. I came back and stressed training and I hope that we have the same 
level of involvement as Saskatchewan people. 
63 What will happen to those who take the 10-week course and are promised jobs but then don’t get jobs when they are done? Response: 
The old training was not specific. The new training will be more job specific. We’ve learned from our mistakes. 
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Training success will be monitored and initiatives may be adjusted to ensure continuous 
improvement.  AREVA will continue to liaise with Kivalliq communities so that communities are aware 
of AREVA’s hiring and training programs and opportunities. 

7.3.1.2 Workforce Support at Northern Saskatchewan Uranium Mines 

Workforce support at AREVA’s Saskatchewan operations are founded in the provision of a healthy, 
safe, and secure site and then expand to a variety of programs to a) create and maintain positive site 
morale, and b) assist individuals adjusting to rotational work or other issues experienced. AREVA 
strictly enforces prohibitions against illegal activity (liaising with enforcement authorities as 
appropriate), harassment, verbal and physical abuse, and negligence. AREVA has three particularly 
relevant public policies, the Health and Safety Policy, Human Resources and Training Policy, and the 
Social Policy. AREVA is committed to promoting work performance and also job satisfaction. 
Company policies include the following commitments related to workforce support: 

• prevent injury and ill health of its employees and contractors (Health and Safety Policy); 
• support all employees and contractors in fulfilling their health and safety responsibilities 

(Health and Safety Policy); 
• foster a common safety culture throughout the organization (Health and Safety Policy); 
• monitor, update, revise, and enhance services and processes to ensure they reflect 

emerging trends and best practices in human resource management (HR and Training 
Policy); 

• recognize the value of its employees and provide opportunities for personal and 
professional development (HR and Training Policy); 

• provide a respectful workplace that respects Human Rights, fosters diversity and is free 
from discrimination, violence and harassment (HR and Training Policy); 

• provide quality third party assistance for employees who require support with substance 
abuse, family problems or other personal situations that impact them (HR and Training 
Policy); 

• provide a healthy and safe workplace (Social Policy); and 
• participate in the economic and social development of communities in which our 

operations have an impact (Social Policy). 
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AREVA values and is proud of the positive site morale at AREVA sites and we acknowledge this 
requires continual effort and a shared culture of respect64. Site morale is dynamic and the 
Saskatchewan operations focus on strict enforcement of the harassment policy, the requirement for 
each employee to attend a respectful workplace presentation each year, progressive rather than 
prescriptive discipline, encouraged use aboriginal and other languages when not compromising work 
safety, and the maintenance of a modern camp with recreational facilities and programs. Open 
communication, monitoring, and surveys provide feedback to guide possible changes at site and the 
programming to better fit the needs of workers. One example is the establishment of improved cell 
phone coverage following a vitality survey of rotational workers to better connect workers with family 
and friends while on rotation.  The vitality survey of rotational workers is one of more than a dozen 
projects carried out since 2000 by the Community Vitality Monitoring Partnership Process, a 
partnership between AREVA, Cameco and provincial health authorities. 

Aspects of a site that make people conformable are likely to vary between Saskatchewan and 
Nunavut and it will be important to implement mechanisms for open communication and feedback so 
that issues can be identified and positive changes made throughout operations. There is familiarity, 
comfort, and identity in speaking in a person’s mother tongue (AR OH Nov 201265, RI KIA Jan 
201066) and AREVA anticipates the use of Inuktitut in informal settings and diverse recreation 
programming that includes traditional or popular Nunavut activities will be important to site morale at 
the Kiggavik site. The ability to connect with those in the community during rotation will be important 
(RB OH Nov 201267, WC HL Nov 201368). Rotational work can be beneficial (BLRW 200969) and 
difficult (CI OH Nov 201270) and possible mitigation needs to consider the whole family (CH OH Nov 
201071). There are a number of current initiatives in Nunavut to better consider the families of 

                                                

 

 

 

64 This is consistent with the IQ principle of Aajiiqatigiingniq/Pitiakatigiiklotik, which means that people who wish to resolve important 
matters or any differences of interest must treat each other with respect and discuss them in a meaningful way, keeping in mind that just 
because a person is silent does not necessarily mean he or she agrees. 
65 I have a scar from being pushed into a brick wall for speaking Inuktitut. I am fair, but this is why I am passionate about language and the 
right to speak Inuktitut at the mine sites. I understand that English is needed for safety but other languages should be allowed for times 
when safety is not compromised. 
66 Are there any in-house regulations that would prevent Inuit workers from speaking their native language at work? 
67 I liked the two-week schedule at Meadowbank, but didn't want to stay because there was not enough phones available to call home. 
Diavik had a phone in every room, and a bathroom. You should provide a phone in every room. 
68 People want to work. Being away from home is a challenge. 
69 Rotational workers said that having employment means they can afford hunting gear, such as ATVs or snowmobiles, and that combined 
with a two week on and two week off rotation, they can go on the land and hunt more than they were able to prior to employment. 
70 Will you hire people to work in each community (community liaison officer) - someone who doesn't work on a rotational schedule? A 
rotational schedule will not suit my life. 
71 I am concerned about family violence after people leave for rotational shifts. Young Baker families are becoming broken because the 
men working rotations need support and encouragement. The mine benefits but we will have broken families. 
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potential workers in making the decision to accept, prepare for, and successfully cope with rotational 
employment. AREVA will be evaluating these programs for success and exploring other ways to 
support family cohesion for rotational workers.  

As stated in AREVA’s Human Resources and Training Policy, AREVA is committed to provide quality 
third party assistance for employees who require support with substance abuse, family problems or 
other personal situations that impact them. An Employee Family Assistance Program (EFAP) is in 
place for current operations and includes professional counselling, by phone or in person, and 
planning services for workers and their families on a 24 hour basis. The services offered in the 
current EFAP plan include: 

• learning parenting skills, improving intimate relationships, breaking habits and addictions, 
getting emotional support, learning to the get the most out of individual career choices, 
etc.;  

• receiving support for care-giving of children, people with special needs, the elderly, or 
anyone experiencing problems such as potential substance abuse or mood changes; and 

• online resources, including health and wellness information and articles, newsletters, and 
online learning tools. 

Informal counselling (i.e. outside of the formal EFAP program) is available at AREVA’s 
Saskatchewan operations through an onsite Elder program. Elders have quiet office space available 
and provide an alternate source for guidance and advice. The relationship of this position to the 
occupational health nurse, human resources, and others is regularly evaluated to respect 
confidentiality while providing the support required and intended to workers and the elder. 

There are Kivalliqmuit who recognize the occasional need and value of outside support (BL CLC Jun 
201172, KIV OH Oct 200973) and AREVA commits to providing a competitive EFAP benefit for the 
Kiggavik Project employees and their dependent family members, likely to be negotiated during 
Project licensing and described in future revisions of the Human Resources Development Plan. The 
plan will be modified for application in Nunavut to ensure relevance and effectiveness. Availability of 
the service in Inuktitut or the use of a translator and the duration of transitional services following 

                                                

 

 

 

72 I have lost four members of my family; you can tell who will be a victim, because they become really nice and generous just before they 
take their life. When young people are addicted drugs, they start to be afraid to admit or look for help, that is the time they commit suicide. 
They are under the darkness. 
73 Should employees have a personal problem (family, alcohol and/or drugs), will AREVA help? 
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closure will be negotiated with the provider at a later date but considered priority items by AREVA. 
The hiring of positions that may include informal counselling for the Kiggavik Project may be elders 
or peers, details of which may be the subject of Inuit Impact Benefit Agreement negotiations. AREVA 
will cooperate with stakeholders in Nunavut interested in the well-being of Nunavummiut to take 
advantage of synergies where they exist while respecting organizational mandates.  

7.4 Northern Alberta Oil Sands 

The experience in northern Alberta with the development of the oil sands is of interest primarily 
because it is an example of the eventual response on the part of governments and the private sector 
to quite unexpected rapid population growth.  

The example is considered to be an extreme one. The situation in northern Alberta is not comparable 
to what might be expected in Kivalliq. Population growth attributable to in migration into Fort 
McMurray from elsewhere in Canada and the rest of the world has been in response not to one, but 
to dozens of new large developments and has largely occurred since the late 1990s (i.e. 30 years 
after the initiation of oil sands development). Further, it is noted that various oils sands project 
environmental assessments continually underestimated population increases – increases were 
consistently higher over the 2000s than the ‘maximum’ growth scenarios projected in these 
environmental assessments – leaving Fort McMurray quite unprepared for the population increases 
that did occur. 

Challenges to government in delivering services in Fort McMurray are largely being met as follows: 

• Government has been planning and implementing projects, from airport expansion, to 
affordable housing for seniors, to improved health care delivery, to school construction, 
with additional resources being made available, at least in part as a result of oil sands 
projects. Stickiness (supply following increased demand only after some time has passed) 
has clearly been evident – the population increases were quite unexpected thus 
addressing issues has been largely reactive rather than proactive.  

• Oil sands companies had been accommodating many more of their workers, and their 
needs for services, in camps (AREVA will accommodate all its workers at site) and finding 
alternatives to their use of public services, such as building private airstrips (Kiggavik 
includes the construction of an air strip at the mine site).  

• More recently, Fort McMurray is now looking at encouraging, while better managing, 
population growth. Oil sands companies are being requested to facilitate workers living in 
the city rather than in camps. Their primary response has been the provision of housing 
allowances to workers, but it is important to note that this is in lieu of, not additional to, 
accommodation in camps. The city has been granted land to physically expand, and is 
working with public and private sector partners to increase the stock of housing. Oils 
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sands workers in the town, as opposed to in the camps, are considered to be a major 
component of (controlled) desired economic growth.   

Thus, while it is certainly true that Fort McMurry has struggled with population growth, resources 
consequent on development of the oil sands have made, and continue to make, it possible to meet 
demands for increased infrastructure and services. And ultimately, decisions have been made to 
encourage yet more, permanent in migration rather than attempt to constrain it. It is noted that 
Yellowknife is pursuing a somewhat similar path – mining companies are facilitating, and in some 
cases requiring as a term of employment, migration into Yellowknife of southern hires.  
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8 Assessment of Effects on Community Economies 

Effects on community economies will largely be driven by opportunities the Project will create for 
employment and contracting. As noted in Section 6, Socio-Economic Management, AREVA will put 
in place measures to increase the capacity of people in Kivalliq to take advantage of these 
opportunities, including a range of education and training initiatives. To the extent that economic 
opportunities can be taken up by people in Kivalliq, there will also be economic growth and 
diversification in at least some communities, incomes will increase and some people can be 
expected to migrate.  

Not all positive effects will necessarily be immediately seen in their full potential, but are expected to 
gain momentum with time. It is noted that the construction and now operations of Meadowbank has 
prepared some of the ground for growing capacity in Kivalliq region to supply labour, goods and 
services to the mining sector. With regard to negative effects, most of these are expected to become 
evident in the transition first into construction and then into operations. With time then, negative 
effects are expected to moderate as people and the economy adjust to the Project.  

A complicating factor in the assessment of residual effects on community economies is that rapid 
growth in the labour force is ongoing and is expected to continue for some time, well into the 
Project’s construction and operations phases. What now may appear to be a comparatively tight 
labour market, specifically for recruitment of people both willing and able to take up rotational 
employment, has potential to change dramatically over the interim until the Project begins 
construction. The degree of change will depend on job creation – to the extent that job creation does 
not advance as quickly as labour force growth is the extent to which the labour market can be 
expected to loosen. The degree of change will also depend on educational levels of new entrants to 
the labour market. There is evidence that high school graduation rates are increasing, thus new 
entrants to the labour force are expected to have increasingly higher educational achievement than 
has been the case in the past.  

Job creation will be strongly affected by progress with the Meliadine and Mary River projects over the 
interim to AREVA’s expected start of construction. The available information on Meliadine suggests 
that the project will be comparable in size to Meadowbank (AEM, 2011b). Although Mary River is in 
Qikiqtaaluk Region, the enormous size of that project implies very high demand for Inuit labour, 
goods and services, demand that has potential to spill over into Kivalliq Region.  Labour market 
conditions in 2017 and beyond will in large part depend on whether or not either or both of these 
projects move into their construction phases before the Project does.   
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8.1 Assessment of Effects on Community Economies 

8.1.1 Analytical Methods 

The analysis of employment, contracting and income effects has been somewhat quantified on the 
basis of patterns of Inuit participation in various projects to date, the Project feasibility study data on 
AREVA’s expected work force size and skill requirements, and baseline conditions and trends 
regarding population and labour force size and growth rates, participation rates and educational 
achievement.  

Scenarios are developed to demonstrate potential residual employment effects. Table 8.1-1 shows 
the primary assumptions used in this scenario building. The sources of the numbers in are listed 
below the table.  

Table 8.1-1 Values Available, Calculated or Estimated for Scenario Building 

 
2013 2017 2021 2025 

A Population 10,266 10,997 11,787 12,590 

B Population annual growth rate (%) n/a 1.7 1.8 1.7 

C Population 15 to 64 years 6,470 6,599 6,731 6,866 

D Participation rate (%) 66 67 68 68 

E Labour force 4,270 4,422 4,577 4,669 

F Labour force annual growth rate (%) n/a 3.5 3.5 2.0 
 
Sources:  

A Actual for 2013 (NBS 2014a) and projected for 2017 forward on the basis of 2013 population and expected growth rates (NBS, 
2014e).  

B Calculated from A.  
C Actual for Statcan2013a (NBS, 2014a) and estimated for 2017 forward on the basis of a 2% annual growth rate for this age group. 
D Actual for Statcan2013a (NBS, 2014c) and estimated for 2017 forward on the basis of an expected participation rate of 68% in 2018 
(CBoC, 2013).  
E Calculated from C and D. 
F Calculated from E. 

Contracting opportunities and expectations for Inuit access to these can be quantified; however 
residual effects will depend on a number of factors relevant to the capacity of business to access 
opportunities – including, importantly, availability of workers and developments of joint ventures. The 
assessments of education and training effects, indirect and induced economic effects and income 
effects are necessarily also largely qualitative. In migration from outside Nunavut is not considered a 
likely source of population growth however mining projects do create opportunities for people to 
move between communities, including to communities outside Kivalliq. Numbers cannot be 
estimated, thus the discussion of migration effects is qualitative.  
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Increased economic opportunities are considered in this section to largely represent benefits, in and 
of themselves. This is not to imply that there are no consequent negative effects, such as effects on 
traditional culture, community wellbeing and public infrastructure and services. Such effects are 
addressed in subsequent sections of this assessment. 

8.1.2 Employment 

8.1.2.1 Construction 

The Project’s direct construction phase employment is expected to be predominantly by construction 
contractors, of which the largest will be southern based companies with their own established, skilled 
work forces. Skill sets required are different at different times over the course of a large construction 
project, thus many skilled jobs are short term. The high financial cost of construction phases, with no 
return on capital investments until mine production begins, forces very tight schedules with fewer 
opportunities for on the job training than is characteristic of mining project operations phases.  

These conditions are inherent in mine construction. The major implication of these conditions as 
regards the employment of people in Kivalliq is that most employment is expected to be employment 
of people with unspecialized skills. The advantage however is such employment – catering, security 
and cleaning for example – can be continuous throughout the four year construction phase.   

Work force requirements for construction will vary over time, but will average about 750 and peak at 
about 1,200. It is conditionally estimated that in the order of 15% to 20% of these jobs will require 
unspecialized skills (representing up to 150 jobs on average and up to 240 at peak). Skilled workers 
would also of course be offered employment to the extent that such workers are available. There are 
experienced construction workers in Kivalliq. In 2011 690 people, about 20% of the labour force, had 
experience in trades, transport and equipment operations (Statcan, 2013a).  

Table 8.1-2 provides data on Inuit participation in mining projects in Kivalliq to date and includes 
AREVA data on the northern Saskatchewan experience. In addition to the information in the table, 
Agnico Eagle (2014) has recently reported that between 30% and 50% of its workers at Meliadine 
are Inuit (employment varied from month to month through 2013). Thus the experience to date 
indicates that a 20% Inuit work force is a conservative estimate of what is achievable.  
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Table 8.1-2 Recent Employment Data 

  Total 
employment 

Local 
employment 

Agnico Eagle, Meadowbank construction, 2007/2008 

no. 612 132 

% 22 

Agnico Eagle, Meadowbank operations, 2011 and 2013 

no. 1,114 and 730 270 and 226 

% 24 and 31 

AREVA and Cameco, various Saskatchewan construction and 
operations, 2011 

no. 3,723 1,746 

% 47 

AREVA , McClean Lake operations, 2013 

no. 256 115 

% 45 
    Sources: AEM, 2014, 2011a and 2010; AREVA internal data.  

Note: Local employment refers to Inuit employment in Nunavut and to northern  
Saskatchewan employment in Saskatchewan.  

AREVA expects that up to 150 construction phase jobs will to be taken up by people in Kivalliq, 
which represents just over 20% of the about 700 unemployed in 2011 (Statcan 2013a ). It is noted 
that not all these unemployed will necessarily be both willing and able to take up rotational work at 
construction.   

First, on grounds of efficiency and of health and safety, there will be minimum language and 
education requirements to work for the Project. The work language will necessarily be English and 
basic literacy will be required. Given the considerable evidence that employment rates are correlated 
with educational achievement (for example GNBS (cited in Cumberland, 2006), which looked 
specifically at the correlation between education and employment in Nunavut), many of the 
unemployed are expected to have low to very low educational levels that may exclude them from 
employment with AREVA. 

Secondly, Agnico Eagle’s experience suggests that rotational work has proven quite challenging for 
many. At Meadowbank turnover rates were initially very high. This was not because of dismissals. 
Agnico Eagle reported to the Kivalliq SEMC (AEM, 2010) that of over 223 terminations in 2008 to 
2009, only three were dismissals. A further 100 were because contracted short term work had come 
to an end. The balance, over 50% of all terminations, was voluntary resignation. Different reasons 
were given, including child care difficulties, spousal need and just not liking the work. AREVA’s focus 



 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 8-5 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 8:  Assessment of Effects on Community Economies 

 

group discussions suggest that for those who do stay employed, taking up rotational work is the 
trade-off they have chosen for secure employment at good wages. Long work days and isolation 
from family and community were reported as stressors. The seasonal pattern of Meadowbank 
resignations – there is a spike during the spring – also suggests that people would prefer to be on 
the land at least at this time of year.  

Agnico Eagle has however reduced turnover rates substantially more recently, from 25% in 2011 to 
16% in 2012 to 8% for the first ten months of 2013 (AEM, 2013). This is the expected adaption over 
the early years of operations.  

Thirdly, the discussion above is general to the labour force and does not take into account that 
rotational mines continue to have difficulty attracting female employees. Despite efforts to attract and 
retain female employees, AREVA achieves only 15% female representation at McClean Lake 
(AREVA, internal data) and Agnico Eagle 32% at Meadowbank (AEM, 2013).  

These three factors – limited educational achievement, challenges of rotational work and limited 
participation by women – might suggest that AREVA could have some difficulty in identifying workers 
from Kivalliq. However, there are at least four countervailing factors.  

First, large numbers of people continue to enter the labour force. Table 8.1-3 provides an indication 
of potential new entrants to the labour force by 2017 (and by 2021), using population by single year 
age for Nunavut (see column A) as the basis for calculating population by single year for Kivalliq (see 
column B, calculated at an assumed 29% of Nunavut’s population74) and new entrants to the labour 
force (see column C, calculated at an assumed participation rate of 65%75). The estimate is that 
there will be over 500 new entrants by 2017 (and an additional 500 by 2021). 

  

                                                

 

 

 

74 About 29% of Nunavut’s population was in Kivalliq in 2010. Kivalliq’s population is growing faster than Nunavut’s however, thus 29% is 
conservative.  
75 This is the average participation rate in Nunavut since 2008. Participation rates tend to increase with increases in employment 
opportunities, thus 65% may be considered conservative.  
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Table 8.1-3  Kivalliq Labour Force Growth Rate Scenario 

Age   A 
Nunavut 

B 
Kivalliq 

C 
Kivalliq 

New 
Entrants 

17 
18 years 
and over 
by 2017 

624 181 118 

16 695 202 131 

15 682 198 129 

14 669 194 126 

Subtotal (new entrants by 2017) 504 

13 
18 years 
and over 
by 2021 

665 193 125 

12 686 199 129 

11 680 197 128 

10 713 207 134 

Subtotal (new entrants 2018 to 2021) 516 

Total (new entrants by 2021) 1,020 

  Source: Calculated from NBS, 2014e 

People will also leave the labour force during these years – similar calculations indicate that about 
145 workers between the ages of 61 and 64 (and 185 workers now between the ages of 57 and 60) 
can be expected to leave. So only about 70% of new entrants represent labour force net growth by 
2017, equal to about 350 people.   

There will be job creation in Kivalliq over the coming decade – not all of these people can expect to 
be unemployed and available for work at the Project of course. However Table 8.1-4 does confirm 
that the concerns of both government and people about the availability of jobs for large numbers of 
youth newly joining the labour force are well founded.  

Secondly, people may choose to move from part time and seasonal to full time/full year work. There 
are no data to indicate the degree to which workers choose or must accept part time and seasonal 
work. However over 50% of people in the labour force in Kivallliq in 2011 did not work full time for a 
full year, equivalent to over 1,700 people (Statcan, 2013a). Some of those would choose to work full 
time/full year if they could. The time that part time and seasonal workers who want to work full 
time/full year, but currently do not, represents additional labour force availability.   

Thirdly, there are hopeful signs that the young are responding to improved economic opportunities by 
completing high school – high school graduations in Kivalliq have doubled since 2000, to 94 
graduates in 2012 (NBS, 2014c). These graduates represented 50% of 18 year olds in Kivalliq in 
2012. If the 750 children who will reach 18 years over the coming four years graduated at a rate of 
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50%, this would be about 375 graduates. Not all of these graduates will enter the labour force 
immediately – some of will move on to postsecondary education and enter the labour force later, and 
some will choose not to participate in the labour force.   

Fourthly, employment at good wages is expected to attract some of the more than almost 1,700 
workers (in 2011) who are already fully employed. While this does not have any effect on available 
labour, such people are a source of workers and create opportunities for others to take up the jobs 
they have left.   

There are also additional factors that can affect worker availability to the Project. As noted in Section 
6, Socio-Economic Management, AREVA expects to investigate, as it hires Inuit, options for flexible 
work force management that may make it easier for people to take up, and stay with, rotational 
employment. As well, participation rates could rise in face of more employment options.  

There are thus a host of factors that will influence the availability of labour as this develops over the 
interim to 2017. On balance, it is expected that AREVA should have little difficulty in achieving a 20% 
Inuit work force, although there is some potential for this to involve people leaving jobs to take up 
employment with AREVA (see Section 8.1.4 below).  

As an illustration of the potential for effect on unemployment rates in communities, Table 8.1-4 
develops a community level scenario. The scenario is based on 2011 census data on the labour 
force size and employment, the last year for which there are data available at a community level 
(Statcan, 2013a).  
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Table 8.1-4 Employment Scenario, 2011 and 2017 
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2011 

Labour force size 860 790 110 270 1,145 260 165 3,600 

Number employed 620 640 90 240 975 195 130 2,890 

Number unemployed 240 150 20 30 170 65 35 710 

Unemployment rate (%) 27.9 19.0 18.2 11.1 14.8 25.0 21.2 19.7 

2017 

A Labour force size 1,057 971 135 332 1,407 320 203 4,424 

B Number unemployed at current unemployment rates 295 184 25 37 209 80 43 873 

C AREVA employment scenario 30 30 10 20 30 20 10 150 

D Number of unemployed with AREVA employment 265 154 15 17 179 60 33 723 

E Unemployment rate with AREVA employment (%) 25.1 15.9 10.8 5.1 12.7 18.7 16.3 16.3 

F Alternative AREVA employment scenario 21 102 3 1 20 1 2 150 

G Number of unemployed with AREVA employment 274 82 22 36 189 79 41 723 

H Unemployment rate with AREVA employment (%) 25.9 8.5 16.0 10.8 13.4 24.7 20.2 16.3 
Sources: Statcan, 2013a for 2011 data. StatcanNote: *Statistics Canada does not report labour force characteristic data for Chesterfield 

Inlet, but does for each of the other communities and for Kivalliq as a whole. Data for Chesterfield Inlet are simply the Kivalliq totals 
minus the totals for each of the other six communities and are therefore only approximate.  

Applying a 3.5% annual increase to the 2011 numbers gives labour force size estimates for 2017 
(see row A). Applying the 2011 unemployment rate to the 2017 labour force numbers gives a first 
indication of what the number of unemployed in 2017 might be (see row B). The number for Kivalliq 
as a whole is 873, about 160 more unemployed than there were in 2011, an increase of over 22% in 
the number of unemployed people.   

Two scenarios are presented to look at the effect of the Project on community unemployment rates. 
In row C, the distribution of jobs across communities is approximately reflective of population size 
and in row F, the distribution is approximately what Agnico Eagle has been able to achieve on 
Meadowbank. It is of course unknown at this point which communities AREVA’s workers will come 
from in detail. AREVA’s employment would reduce the number of unemployed (see rows D and G for 
the two scenarios respectively), giving unemployment rates in the order of what are in rows E and H.  

Comparing the estimated unemployment rates in 2017 (see rows E and H) with those in 2011 will 
show that AREVA would be expected to decrease unemployment rates at the level of Kivallliq by 
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3.4%. Decreases in unemployment rates at the level of communities are largely dependent on how 
jobs are distributed (although other factors are also relevant), however it is clear from the table that 
important decreases can be achieved with comparatively small numbers of added jobs.  

Figure 8.1-1shows the potential effects of AREVA jobs on unemployment rates more visually. The 
figure shows what the 2011 situation is and what could happen by 2017 if job distribution 
approximately reflected population size and if job distribution approximately followed the pattern of 
Agnico Eagle.  Although for both scenarios the regional unemployment rate would decrease by 3.6%, 
the potential affects at community levels are variable, depending on what assumptions are made 
about job distribution. For all communities except Baker Lake, the more proportionate job distribution, 
based on population, has a greater effect on unemployment.   

Figure 8.1-1 Unemployment Rates, 2011 and 2017 

 

Source: Derived from Table 8.1-5 

Although a fall of 3.6% in unemployment rates is very large (witness the importance given to falls in 
unemployment rates of tenths of a per cent in the rest of Canada), it is clear from the above figure 
that unemployment, irrespective of Kiggavik, will remain a challenge in Kivalliq. The relative fall in 
unemployment rates in most communities for both scenarios is not that large relative to current 
unemployment rates.  

It is emphasized that the above is not predictive, but is only an indication of the potential for impact. 
Factors that affect unemployment rates, both at the regional and community levels, include the size 
of the labour force and the participation rates. These in turn are the result of such things as net 
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migration, educational achievement levels, school – particularly post-secondary school – attendance 
rates, and people’s perceptions of the job market. As at 2011, Kivalliq’s unemployment rate was 
19.7%, about 4% higher than in 2006. A 3.6% reduction as a result of 150 AREVA jobs cuts the 
employment rate by less than a fifth. If unemployment rates fall between 2011 and 2017, the 
proportional effect is much greater. At an underlying 15% unemployment rate in 2017, AREVA jobs 
would cut the rate by a quarter, and for a 10% unemployment rate, by more than a third. Such rates 
are not out of the question. The Conference Board of Canada (2013) expects decreasing 
unemployment in Nunavut over the period to 2020, in part in response to mining sector 
developments, including Meliadine.  

8.1.2.2 Operations 

AREVA’s work force requirement for the operations phase is estimated at 550, and the demand for 
unspecialized people for this phase will also likely approach 150. As well, AREVA will prepare for the 
operations phase by training up to 120 people at educational institutions in Nunavut and its mining 
operations in Saskatchewan, that is, up to 120 people will be trained up to at least a semi-skilled 
level for employment at the Project. Thus there is potential with time for total Inuit employment of 
about 270 people, approaching 50% of the work force.  

It is expected that the same constraints, as described for the construction phase in Section 8.1.1, will 
apply during operations, some trainee attrition is expected and as a uranium mine, as opposed to a 
construction site, labour force skills will need to meet more stringent standards. So it is unlikely that a 
50% Inuit work force will be achieved early in the operations phase. It is also expected that by the 
time operations begin in 2021 the employment situation in Kivalliq will have changed substantially in 
face of competing demands for mining workers not only in Kivalliq but across Nunavut.76  

As the same constraints apply, so do the opportunities. The labour force will continue to grow, and 
there are expectations that so will educational achievement of new entrants. In addition, learning 
experience and adaption of work force management policies to Inuit needs should make it easier for 
people to take up and stay in rotational employment over time.  

                                                

 

 

 

76 Section 13, Residual Project Effects Assessment on the Economy of Nunavut, addresses future developments in the mining sector in 
Nunavut. The growing skill levels of both labour and business, specific to mining, in Kivalliq is expected to result in hiring in Kivalliq for 
other projects in Nunavut, of which there are at least six (in addition to the Project) which might be expected to be in operation by 2021.  
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Agnico Eagles experiences with various community and mine site based initiatives to help people 
prepare for, succeed at and stay with employment are particularly instructive in this regard. From 
early challenges, the company feels it has developed a core of long term, increasingly qualified Inuit 
employees. After less than four years of operation, i) Inuit make up over 30% of workers: ii) 40% of 
Inuit are in semi-skilled or skilled jobs: iii) turnover has decreased to about 10%: and iv) unusually for 
the mining industry, 30% of Inuit employees are women (AEM 2013). 

Constructing community scenarios for 2021 similar to those for 2017 becomes overly speculative, 
however the same relationships apply – unemployment rates will decrease as a result of The Project 
in proportion to hiring in each community. Reference to Table 8.1-1 will suggest that the labour force 
in Kivalliq has potential to increase by 3.5% per year over the period 2011 to 2021, to over 5,000 
people. Two hundred and fifty jobs represent 5% of the expected labour force in 2021. Thus The 
Project employment can be expected to reduce the unemployment rate by 5% in that year.  

Secure, long term employment has both individual and community level effects. Specific comments 
from interviews and focus group discussions about the employment effects of Meadowbank were 
very positive, particularly those comments from people who have been able to access jobs. (It is 
noted that there are concerns in Baker Lake about a number of social effects consequent on 
employment. These are addressed in Sections 9, 10 and 11, Assessment(s) of Effects on Traditional 
Culture; Individual, Family and Community Wellbeing; and Public Infrastructure and Services 
respectively. 

  



 

AREVA Resources Canada Inc. 
Kiggavik Project FEIS 
September 2014 Page 8-12 

Tier 2 Volume 9: 
Socio-Economic Environment and Community 

Part 1 - Socio-Economic Environment 
Section 8:  Assessment of Effects on Community Economies 

 

Box 8.1-1 Meadowbank Employment Effects on Baker Lake 

Comments on the experience of employment: 

• feel differently about ourselves from having jobs 

• have been able to earn and save money and spend it wisely 

• are happier and less stressed (no bills) and so are spouses and kids 

• met lots of new and interesting people (including from the south) 

• learning a lot on the job 

• known and respected in town 

• more self-confident and able to solve problems 

• more independent and able to do what is right 

Children have a brighter future in Baker Lake than in other Kivalliq communities. 

The mine has been good for Baker Lake. Lots of people are working now, so that is very good. 

Lots of Inuit are working now which is very good and a high percentage are keeping their jobs. 

Workers are mostly buying equipment to go hunting.  Hunting is enjoyable and provides food to 
households.  

Being able to buy boats, cars and snowmobiles, allows people to hunt and fish more than 
before. 

The Inuit are starting to build/buy their own homes. Baker Lake Contracting and Supplies has 
built 20 new houses for the private market and will continue to build new ones.  

 

8.1.3 Contracting Opportunities 

As for the labour force, the capacity to supply goods and services to the mining sector is rapidly 
evolving in Kivalliq. Existing businesses are expanding and new businesses and joint ventures are 
being formed in response to the economic opportunities offered by Meadowbank and ongoing active 
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exploration. This is expected to continue over the interim until AREVA’s planned construction start 
date, as progress with Meliadine will provide additional stimulus to business development.  

Historical data on expenditures on goods and services in Nunavut are provided in Table 8.1-5. The 
data suggest that in the recent past, between 33% and 56% of expenditures of Agnico Eagle on 
Meadowbank and Meliadine have been spent in Nunavut, almost all of it in Kivalliq.77 

Table 8.1-5 Historical Expenditures on Goods and Services ($000) 

  Total 
expenditures 

Regional 
expenditures 

Local 
expenditures 

Meadowbank construction, 2007/2008 

$ 512 171 na 

% 33 na 

Meadowbank construction and operations, 2007 to 2013 

$ 2,317 902 373* 

% 39 16 

Meliadine development, 2010 to 2013 

$ 186 104 94* 

% 56 50 

AREVA Project development, 2007 to 2013 

$ 68 17 na 

% 25 na 

AREVA and Cameco, various Saskatchewan construction and operations, 
2011 

$ 1,100 814 464 

% 74 43 
 
Sources: Cumberland, 2006; AEM, 2013 and 2010; AREVA 2013 and Intergroup 2013.  

Note: For Nunavut projects, regional = Nunavut and local = Kivalliq with two exceptions (*). For Meliadine, local = Rankin Inlet only and for 
Meadowbank local = Baker Lake only. For Saskatchewan projects, regional = Saskatchewan and local = northern Saskatchewan.  

                                                

 

 

 

77 AEM (2013) notes that large Nunavut based suppliers include Sakku First, Arctic Co-ops, Kivalliq Services, BLCS, NSSI, Sarliaq 
Holdings, Inukshuk Construction, Sakku Nunami, Boart Longyear, Orbit, Q Sana, Toromont Arctic, Arctic Fuels, Peter’s Expediting, 
Qaaqtuq Dyno Novel, and Nolinor.  
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AREVA’s purchases of goods and services over the period of the exploration and development 
phases of the Project have included fuel supply, catering, accommodations, environmental, transport 
and drilling services. A total of about $17 million has been paid out in Nunavut for goods and 
services, again most of this in Kivalliq. This total represents about 25% of the estimated $68 million 
in total exploration and Project development expenditures to date.  

It will be noted in the above table that AREVA/Cameco purchases in Saskatchewan and northern 
Saskatchewan are higher than what typically has been achieved in Nunavut. Part of this, particularly 
the figure for northern Saskatchewan, is certainly attributable to the long history of uranium mining 
there and the industry`s success in motivating supplier responses to contracting opportunities. Over 
time, with increasing experience of business with the uranium and with benefit enhancement 
measures put in place by AREVA, Cameco and government, there has been upward pressure on the 
percentage of total expenditures in northern Saskatchewan. As mining further establishes itself in 
Kivalliq, there will similarly be growing capacity on the part of business to meet the needs of large 
mining operations.  

It is to be noted that the figures in Table 8.1-6 are only for expenditures invoiced in Kivalliq and 
Nunavut. As such, they will be reflected in such economic statistics as business expenditures and 
final domestic demand, but only partially reflected in GDP growth. The Conference Board of Canada 
(CBoC, 2001) has pointed out and public accounts continue to confirm, that leakage is high. This 
means that dollars expended in Nunavut find their way outside the territory, largely through incomes 
spent on imports of southern goods, and business expenditures on supplies and labour to meet 
contractual obligations but also through federal taxation and savings. The figures in Table 8.1-6 
therefore overstate the real economic boost to communities, which will largely derive from wages for 
Kivalliq residents that businesses hire to meet contract requirements and on business profits that are 
reinvested in Kivalliq. CBoC estimated leakage in Nunavut due to import expenditures in 2001 only at 
53 cents on the dollar. Statistics Canada data on Nunavut’s economy indicate that leakages had 
grown to 62 cents on the dollar by 2012, with the increase largely driven by the increased spending 
by businesses (Statcan, 2013).      

AREVA`s total construction expenditures on contracted goods and services are expected to reach 
$1,200 million78 over a four year period. If AREVA achieves at least 20% of these expenditures in 
Kivalliq, this represents about $240 million, or an average of about $60 million per year. Total 
operational expenditures on goods and services are expected to be in the order of $145 million per 
                                                

 

 

 

78 All AREVA spending estimates are in 2011 dollars.   
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year over the period 20021 to 2035. Again, if 20% of these expenditures were spent in Kivalliq, this 
would be about $30 million annually.  

There are no data on the size of the economies in each of Nunavut’s regions however an 
approximation can be calculated on the basis of data on average incomes, population size and 
savings rates (Statcan, 2013 cdn and 2013b). It is likely that the gross domestic product in Kivalliq in 
2011 was in the order of $400 million and total demand in the regional economy would be about 50% 
higher than that. AREVA’s expenditures would thus represent about 25% and 5% of total demand in 
2011 for the construction and operations phases respectively, but smaller percentages in future 
years as the Kivalliq economy grows.  

Again it is noted that these figures are indicative of potential rather than predictive. Although capacity 
on the part of businesses to respond to mining sector requirements is clearly expanding in Kivalliq, 
so is demand. Rapid expansion in face of rapidly increasing demand will require capital, workers and 
management systems that may take some time to develop. Response to a combination of demand 
from Meadowbank, The Project and Meliadine may be challenging to achieve. Although Mary River 
is not in Kivalliq much of Inuit capacity to supply large projects is now within Kivalliq – a drive for Inuit 
content from by Mary River could represent additional demand in Kivalliq. As well, business has as 
yet little experience with uranium mining needs specifically, which could constrain response.   

With regard to distribution of contracting opportunities among communities, all indications are that 
most will be seen in Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet. Almost 70% of Kivalliq’s NTI (undated) registered 
businesses are in these two hamlets, as are most non Inuit majority owned joint ventures, including 
those that have been most contracted to date by Agnico Eagle and by AREVA during its exploration 
phase. Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet are also in closest proximity to many foreseeable mining 
projects. Baker Lake is in closest proximity to two thirds of exploration projects in Kivalliq. Rankin 
Inlet is the regional hub. As supply to the mining sector becomes more competitive, Baker Lake and 
Rankin Inlet have cost advantages that other communities do not have.  

8.1.4 Training  

AREVA acknowledges that achieving the potential effects described above will, in some part, depend 
on labour force and business education and training. It is also noted in this regard that consultation 
results indicate strong Inuit interest in training, motivated both by the understanding that training will 
be needed to access mining jobs but also by rapidly increasing training opportunities put in place in 
Nunavut, as opposed to in southern Canada, by GN.  Business are also eager to develop capacity in 
order to take advantage of contracting opportunities, as evidenced by the number of joint ventures 
that have been formed with southern companies. As noted in Section 6, Socio-Economic 
Management, AREVA’s planned interventions in education and training include not only initiatives to 
meet the Project’s work force and supplier needs, but also broader based initiatives to encourage 
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children to stay in school and to work with educational institutions to increase mining sector content 
in curricula.   

It is AREVA’s policy, and has been practice both in northern Saskatchewan and over the 
development phase of the Project, to provide on the job training to employees. Such training is 
intended both to improve skills towards improved job performance and promotion and towards 
broadening the skill base of employees such that new or strengthened skills can be applied 
elsewhere in the economy. Job experience and training in heavy equipment operation and 
maintenance, construction trades (including electrical, plumbing and carpentry training), catering, 
environmental studies, health and safety, computers and information technology, and accounting and 
clerical work – even if provided in a mining sector context – is transferable.  

There is some potential for such on the job training during construction, for example for people in 
support positions to construction trades and equipment operation work, such as for catering and 
office workers. However most on the job training will take place over the operations phase, as the 
Project builds to a 50% Inuit permanent workforce. In addition, AREVA expects to offer training and 
job experience at its mine site in northern Saskatchewan to Kivalliq people during the construction 
phase, to prepare them to work at the Project during the operations phase. 

On the job training brings multiple benefits. It enhances job performance and enables both promotion 
of people trained and the subsequent opening up less skilled position to new workers from 
communities. It is this process that allows AREVA to expect to increase the numbers of Inuit 
employees over the early years of operations. On the job training of Inuit supervisors is expected to 
enable at least some work crews to work in Inuktitut at some point, potentially both widening the pool 
of available labour and enhancing job satisfaction. As noted above, many mining skills developed 
through Project specific training are transferable – AREVA trained workers whose personal 
circumstances change, making rotational work less preferred, will bring skills back into communities, 
working better at hamlet jobs and, for example, at jobs with businesses serving the mining sector.   

Beyond on the job training however, AREVA will also provide assistance to those who wish to 
develop the skills which can better position them for the Project employment and contracting. Such 
assistance would include pre-employment programs, educational institution based programs such as 
apprenticeship and technician programs, and training for businesses. Agnico Eagle’s participation in 
the Kivalliq Mine Training Society (KMTS) has some potential to serve as a model although it is not 
known if this initiative will still be ongoing, or needed, four years from now. The specific objective of 
the KMTS is to enhance the capacity of the people to work for Agnico Eagle, or other mining sector 
employers, at levels beyond the unspecialized skilled jobs many may only be qualified for initially.  

AREVA`s thinking on education and training initiatives has a second dimension. As noted above, the 
young of Kivalliq are struggling to stay in high school, and although graduating numbers have 
improved remarkably over the recent past, graduation rates are still well below Canadian averages. It 
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also was clear during consultations and data collection that even as some children may be moving 
away from interest in traditional activity some of these are not, as a counter measure, succeeding at 
finding a secure place in the wage based component of the economy. The fear is that some children 
have shrinking livelihood options.  

Accordingly, education and training initiatives will be developed by AREVA, in association with 
governments, education authorities and communities, with a view to enhancing educational 
achievement levels in Kivalliq. The emphasis would be on motivational, lifestyle, curriculum79 and 
financial issues related to getting children through high school and continuing on to postsecondary 
education. Such measures would be intended to contribute to encouraging a commitment to 
education on the part of youth and to provide the tools these children need to succeed at this 
commitment. To the extent that children stay in school and graduate, and more proceed to 
postsecondary education, including training as teachers and health staff, this will also contribute to 
GN goals of providing more services to Inuit in Inuktitut, and of increasing the representativeness of 
government workers. 

In face of ongoing changes in both the delivery and uptake of education, the detail of such measures 
will necessarily depend on needs as these are identified closer to the start of construction. It is also 
noted that, in addition to training, simply gaining experience on the job and in contracting to meet the 
supply needs of the Project further enhance capacity in the labour force and in businesses. 
Preferential employment and contracting, and education and training, are mutually reinforcing.   

8.1.5 Economic Growth and Diversification 

Direct Project expenditures on goods and services will be large relative to the size of the Kivalliq 
economy. In addition, there will be indirect and induced economic effects. Indirect effects occur when 
businesses are contracted to supply the Project and require new employees to meet contractual 
obligations. An example from Baker Lake might be the increased activity in the hospitality sector, at 
least in part as a result of mining project associated visitors in the hamlet. As well, with increasing 
direct and indirect economic activity, individuals and business will be spending increasing incomes 
on goods and services. This in turn will induce more employment, and perhaps more small 
businesses, as people in communities organize to provide additional goods and services demanded 
by others with new disposable income.  
                                                

 

 

 

79 Curriculum issues include, as examples, learning methods, content children feel that is relevant to their adult lives and opportunities for 
traditional studies. 
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Additional income may be spent for example on renovations to housing, increased travel, new 
household appliances, vehicles that will require maintenance, and other consumer items. This 
process of direct economic effects feeding back into community economies represents both 
economic growth, and diversification as consumers change spending patterns. The best examples 
are in Baker Lake, where there is now additional demand for consumer goods and  business has 
organized to meet that new demand; and in Rankin Inlet where its economic advantage as the 
regional hub has meant more goods and services are available here than, for example, in the bigger 
hamlet of Arviat.  

Section 13, Assessment of Effects on the Economy of Nunavut, suggests that such indirect and 
induced effects would be large. Because the Project’s employment and contracting is expected to be 
very predominantly in Kivalliq, most of these indirect and induced economic effects would be seen in 
this region. Even taking into account that many indirect jobs will have skill requirements that may not 
be easily met initially, a conservative interpretation of the territorial economic effects suggests that at 
least as many indirect and induced jobs would be created for Kivalliq residents as direct jobs during 
construction (150 jobs) and operations (250 jobs). That is, the employment effects described in 
Section 8.1.2 would be effectively doubled. Income effects (see Section 8.1.6) however are likely to 
be less than double, as wage rates in community economies are not expected to be as high as those 
paid by AREVA.   

It is true however that rapid economic growth can have negative effects. Because over half of what 
Nunavut consumes comes from southern Canada, inflation in the prices of most goods is in large 
part dependent on inflation in Canada more generally. Some Elders have observed that they 
consume country food, not out of “tradition”, but out of need to conserve money for bills and 
expensive store bought food (IQ RBE 2009). However increased demand for labour usually implies 
increasing wage rates for those with skills that are in short supply, which are inflationary. Inflation 
harms particularly people who are unable to access jobs in the expanding labour market for whatever 
reason. Such people would include some of the more vulnerable in communities – elders and single 
parents (primarily women) and their young children for example. Increased wage rates however are 
a benefit to those who work for those wages.  

Increasing wage rates also imply additional costs to businesses and hamlet governments and, at the 
limit, inability to offer services in face of labour shortages. The potential for full time/full year 
employment, with associated opportunities for training and career advancement, will be an incentive 
for some workers to leave current employment (or underemployment). Employment at the Project 
may be preferred by some of the already employed and it is in the Project’s interests to try to attract 
particularly the more highly skilled already employed, both to maximize Inuit employment and to 
effectively operate. The departure of workers from current jobs represents a further cost to 
employers, insofar as new employees must be trained, at some cost to productivity. 
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The labour market has changed in Baker Lake in response to Meadowbank. However it is noted in 
this regard that Meadowbank initially gave hiring preference to people in Baker Lake, as the most 
Project affected community, and hired substantially more people than originally envisaged 
(Cumberland, 2005). This contributed to a very tight labour market. Meadowbank has subsequently 
hired more people from other Kivalliq communities, but about two thirds of its employees still come 
from Baker Lake (AEM, 2013). AREVA’s intent to hire more widely in Kivalliq should result in less 
pressure on wage rates and labour availability in any one community. However there will still be 
instances where employers will lose employees to the mining sector.  

Thus, to the extent that the Project draws workers from other economic activity rather than from the 
pool of unemployed, there can be negative effects on service delivery and/or costs for both business 
and government. However it is important to note that such labour force adjustments have an overall 
positive effect. As more skilled people move into new jobs, room is left for the less skilled to become 
employed and learn new skills. This process represents an increase in labour force capacity overall. 

Finally, it is noted that whereas the positive effects of labour force adjustment are long lasting, the 
negative effects will arise in response to the rapid growth represented by the introduction of the 
Project into the Kivalliq economy. With time, labour force conditions will adjust, and then are 
expected to stabilize.  

8.1.6 Incomes 

AREVA acknowledges the challenges of rotational work, and the potential for competition for skilled 
labour, in part by paying competitive wages. Current estimates are that an average wage for 
unspecialized skilled workers during construction would be in the order of $75,000 in 2013 dollars 
and for a combination of unspecialized skilled (60%) and skilled (40%) workers in the early phases of 
operation the average wage would be in the order of $85,000. If we assume, conservatively, that 150 
construction workers will have unspecialized skills (although some will surely be skilled), the Project’s 
payment of wages to Kivalliq residents would be over $10 million annually on average. If we assume 
that 60% of operations phase workers will have unspecialized skills, the Project’s payment of wages 
to Kivalliq residents would be over $21 million annually.  
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In 2010, the average wage for all full time/full year workers in Kivalliq was $71,000 (Statcan, 2013a), 
equal to about $74,000 in 2013 dollars.80 AREVA’s expected wages for unspecialized skilled workers 
during construction is about equivalent to this average for all (unskilled, skilled and professional) 
workers. The expected wages for a combination of unspecialized and skilled workers is about 15% 
higher than this 2013 average.   

Total wages paid in Kivalliq in 2010 were about $200 million, calculated on the basis of over 5,000 
workers and an average wage of about $39,000 (Statcan, 2013a).81 The construction and operations 
wages paid to Kivalliq workers would therefore represent increases in total wages paid of almost 5% 
and 10% respectively.  

The above considers only direct employment by the Project. As noted in Section 8.1.5 above, an 
about equivalent number of jobs will also be created as a result of indirect and induced economic 
effects. It is not expected that all these jobs will pay wages comparable to those paid by AREVA, 
however there will be additional, substantial income effects from these jobs as well. Finally, as noted 
in Section 8.1.5, some pressure on wages is expected, also increasing incomes. As a conservative 
estimate, it is probable that new income attributable in some way to the Project would represent 
closer to 10% or more of current incomes during construction, and substantially more than that 
during operations. In this regard, it is noted that the median individual income82 in Kivalliq between 
2005 (without Meadowbank) and 2010 (with Meadowbank) increased by 29% as compared to 
increases of 18% and 20% in Qikiqtaaluk and Kitikmeot respectively, and the median individual 
income in Baker Lake increased by 43% (Statcan cen 2007a and 2013a). 

Increased incomes are generally associated, overall, with increased individual, family and community 
wellbeing. It is this association that motivates the emphasis given in consultations, by people and 
governments, to employment by the Project. The economic strategies of all levels of government in 
Nunavut are importantly based on the creation of formal sector economic opportunities, as one 
primary means towards enhancing wellbeing. There is, as the major benefit of the Project, potential 
for improved quality of life for those individuals (and their families) who are able to find employment 
with the Project, with businesses that supply the Project or elsewhere in the expanding economy. 
However it is acknowledged, both in this document and by the people of Kivalliq, that there are 

                                                

 

 

 

80 This is based on an increase in the consumer price index in Iqaluit of 4.3% between 2010 and 2013 (Statcan, 2014b 
81 This is a substantially lower figure that the average wage for full time/full year work because so many people in Kivalliq work at part time 
and/or seasonal jobs.  
82 Statcan did not publish average income data in 2006.  
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potential downsides to increased income, particularly at the level of certain individuals. These are 
addressed in Section 10, Assessment of Effects on Individual, Family and Community Wellbeing. 

8.1.7 Population  

Kivalliq’s population has been growing quickly, however this has been associated almost exclusively 
with high birth rates – death rates have not decreased substantially over the last fifteen years and net 
migration has overall been negative (NBS, 2014a).83 Although population growth rates are expected 
to slow somewhat over the coming years they will remain high and higher in Kivalliq than in Nunavut 
as a whole (NBS, 2014e).  

The Project is not expected to substantially affect death or birth rates, both of which are fore mostly a 
function of the age structure of the population. As Kivalliq’s population ages, death rates can be 
expected to go up.  Kivalliq’s high birth rates are largely related to the fact that 35% of the population 
is under 15 and will become of child bearing age over the next 15 years. A change in either death or 
birth rates for other reasons could not be attributed to a single project. For example a desire for fewer 
children would represent a cultural shift that could not be attributed the Project alone. Improved 
health status as a result of government preventive and curative health services could slow the 
expected rise in death rates – this again would not be attributable to the Project.  

Thus the primary potential linkage between the Project and population growth is through effects on 
migration.  Potential migratory flows into Kivalliq are by:  

• Project out of area workers moving into Kivalliq during construction and operations 
• family members returning to Kivalliq from elsewhere in Nunavut, or Canada, in response 

to increased economic opportunity 
• economic migrants, also drawn to Kivalliq in response to increased economic opportunity 

– these would also be from elsewhere in Nunavut and Canada 

Further however, given the opportunities different points of hire represent and given expected rising 
demand for workers in particularly Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet, there is potential for both migratory 
movements within Kivalliq and net out migration. 

                                                

 

 

 

83 However, this may be changing. In both 2012 and 2013 net migration was more strongly positive than it had been for 20 years (NBS, 
2013).  
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It is not expected that Project out of area workers will migrate into Kivalliq. Construction jobs are 
temporary, all work will be rotational and transport between home communities and the work sites 
will be provided. It is possible that isolated individuals, for personal reasons, could choose to move 
into Kivalliq but numbers would not be large. Although operations jobs are longer term and there 
again may be exceptions, these workers are not expected to move in large numbers either.  

There is more potential for in migration to occur as a result of members of Kivalliq resident families 
returning in the expectation of employment at home. The return of family members, particularly those 
who left to find employment elsewhere, can be of great benefit to both in migrating individuals and 
their families. It can be presumed that such people will return only if they are assured of employment, 
with the Project or in the expanding economy. Reuniting families and the addition of well employed 
members to families are benefits. Such in migrants can however have negative effects, in addition to 
positive ones. They may compete for and get jobs that would therefore not go to present residents, 
place additional demands on social services, and put pressure on local supplies of goods and 
services, particularly housing (see Section 11, Assessment of Effects on Public Infrastructure and 
Services).  

Economic migrants could come from both elsewhere in Nunavut and elsewhere in Canada. 
Speculative in migration, migration without an offer of secure employment, will be constrained by 
housing shortages where individuals do not have the finances to pay market rates for private 
accommodation. Market rates for private housing in Kivalliq are very high by Canadian standards. It 
is thus considered unlikely that many people with no existing support systems in Kivalliq would 
migrate unless they were assured of employment. But there are likely to be offers of employment to 
people outside Kivalliq.  

Business growth, now in response to Meadowbank and multiple exploration projects, has already 
generated searches by Kivalliq based businesses for employees from elsewhere in Nunavut and 
Canada. Smaller businesses in competitive markets are less likely to contract people on a rotational 
basis, but to expect them to move. Some of these in migrants will come with families. This migration 
is expected to concentrate in Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet where most businesses servicing the 
mining sector are located. However there is also some potential for in migration into Arviat, where the 
comparatively large population and the preparedness of people for mining sector jobs may create 
some consumer business opportunities as well.  

While mobility of the Inuit in Nunavut has been comparatively low by Canadian standards, 
engagement results indicate that there is some expectation that particularly the young will be more 
likely to migrate in the future, in search of employment. Many Nunavut communities are experiencing 
economic stresses and consequently comparatively high unemployment rates. Numbers of in 
migrants to Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet could become comparatively large.  
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There is also possibility of out migration from communities. Most references in the literature to 
mining, rotational work and migration in Canada’s north are concerned with in migration of out of 
area workers, from the south. However there is some evidence of out migration. While people note 
that rotational jobs have an advantage in that it is not necessary for people to leave communities to 
be employed, there is some evidence that the reverse is also true – that people do not need to stay 
in home communities for work but have the option of moving to an alternative point of hire.  

Storey and Hamilton (2003) report out migration in Alaska (Red Dog) and northern Saskatchewan 
(uranium mines). With one exception, the population in Yellowknife has grown faster than that in the 
small communities, and at twice the rate of the territory as a whole (NWTBS, 2013). Aboriginal 
communities in northern Ontario have seen mining workers move to Timmins. Agnico Eagle has 
observed some out migration from smaller communities into Rankin Inlet of some of its workers, as 
well as out of Kivalliq into southern Canada. People choose to move for many personal reasons, 
including the often better education, health care and employment opportunities for other family 
members that can be found in larger centres.  People also say that they find moving to Baker Lake 
and Rankin Inlet easy, as populations are more diverse in these hamlets. 

Population growth rate data are in Table 8.1-6. It is noted that the growth rates are highly variable, 
most so in small communities where the movement of a few families can represent large percentage 
changes but also in larger communities. Chesterfield Inlet for example has seen growth rates vary 
between -0.8% and 5.4% over the seven year period of 2007 to 2013 and Whale Cove just slightly 
less variability. But Rankin Inlet, a much larger community, has seen growth rates vary between 
0.2% to 3.4%.  This variability makes it challenging to confirm trends. 2008 was, for example, the 
year Baker Lake grew fastest and Rankin Inlet slowest over the seven year period, although both 
arguably experienced Meadowbank effects on local economies.  

Table 8.1-6 Population Growth Rates, June 30 to July 1, 2006 to 2013 

  

Population 
2013 

Population Growth Rate (% increase on previous year) 
Annual Average (% 

increase on 
previous year) 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
2007 

to 
2013 

2011 to 
2013 

Arviat  2,508 3.0 2.4 2.4 1.8 1.8 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.1 
Baker Lake  2,140 2.2 2.4 3.1 3.1 2.1 1.4 2.9 2.4 2.2 
Chesterfield Inlet  393 1.4 1.7 -0.8 -0.3 1.1 3.6 5.4 1.7 3.5 
Coral Harbour  945 2.9 1.9 1.2 3.8 3.1 0.8 2.9 2.4 2.3 
Rankin Inlet  2,777 1.5 0.2 1.8 0.9 2.4 1.6 3.4 1.7 2.5 
Repulse Bay  1,040 6.1 2.8 3.6 2.9 5.9 2.1 5.7 4.2 4.8 
Whale Cove  463 2.7 5.6 1.0 2.5 4.1 2.8 5.0 3.4 4.1 
Kivalliq 10,266 2.6 1.9 2.2 2.1 2.6 1.8 3.4 2.4 2.6 
Nunavut 35,591 1.9 1.6 2.2 2.3 2.5 1.5 2.6 2.1 2.2 

 
Source: NBS, 2014a 
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People in Baker Lake have recently observed that population has increased since the operations of 
Meadowbank began in 2010. NBS data however suggest that whereas the population has grown, the 
growth rates have not been unusual. In Baker Lake, the highest population growth rates were seen in 
2008 and 2009, but over the period 2007 to 2013 the hamlet grew at the same rate as Kivalliq as a 
whole (averaging 2.4% per year in both cases) and over the period 2011 to 2013 the hamlet grew at 
a slower rate than Kivalliq, despite the 2013 spike in population. Repulse Bay and Whale Cove have 
been the fastest growing communities over the period of Meadowbank’s construction and operations. 
It may be that visibility of people in Baker Lake has substantially increased – there are certainly more 
visitors in town and increased disposable incomes give people the resources to go out more.  

Agnico Eagle has observed some out migration from smaller communities into Rankin Inlet by some 
of its workers, both or either of which could account for some of Rankin Inlet’s population growth over 
the period 2011 to 2013. However the hamlet has also seen higher than normal construction activity 
(for infrastructure) and the expansion of education facilities. Agnico Eagle has also reported the out 
migration of eight Kivalliq workers to southern Canada. While this is a small number, it is actually 
3.5% of Meadowbank’s Inuit workforce, not insignificant. 

There is thus little evidence from population numbers in Kivalliq that there has been significant net in 
migration into Baker Lake or Rankin Inlet in response to Meadowbank specifically. Further, 
elsewhere in the north, in relation to resource extraction projects in Alaska, NWT, northern 
Saskatchewan and northern Ontario, the indications are that out migration from smaller communities, 
made possible by a range of points of hire, is the predominant concern. The loss to communities of 
people with stable employment is a negative effect. There is no evidence of exceptional levels of in 
migration to small aboriginal communities in any of these jurisdictions.  

AS noted above, there is also potential for migration not only between Kivalliq communities, but also 
out of Kivalliq to occur. The data in Table 8.1-7 suggest that between 2006 and 20011 the Inuit 
population outside Inuit Nunangat increased more than four times as fast as did the population inside 
Nunavut.  
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Table 8.1-7 Inuit Population Distribution 

  

2006 2011 
2006 to 2011 

% Change Number % of Total Inuit 
Population Number 

% of Total 
Inuit 

Population 

Nunavut 24,640 48.8 27,070 45.5 9.9 

Inuvialuit Region 3,115 8.3 3,305 5.6 6.1 

Nunavik 9,565 21.7 10,755 18.1 12.4 

Nunatsiavut 2,160 9.3 2,325 3.9 7.6 

Total Inuit Nunangat 39,480 88.1 43,460 73.1 10.1 

Rest of Canada 11,000 11.9 15,980 26.9 45.3 

Canada 50,480 100.0 59,435 100.0 17.7 
Source: Statcan, 2007a and 2012 

With regard to Nunavut specifically, the pattern of has generally been one of net out migration, 
averaging about 100 out migrants per year until 2012. In 2012 and 2013 however net migration was 
positive, with about 100 in migrants in both years (NBS 2013b). As the non Inuit population in 
Nunavut has increased by over 200 and over 400 people in 2012 and 2013 respectively, the 
evidence is that it is in migration of non Inuit that is driving the shift to positive net migration and that 
Inuit migration is still netting out as negative. Table 8.1-8 compares population growth rates of the 
Inuit and non Inuit populations in Kivalliq and Nunavut. These reached highs in 2013.  

Table 8.1-8 Inuit and non Inuit Population Growth Rates (% increase on previous year) 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Kivalliq 

   Inuit 2.4 1.9 2.0 1.7 2.3 1.3 2.4 

   Non Inuit 4.2 1.3 4.1 5.4 5.6 6.0 11.0 

Nunavut 

   Inuit 1.9 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.0 1.6 

   Non Inuit 1.7 2.2 5.4 5.5 6.6 4.0 7.2 
Source: NBS, 2014f 

Points of hire in Iqaluit or elsewhere in the north and in southern Canada may offer employees an 
opportunity to move out of Kivalliq for the same kinds of personal reasons that would motivate people 
to move to Baker Lake or Rankin Inlet – Edmonton and Montreal saw their Inuit populations about 
double between 2006 and 2011 (Statcan 2007b and 2013b). 

How all these migratory flows will net out, and when, is not possible to determine with any accuracy. 
Most migration decisions are not expected during the construction phase – construction jobs are 
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most often temporary and therefore do not provide the economic security many people need to make 
life altering decisions. With the settling in of the Project’s operations however, for those people who 
find rotational work manageable, expect to be employed over the 14 year life of the project (job 
security) and prefer shorter commute times, migration from smaller to larger Kivalliq population 
centres becomes more conceivable. The element of job security may prove the most important. It is 
considered likely that the premature closure of Meadowbank and the reduction in scope of Mary 
River have brought home the degree to which mining is iffy. The broader and deeper the mining 
sector is in Nunavut, the more likely it may be that people will choose to move.  

However it will be noted that population growth rates in Baker Lake (see Table 8.1-6) seem unrelated 
to Meadowbank developments. Population grew by 3.1% in 2009 (construction) and 2010 (first year 
of operations), slowed dramatically first in 2011 and then again in 2012 (second and third years of 
operations) and spiked again to 2.9% in 2013 (after Agnico Eagle had announced premature closure 
of the mine). On average, population growth in Baker Lake has been slower during Meadowbank 
operations than it had been over the project’s development and construction phases, and only Arviat 
has seen slower population growth than Baker Lake since 2010 – all other Kivalliq communities have 
grown faster. Rankin Inlet by contrast saw comparatively little population growth during Meadowbank 
development and construction, but has seen more rapid growth since 2011. This period however has 
coincided with multiple other developments including the construction and now operations of large 
infrastructure projects, and Rankin Inlet continues to home to the bulk of companies servicing the 
mining sector.  

Very broadly, at a regional level, it is expected that what is likely currently a small net in migration 
may continue for some time, not as a result of Kiggavik initially, but of other expected economic 
activity – this would include, notably, activity related to Meliadine.84 Current net in migration to 
Kivalliq is unlikely to exceed 30 to 50 people (that is, between a third and half of net Nunavut in 
migration). At current projected growth rates (which have proved overly conservative to date), 
Kivalliq’s population will approach at least 12,000 people by 2021.85 If, as a result of the Project 
alone, in a given year post 2021 when operations are expected to start, there were 40 in migrants, 
this would raise the regional population growth rate by 0.3%.  It is noted that the effect would not be 
expected to reoccur annually, but is likely to take place only over the early years of operations, and is 

                                                

 

 

 

84 The Meliadine EIS currently forsees population growth in Rankin Inlet of between about 350 and 540 people (depending on assumptions 
made) over a ten year period to 2026 as a result of that project, although the implication is that some of this in migration would be from 
other Kivalliq communities.  
85 In 2010 NBS projected Kivalliq’s population at 11,531 in 2021 however since that time growth rates have been higher than projected. For 
example the 2010 projection for 2013 is 9,886 but NBS reports that Kivalliq in fact had 10,226 people in 2013 (3.4% higher).   
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well within population growth rate variability seen over the recent past (only in one of the last seven 
years has the population growth rate changed by less than 0.3%).   

Effects at a community level could be more dramatic. As noted, normally it would be expected that 
most new comers to Kivalliq would settle in Baker Lake or Rankin Inlet. Potential for effects on 
population growth rates, at about 3% in 2013 in both these hamlets, would be greater than in the 
region as a whole. If, as an example, the 40 people were equally divided between the two 
communities, they would represent perhaps in the order of an additional 0.9% and 0.6% in Baker 
Lake and Rankin Inlet respectively. If there were intra community migration in addition, from smaller 
to larger Kivallliq communities, these percentages would be yet higher.  

The bottom line is that overall, most migration is expected to happen after the start of operations, 
unless something strange happens. Irrespective, the numbers are not expected to be huge, at least 
not on an annual basis.  

This final consideration, that migrants within Kivalliq are expected to come from smaller communities, 
has implications not only for population growth in Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet, but potentially in all 
communities. For example, the departure of just two workers with families from Chesterfield Inlet or 
Whale Cove would represent a population growth rate of about -2% on the basis of population 
projections for these hamlets to 2021.  

Migration decisions are individual and reflect what people believe to be in their best interests under 
specific sets of individual circumstance. On the presumption that people are most often correct about 
making changes towards improving their lives, migration can overall be considered a benefit for 
those who migrate. The potential migration into Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet, if realized, would be a 
further stimulus to economic growth and has some potential to relieve any developing labour 
shortages and consequent pressure on wages. Population growth does however increase demand 
for public infrastructure and services, demand that will need to be planned for if delivery of services is 
not to suffer (see Section 11, Assessment of Effects on Public Infrastructure and Services). The 
effects on small communities that may lose workers to Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet are the reverse.  

8.1.8 Closure  

Final closure is inherent in the non-renewable resource extraction industry. GNDoF (2010) notes the 
importance of encouraging the development of multiple mining projects in order to stabilize 
Nunavut’s economy in face of the inevitable closures of future mining projects. The economic 
instability that the expenditure patterns of large mining projects can bring to Nunavut’s small 
economy has been demonstrated in the recent past by large swings in economic indicators in 
response to Meadowbank (see Technical Appendix 9A, Socio-Economic Baseline). The closing of 
the Project can be expected to have equally large, or larger, effects to the extent that other 
opportunities do not open up as the Project comes to its final closure.  What evolves in the mining 
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sector in Nunavut will determine whether the result is unemployment and economic contraction, with 
consequent social effects, or whether new mines are taking the Project’s place, and employees and 
businesses continue to find markets for their goods and services.   

Final closure is scheduled to begin in 2035, barring discovery of additional reserves and an extended 
Project life to 2046 or a delay to project construction from the original schedule. Final closure 
activities have been estimated to cost about $160 million, however as some of this will be spent 
during the last years of operations on progressive reclamation, average expenditures of the four year 
closure phase would be about $34 million per year, only a proportion of which would be spent in 
Kivalliq. Final closure will employ an average of perhaps 70 people, on a seasonal basis only. Final 
closure thus represents a reduction, over the operations phase, in expenditures in the order of 50% 
or more and in employment of over 90%, with consequent reductions in all associated economic 
effects.  

Post closure will involve, initially, at least 10 years of primarily environmental monitoring activity to 
ensure that final closure has achieved its environmental objectives. Expenditures will shrink further, 
to about $6 million per year on average, and seasonal employment to about 15 people. As most 
negative effects will be experienced over final closure, post closure is not expected to have important 
additional effects, except on a very few individuals.   

As noted in Section 6, Socio-Economic Management, AREVA will remain mindful of the potential for 
negative effects throughout the Project life cycle, integrating sustainable development principles into 
socio-economic management measures in an effort to minimize to the extent possible the negative 
socio-economic effects of closure. Enhanced capacity of the labour force and businesses, other 
contributions to wellbeing, and increased government and NTI/KIA revenues are expected to position 
people to achieve improved socio-economic status over the life of the Project. This should have the 
result of improved capacity to absorb some of the negative effects of closure should there not be full 
replacement economic activity to transition to.  

As well, as final closure approaches in 2035 (or in 2046) AREVA will undertake a socio-economic 
impact assessment, to detail specific measures that may mitigate at least to some extent any 
potential for negative effects on community economies given the economic context at that time. 
Employee retrenchment programs, for example, could include out placement assistance, alternative 
livelihood training programs, and/or counselling.   

The economic context in 2035, or in 2046, cannot be predicted at this time. Actual closure effects will 
depend on that context. As many construction sector workers are always moving from job to job, with 
steady employment dependent on vitality in the construction sector as a whole, so mining sector 
employees can move from project to project in an economy that has an active and ongoing mining 
sector – as individual projects close and others open. To the extent that Nunavut’s economy sees 
more sustained activity in the mining sector – and the signs are positive that there is potential for this 
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– negative closure effects from the Project would be largely be replaced by positive effects from 
other projects, although it is acknowledged that job transitions can cause uncertainty and stress.  

There is also a possibility for temporary closure and/or premature final closure, either of which would 
occur if for any reason the Project becomes uneconomic and is expected to remain so over an 
extended period. Project viability depends most importantly on the price of uranium relative to costs 
of production. Should this relationship turn significantly negative over the life of the Project, 
temporary or premature final closure could occur.  

Because temporary closure and/or premature final closure are by their natures less foreseeable, and 
planning horizons may not be as long as ideal, they have more potential for negative effects than 
planned final closure. In considering scenarios for temporary closure and/or premature final closure, 
there are essentially three major drivers as to how eventual effects may evolve. 

• The capacity to participate in the formal economy: It is argued throughout this 
assessment that although the construction and the initiation of operations have potential 
to create various negative socio-economic effects, with time as community economies 
and people adapt to change, positive effects – largely related to enhanced capacity to 
participate in the economy – will continue to gain momentum (while negative effects will 
moderate or at least stabilize).  

• Individual decision making: However such adaptation potentially involves people making 
some life altering decisions, including leaving current employment, migrating,  taking on 
financial obligations made possible by secure wages, and investing in start up or 
expanding businesses as examples. 

• Available alternatives: As for planned final closure to the extent that Nunavut’s economy 
sees more sustained economic activity in the mining sector, negative closure effects from 
the Project could be largely be replaced by positive effects from other projects. 

Thus the effects of temporary closure and/or premature final closure might be represented as a 
continuum, as roughly presented in Table 8.1-9.  
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Table 8.1-9 Temporary Closure and/or Premature Permanent Closure Effect Scenarios 

 

Worker and 
Business 
Capacity 

Life Altering 
Decisions Made 

Economic 
Alternatives 

Potential for 
Negative 
Effects 

Early (2017 to 2022) low few 

few high 

some medium 

many low 

Mid (2023 to 2030) medium some 

few high 

some high 

many low 

Late (2031 to 2035) high some 

few high 

some medium 

many low 

 

As noted in Section 6.3.9 (Social Management) Closure, AREVA would intend to work with 
communities and government to agree on appropriate measures, including schedules, to ensure that 
expected effects of any temporary or premature final closure are managed as well as possible. 

8.1.9 Residual Effects 

Residual effects on community economies are mutually reinforcing, and although there is some 
potential for negative effects on some individuals, overall the reinforcement is towards benefit – 
direct employment, work force and public education and training programs and contracting by the 
Project will all contribute to economic growth and diversification through the indirect and induced 
effects that create yet more employment, labour force capacity and business development. Project 
extension beyond the currently planned 14 year operational phase to a 25 year operational phase 
would imply yet more benefits to community economies.  

Such economic growth has some potential for what are expected to be largely temporary negative 
effects as people and economies adjust to what will be a large economic shock. In contrast, the 
positive effects are expected to gain momentum as capacity of Kivalliq people to participate in the 
Project, and in other mining projects across Nunavut, increases. There will also be challenges for 
hamlet and territorial governments associated with higher, largely unpredictable in size, population 
growth rates than are could be seen in Baker Inlet and Rankin Inlet.  
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Table 8.1-10 summarizes what are expected to be Project effects on community economies, and 
includes assignments of attributes. Employment, contracting and education and training effects are 
positive and significant in all Kivalliq communities, as is the capacity building that is associated with 
both training and job and contracting experience, a long term benefit. Quantified magnitudes in the 
table are based on expectations that are somewhat uncertain, however there is high confidence in 
the prediction that the effects will be significant. For example, decreases in unemployment rates are 
expected to be in full percentage points (3% to 5% at the regional level for 2017 and 2021 
respectively) – normally decreases of a fraction of a percent in unemployment rates are considered 
important indications of economic progress.  

Economic growth and diversification have some potential for negative effects in the short to medium 
term, but overall are positive and significant benefits. The benefits are expected primarily in Baker 
Lake and Rankin Inlet, and secondarily in Arviat. 86 The indirect and induced effects are expected to 
cluster in hamlets with the competitive advantages of geography, larger populations, and previous 
experience with Meadowbank and exploration companies. Expected in the event of in migration into 
Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet this will also contribute to economic growth and diversification. As for 
employment, contracting and education and training benefits, prediction confidence in the 
significance of economic growth and diversification is high.  

Income effects are also considered positive and significant, with a high level of confidence in the 
prediction.  

Migratory flows are complex, and are likely to result in both positive and negative effects, both within 
and between communities. Some combination of in migration into Baker Lake and Rankin Inlet of 
people from outside Kivalliq and from other Kivalliq communities is expected possible in the early 
years of operations, likely perhaps in numbers high enough to keep population growth rates in these 
two hamlets higher than currently expected. Some out migration from smaller communities is also 
expected possible, which for the smallest communities could make a significant difference to 
population growth rates. Insofar as migration is in response to offers of secure employment and 
migrants make the choice to move in order to meet personal goals for themselves and their families, 
they are expected to benefit.  

                                                

 

 

 

87 This also has a gender dimension insofar as women are less likely to hunt themselves (although some do) but need harvested materials 
to sew for their families or and/or for sale and income.   
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The potential for final closure to have negative effect will depend on the economic options available 
at the time of closure – the development of the mining sector, with its cyclical characteristics, would 
help to ensure that alternatives are available. Whereas temporary and/or premature final closure 
effects also notionally could be moderated in the event of alternative employment being available, it’s 
their unforeseen and unplanned natures creates does create potential for highly significant negative 
effects at both the individual and community levels. 

The emphasis in this section has been on effects on Inuit. As the socio-economic baseline in 
Technical Appendix 9A makes clear, non-Inuit employment is not of concern in Nunavut. The non-
Inuit are essentially fully employed, and where non Inuit are not working, they generally have the 
educational and work experience qualifications to find employment should they decide to enter the 
labour force. Non-Inuit would experiences negative effects and benefits on community economies as 
Inuit would, but again in most cases have the resources to better manage any negative effects.  
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Table 8.1-10  Summary Impact Matrix, Effects on Community Economies 
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Residual Project Effects, Community Economies 

Increased employment 
Construction 

Preferential employment, education and 
training, workforce management Positive 

Average of 150 jobs, 3.5% lower 
unemployment rate in 2017 

Communities 
Medium 

Yes High High Operations monitoring 
Operations Average of 250 jobs, 5.8% lower 

unemployment rate in 2021 Long 

Contracting opportunities 
Construction Preferential contracting 

Preferential contracting 
Positive 
Positive 

Average of $60 million annually Primarily Baker Lake, 
Rankin Inlet 
 

Medium 
Yes High High Operations monitoring 

Operations Average of $30 million annually Long 

Work force and business 
skills training 

Construction Project related education and training 
programs Positive 

High 
Communities 

Medium 
Yes High High Operations monitoring 

Operations High Long 

Broader education and 
training 

Construction and 
operations Education initiatives Positive Medium Communities Long Yes High High Operations, 

collaborative  monitoring  

Labour and business 
capacity building 

Construction and 
operations 

Preferential employment, education and 
training, preferential contracting Positive High Communities Long Yes High High Collaborative monitoring 

Economic growth and 
diversification 

Construction Preferential employment and contracting 
education and training Positive High 

Primarily Baker Lake, 
Rankin Inlet and to a 
lesser extent Arviat 

Medium 
Yes High High 

Collaborative monitoring 

Operations Long 

Labour market pressure 
effects on employers 

Construction 
None practical Negative 

Medium Primarily Baker Lake, 
Rankin Inlet  

Medium Yes High High 

Operations Low with time Long No Medium Medium 

Labour market pressure 
effects on employees 

Construction 
None required Positive  

Medium Primarily individuals in 
Baker Lake, Rankin Inlet  

Medium Yes Medium Medium 

Operations Medium Long Yes Medium Medium 

Inflation 
Construction  

None practical Negative 
Low Primarily individuals in 

Baker Lake, Rankin Inlet  
Medium Yes Medium Medium 

Operations Negligible with time Long No Medium Medium 

Increased incomes Construction and 
operations Fair wages Positive High Individuals Long Yes High High 

Operations monitoring 
for Project workers, 
collaborative monitoring 

In migration of out of area 
Project workers 

Construction and 
operations Workforce management Negative Negligible Primarily Baker lake, 

Rankin Inlet Long No Medium Medium 

Operations monitoring 
for Project workers, 
collaborative monitoring 

In migration into Kivalliq 
of other workers 

Construction 
None practical 

Positive Low Primarily Baker lake, 
Rankin Inlet 

Long No Medium Medium 

Operations Positive Medium Long Yes Medium Medium 

In migration within 
Kivalliq of workers 

Construction  
 None practical Positive 

Low 
Baker Lake, Rankin Inlet 

Long 
Yes Medium Medium 

Operations Medium Long 

Out migration within 
Kivalliq of workers 

Construction  
 None practical Negative 

Low Primarily Chesterfield 
Inlet, Whale Cove 

Long 
Yes Medium Low 

Operations Medium Long 

Premature closure effects Operations  Closure planning Negative High Communities Medium/long Yes High High 
Collaborative monitoring Final closure and post 

closure effects Final closure  Closure planning Negative Low/high Communities Medium Yes Medium Medium 
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8.2 Cumulative Effects Analysis for Community Economies 

Section 13.2, Cumulative Effects Analysis for the Economy of Nunavut, constructs a scenario, at the 
territorial level, that considers the potential for construction and then operations of eight large mining 
projects (including Kiggavik) over the period to 2030. The scenario is based on publicly available 
information at early 2014, on project development plans of Meadowbank, Hope Bay, Meliadine, Mary 
River, Hackett River, Back River and Izok Lake, as well as the Project – these projects are therefore 
considered reasonably foreseeable. The important conclusion, relevant to expectations regarding 
cumulative economic effects in Kivalliq and its communities, is that ongoing, sequential development 
of mining projects can be expected to even out the economic shocks that individual projects can 
have.   

Cumulative economic benefits of Meadowbank, the Project and Meliadine are essentially additive – 
Kiggavik and Meliadine add more jobs, contracting, education and training, economic growth and 
diversification and incomes to baseline conditions, which include the effects of Meadowbank. The 
analyses in previous sections indicate that there is capacity in Kivalliq to meet many of the supply 
requirements of the Project. Meliadine’s effects, on the presumption that the construction and 
operation of that project has effects approximately parallel to effects seen at Meadowbank, should 
also be fairly easily accommodated, given the expected closure of Meadowbank, and expected 
labour force growth, improving educational achievement and increasing business capacity to supply.  

It will be noted that four of the reasonable foreseeable projects listed above are in Kitikmeot Region 
and one is in Qikiqtaaluk Region. This may be less relevant to supply and demand for Kivalliq based 
workers, goods and services than may be first apparent. To date, Nunavut expenditures of 
Meadowbank and the Project (and by presumption, Meliadine) have been over 95% in Kivalliq. The 
rapid growth of capacity to supply the mining sector is expected to continue, on the basis of high 
levels of exploration activity, ongoing experience with Meadowbank and early development of 
Meliadine. And in contrast to Mary River’s 14% of total expenditures having taken place in Nunavut, 
of which 80% were spent in Iqaluit (Baffinland, 2013a), Kivalliq mining projects to date have achieved 
approximately 25% to 50% of total expenditures in Kivalliq region.  

Kivalliq may in fact be well into developing a competitive advantage that may see, in face of 
imperatives to maximize project expenditures in Nunavut, more than proportional participation in 
mining projects in other regions.  

The Mary River Project (Baffinland, 2013b), even in its reduced scope, does not expect to meet its 
demand for unskilled or semiskilled workers in its area of influence. The shortfall during construction 
is estimated at over 900 jobs and 80 jobs for unskilled and semiskilled workers respectively and 
during operations about 35 and 150 jobs. The Baffinland EIS concludes that “demand for labour will 
continue to exceed the supply capacity of the local labour markets of North Baffin and Iqaluit, at all 
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skill levels”. In principle, potential benefits from spillover effects from multiple mining projects in 
Kitikmeot would be yet additional.  

In the event that demand for Inuit labour cannot be met within the various projects’ areas of 
influence, Inuit from outside these areas of influence are expected to be recruited, in order to 
maximize percentages of Inuit workers. With growing mining experience, Kivallliq residents are likely 
candidates. However, depending on how quickly each of these projects advances, it is possible that 
constraints in the ability to supply rapidly growing demand for labour and supply of goods and 
services to the mining sector will mean that Kivalliq, as well as Nunavut as a whole, is not able to 
fully take advantage of opportunities.  

Depending on additional demand from outside Kivalliq, including for supply of goods and services 
which also imply increased demand for labour, it is conceivable that the potential for benefit would be 
less than additive, that is, a threshold could be crossed to a loss of opportunity because of an 
inability to supply all the labour and goods and services on demand. That is, demand could 
conceivably rise to a level where projects find it necessary to import from elsewhere labour, goods 
and services that notionally could be supplied from Kivalliq, simply because populations in 
communities are not large enough, or yet skilled enough, to meet all that demand.  

Therefore cumulative effects would be less than might be hoped for. A shortfall in the capacity of 
labour and businesses to supply goods and services that would normally be considered within the 
capacity to supply essentially means that cumulative effects would be less than additive. Further, in a 
context of competition amoung mining companies to recruit Inuit labour and to contract Inuit 
businesses, negative effects of an excess of demand over supply could be more than additive. 
These would include challenges to local businesses in identifying labour, increased costs, etc.  

In addition to reasonably foreseeable projects, AREVA has constructed a far future scenario that 
would see i) the development of Kiggavik motivate three additional uranium mines in western Kivalliq 
and one additional uranium mill; ii) the project life of Meadowbank extended on the basis of new 
finds; and iii) one gold mining project (additional to Meliadine) developed. (See Section 3, 
Assessment Approach.)  

Such developments would of course imply yet additional demand for Kivalliq labour, goods and 
services, and again, all these are notionally benefits. As these far future developments are to date 
basically not identified as to time or place, actual effects cannot be known. The balance between 
benefits and inability to realize benefits will be a function of a well-planned and well positioned supply 
response. This in turn will be a function of experience with mining projects on the parts of both labour 
and business, and increases in educational achievement of Kivalliq’s population.  

Cumulative economic benefits are significant. Irrespective of how many of the reasonably 
foreseeable projects become operational over the coming years, each is large enough to ensure that 
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benefits will ensue. The more interesting issue however is the extent to which benefits can be 
maximized, as opposed to some potential benefits being foregone because of more demand than 
capacity to supply.  

It is arguable that such cumulative effects are not the responsibility of AREVA to mitigate or monitor. 
Additive effects are in any case simply the effects of additional projects on baselines at the time 
these projects move forward with their respective EISs, and would be expected to be addressed in 
those EISs. Managing the economic response to a large number of new projects is a fundamental 
responsibility of government.  

This is not to say that AREVA has no role – capacity enhancement of labour and business and 
cooperation with other mining companies to share information and best practice contribute to 
government’s management of the mining sector. As noted in Section 13, Assessment of Effects on 
the Economy of Nunavut, the preparation of the labour force, perhaps initially focusing on technical 
and short term training, in the longer run should be targeting postsecondary degrees and diploma 
courses in mining related fields.  

Table 8.2-1 presents a summary of cumulative effects. All foreseeable projects are expected to have 
effects similar to those of Kiggavik, thus for every impact, there are additive, usually significant, 
effects. However where supply constraints occur, benefits will be less positive than they might be. 
This is relevant to effects on employment, contracting, economic growth and diversification, 
capacity/skills building in the labour force and for businesses, incomes and labour force pressures on 
workers. The negative effects on businesses of labour force pressures would be less negative.  

Although training effects are considered additive only, over time a shift to a 'well educated' population 
could represent a paradigm shift in socio-economic conditions. With regard to the number of 
migrants, Meliadine is expected to stimulate in migration into Rankin Inlet, from other Kivalliq 
communities and from outside Kivalliq (AEM, 2013) additional to that which could occur as a result of 
Kiggavik, an additive effect. Perhaps the most important cumulative effect is that in the event of 
closure, whether this is planned final closure, temporary closure or premature final closure, the 
development of other mining projects in Nunavut could almost completely mitigate negative effects.  
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Table 8.2-1  Summary Impact Matrix, Cumulative Effects on Community Economies 
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Cumulative Project Effects, Community Economies 

Increased 
employment Employment, incomes Positive Yes Yes 

Less positive, where 
there is constrained 
ability in labour force to 
take advantage of 
employment 
opportunities 

Preferential employment, 
education and training, 
workforce management 

Education and training, 
project sequencing 

Negative (less 
positive) Not determined Communities Long Not determined High Contracting 

opportunities 

Contracting opportunities, 
employment, incomes, 
economic growth and 
diversification 

Positive Yes Yes 

Less positive, where 
there is constrained 
ability to take advantage 
of contracting 
opportunities 

Preferential contracting, 
education and training  

Education and training, 
project sequencing 

Work force and 
business skills 
training 

Education and training, 
employment, contracting 
opportunities, economic 
growth and diversification, 
incomes 

Positive Yes Yes 

Less positive, where 
there is constrained 
ability to take advantage 
of employment and 
contracting opportunities 

Preferential employment 
and contracting, 
education and training 

Education and training, 
project sequencing 

Broader education 
and training 

Education and training, 
employment, incomes  Positive Yes Yes No n/a 

Labour and 
business capacity 
building 

Employment, contracting 
opportunities, incomes Positive Yes Yes 

Less positive, where 
there is constrained 
ability to take advantage 
of employment and 
contracting opportunities 

Preferential employment 
and contracting, 
education and training 

Education and training, 
project sequencing 

Negative (less 
positive) Not determined Communities Long Not determined High 

Economic growth 
and diversification 

Economic growth and 
diversification, 
employment, contracting 
opportunities, incomes 

Positive Yes Yes 

Less positive, where 
there is constrained 
ability to take advantage 
of employment and 
contracting opportunities 

Preferential employment 
and contracting, 
education and training 

Education and training, 
project sequencing 

Labour market 
pressure effects on 
employers 

Economic growth and 
diversification Negative Yes Yes 

Less positive, 
constrained ability to take 
advantage of 
employment and 
contracting opportunities 

Education and training Education and training, 
project sequencing 

Labour market 
pressure effects on 
employees 

Incomes Positive Yes Yes 

Less positive, where 
there is constrained 
ability to take advantage 
of employment and 
contracting opportunities 

Preferential employment 
and contracting, 
education and training 

Education and training, 
project sequencing 

Inflation Incomes Negative Yes Yes No n/a 
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Increased incomes Incomes Positive Yes Yes 

Less positive, where 
there is constrained 
ability to take advantage 
of employment and 
contracting opportunities 

Education and training Education and training, 
project sequencing 

Negative (less 
positive) Not determined Communities Long Not determined High 

In migration of out of 
area Project workers Population change Negative No Yes No n/a 

In migration into 
Kivalliq of other 
workers 

Population change Positive No Yes No n/a 

In migration within 
Kivalliq of workers Population change Positive Yes Yes No n/a 

Out migration within 
Kivalliq of workers Population change Negative  Yes Yes No n/a 

Premature closure 
effects 

Employment, contracting 
opportunities, incomes Negative Yes Yes Less negative, where 

there is increased 
availability of alternative 
employment 

None   Project sequencing Positive (less 
negative) Not determined Communities Long Not determined High 

Final closure and 
post closure effects 

Employment, contracting 
opportunities, incomes Negative Yes Yes 
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8.3 Summary of Effects on Community Economies 

Economic effects on communities are expected to be benefits overall, very important benefits insofar 
as there are not enough economic opportunities for those who wish to take on wage employment 
and insofar as the numbers of people who would make that choice are expected to grow rapidly for 
the foreseeable future. This is not to minimize the potential for negative effect, particularly initially 
before some stability is achieved in work forces, capacity to supply and community populations.  

If climate change facilitates resource extraction in Kivalliq, through reduced costs, the types of 
benefits discussed above would increase to the extent that Kivalliq has the capacity to access those 
benefits. Depending on the speed of any growth in extractive industry, the primary danger lies in 
either leakage of economic effects outside Kivalliq as workers and suppliers have to be sourced from 
elsewhere in Canada, or at the limit increased in migration of southern workers into Kivalliq.  

No Project community level transboundary effects, including cumulative effects, are foreseen, 
although because the Project expects to hire workers from outside Nunavut there will be significant 
benefits to some individuals from elsewhere in Canada. It is conceivable that growth in the uranium 
sector, under the far future scenario, as a result of the Project, could eventually increase demand for 
experienced uranium miners from northern Saskatchewan. These workers would almost certainly be 
rotational workers.  
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9 Assessment of Effects on Traditional Culture 

Effects on traditional culture will largely be driven by opportunities the Project will create for 
participation of people in the wage based component of the economy rather than by any significant 
effects on the land and its resources. Rotational work offers not only the income needed to fund 
activity on the land, but also lengths of time off that permit extended travel on the land. However, 
there are concerns about retention of traditional cultural associated with extended periods of time 
spent in a cross cultural context and the expansion of the wage based component of the economy.  

As noted in Section 6, Socio-Economic Management, AREVA will put in place work force 
management policies and procedures to facilitate people’s needs to the extent practical for leave in 
order to engage in traditional activity and to validate traditional culture in the work place. The Project 
will however be a contributing factor to economic and social change that is in any case ongoing and 
thus will be a contributing factor to changes in traditional culture.  

9.1 Residual Project Effects Assessment On 

9.1.1 Analytical Methods 

For purposes of this EIS, Project effects on traditional culture are considered in terms of selected 
component parts – harvesting (primarily of caribou, marine mammals and fish), associated food 
security, language, values and knowledge, and sites of heritage value. This is of course an artificial 
breakdown as traditional culture is in fact an integrated whole made up of these, and many other, 
component parts.    

The analysis is necessarily qualitative, and is heavily dependent on results of engagement and 
socio-economic and IQ data collection, as well as on reference to academic and other literature.  

9.1.2 Harvesting 

The centrality of harvesting to traditional culture is not debated. It is clear from what people say that 
even where harvesting activity may be constrained in the present for some reason, the availability of 
resources for future harvesting, including later generations, is a deeply held value. Harvesting also is 
a means by which traditional skills, values and knowledge are shared, and confirms social (including 
gender and intergenerational) roles and relationships. Examples of harvested plants that are eaten 
include Broadleaf willow, fireweed, dwarf fireweed (leaves and flowers), and Labrador lousewort 
(roots) (IQ RBH 2011). During the summer, Elders also eat roots and berries (IQ CHE 2009). 
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Harvesting provides food as well as materials for clothing87 and arts and crafts, including carving 
stone. Harvesting is thus fundamental to the preservation of Inuit identity and culture.  

The Project is not expected to negatively affect harvesting resources. The Project footprint does not 
intersect with known carving stone deposits. The environmental assessments on terrestrial, marine 
and aquatic animals and vegetation indicate no significant environmental effects on qualities or 
quantities of harvested biological resources. Loss of habitat is minimal.  

Traffic related accidents are expected to be infrequent and even should an accident result in animal 
mortality, it could only affect one or very few individuals. A major spill could affect more animals, but 
such spills should be rapidly contained in a comparably small area.88 Significant effects on changes 
in abundance are therefore not expected from environmental effects. 

However, there is necessarily some uncertainty regarding effects on the distribution of animals and 
fish. Volume 6, Terrestrial Environment and Volume 8, Marine Environment, notes that there is some 
uncertainty about animal distribution patterns and migration routes in response to some 
environmental effects, such as noise and other disturbances at the mine site and docking facilities, 
and from both truck and marine traffic. These are related primarily to land and marine mammals, 
rather than fish. Marine mammal hunting has encompassed a wide range along the Hudson Bay in 
the past (IQ Freeman 1976). Elders have noted that caribou no longer approach near Whale Cove, 
possibly due to the large amount of people on snow machines and the noise level of the ATVs 
startling them away (IQ WCE 2009). Conversely, others have observed that the mine in Rankin has 
not affected caribou migration. This has been observed due to the ease of finding caribou near the 
town when the mine was operating (IQ RIJ 2011). 

Additionally, caribou has been observed to be found anytime of the year, and hunted throughout the 
Chesterfield region (IQ CI03 2009; CI06 2009; CI07 2009). Rankin Inlet residents reported that they 
have hunted for caribou along the Hudson Bay coast from the Manitoba border to Bernheimer Bay, 
including Chesterfield Inlet, and as far inland as the Baker Lake area (IQ Freeman 1976). There are 
no restrictions on caribou hunting, although the HTO advises against killing bulls (IQ CHW 2009; 
CHAH 2009). 
                                                

 

 

 

87 This also has a gender dimension insofar as women are less likely to hunt themselves (although some do) but need harvested materials 
to sew for their families or and/or for sale and income.   
88 Traffic management measures should reduce the likelihood of accidents include speed controls and other safe operating procedures for 
both land and sea transport vehicles. Emergency response preparedness is expected to mitigate the potential for negative environmental 
effects of, for example, spills. Marine transport monitors will assist transport workers to avoid collisions with animals.  
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Interviews with interviewed HTO members found that while they were fully employed, they needed 
their jobs to help finance their hunting, as traditional activities do not earn as much money as they 
once did (IQ ARHT 2009; AR02 2009). Employment with the HTO was reported to be an important 
source of income, allowing them to purchase equipment (IQ RIHT 2009).   

Although elders identified Judge Sissons Lake, south of the mine site, as a migration route for 
caribou in the past, they noted that the area was not frequently used for hunting, and was only 
irregularly used for fishing. Technical Appendix 3B, IQ Documentation notes that there has been little 
past use of the area based on interviews with Inuit and on historical references, and NWMB (2004) 
concluded that the area west of the Thelon River had been subject to little harvest pressure, due to 
low animal densities as well as it being difficult to access to the area. Interview subjects noted that 
the Thelon River itself provides important access to hunting areas. The river is frequently used in the 
summer months and is used to access lakes for both camping and hunting (in particular Beverly 
Lake) (IQ BLE 2011). Caribou crossings were also identified to the north west of Baker Lake, 
crossings potentially affected by the all-weather road.  Some have expressed concern that the road 
may cause changes to caribou migration and limit hunter access (IQ BLHT 2011).   

Chesterfield hunters have noted that they currently focus more on hunting along the coastal areas 
rather than inland (IQ Riewe 1992). The shore and offshore areas north of Chesterfield Inlet past 
Winchester Bay and south of Chesterfield Inlet to Rankin Inlet remain heavily used for hunting (IQ 
RIJ 2011). Figure 9.1-1 displays historical land use in the vicinity of the Project, including hunting and 
fishing locations. Figure 9.1-2 shows current preferred hunting areas near Chesterfield Inlet.  
Additional hunting and caching areas around Baker Lake are identified in Figure 9.1-3.  A more full 
discussion of land use and relative importance of areas for Inuit land use is presented as Technical 
Appendix 1F to Volume 1. 

The relationship between marine transport and marine mammals has been of concern in coastal 
Kivalliq communities for a long time (see historical references cited in Technical Appendix 3B), 
particularly with reference to distribution and migration patterns.  This is general, but is heightened in 
the channel between Chesterfield Inlet and Baker Lake, important habitat for seals and whales (NPC, 
2011). In Chesterfield Inlet, beluga whales are described as both abundant and the most culturally 
important marine species and people feel that the increase in traffic (noise and vibration) as a result 
of Meadowbank has had a negative effect on these whales. Figure 9.1-4displays preferred marine-
based hunting areas near Chesterfield Inlet. 
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1 BL (Ab erdeen) - La nd use in the a rea  north of Schultz La ke ha s b een irregula r in recent yea rs. Arctic Fox 
tra pping m a y occur from  Feb rua ry to April. Ca rib ou hunts depend on the m ovem ents of m igra ting herds in
spring a nd fa ll. Dom estic fishing in support of hunting or tra pping occurs in the la rger la kes.
2 BL (Ab erdeen) - In som e yea rs, significa nt num b ers of b a rren-ground ca rib ou winter in the W hitehills-Tehek
la kes a rea . In these yea rs extensive ca rib ou hunting ta kes pla ce from  fa ll through spring, especia lly in the
vicinity of W hitehills La ke. Tra pping for Arctic fox a lso occurs in Feb rua ry a nd Ma rch of m ost winters. Dom estic 
fishing, especia lly in W hitehills La ke, provides food for hunters a nd tra ppers. Ba ker La ke residents com m only 
tra vel to W hitehills La ke in spring a nd sum m er to occupy sea sona l fishing ca m ps.
3 BL (Ab erdeen) - The Ab erdeen-Schultz-Ba ker la kes corridor is hea vily used yea r-round b y residents of 
Ba ker La ke. Sea sona l ca m ps a re com m on, especia lly in sum m er. In sum m er a nd fa ll, the la rge num b ers of 
m igra ting b a rren-ground ca rib ou which pa ss through the a rea  a re hunted a t crossing-points on the Thelon 
River. The wolves, which norm a lly follow the ca rib ou herds, a re a lso hea vily hunted. In recent yea rs, significa nt 
num b ers of wintering ca rib ou ha ve b een killed north a nd ea st of the settlem ent during the winter m onths. 
Tra pping for Arctic fox in this a rea  occurs from  N ovem b er to April. In N ovem b er a nd Decem b er, a ctivity is
hea viest close to the settlem ent, wherea s in Feb rua ry a nd Ma rch tra ppers a re usua lly found fa rther from  the
settlem ent. It is com m on for residents of Ba ker La ke to tra vel up the Thelon River or a long the shore of 
Ba ker La ke in spring or sum m er to set up weekend or sea sona l ca m ps. 
4a  BL (Ab erdeen) - This sm a ll a rea  receives sim ila r, b ut less intensive, hunting a nd tra pping tha n a dja cent 
a rea s to the north, ea st a nd south. 
5 BL (Ab erdeen) - Between Ba ker La ke a nd Pitz La ke is the m ost hea vily-utilized pa rt of this a rea . In la te 
spring a nd ea rly sum m er, la rge num b ers of geese a nd som e ducks a re hunted. Eggs a re a lso collected. 
Dom estic fishing is a lso hea vy a t this tim e. Jigging is the m ost com m on m ea ns of ca tching fish b efore b rea k-up
while nets a re used in the sum m er. Tra pping for Arctic fox goes on a ll winter b ut is hea viest in N ovem b er a nd 
Decem b er when the ca sua l a nd weekend tra ppers frequent the a rea . Depending on the m ovem ents of the 
m igra ting herd, b a rren ground ca rib ou a re hunted in la te sum m er.
6 BL (Ab erdeen) - Arctic fox a re tra pped in this a rea  ea ch winter, usua lly in Feb rua ry a nd Ma rch, Ca m ps a re 
esta b lished on la rger la kes a nd fish provide a n im porta nt source of food for tra ppers. In som e yea rs, 
significa nt num b ers of b a rren-ground ca rib ou winter in the Princess Ma ry La ke a rea , a nd, in those yea rs, 
ca rib ou m a y b e hunted a nd dom estic fishing is irregula r. 
7a  BL (Ab erdeen) - The Judge Sissons La ke a rea  is som etim es used a s a  tra vel route westwa rds to Ab erdeen
La ke. Use of the a rea  for fox tra pping, ca rib ou hunting a nd dom estic fishing is irregula r. 
7b  BL (Dub wa nt) - In som e yea rs, sm a ll sca ttered groups of b a rren-ground ca rib ou winter in the vicinity of 
Forde La ke a nd western Thirty Mile La ke a nd m a y b e hunted in ea rly or la te winter. Depending on the 
a va ila b ility of ca rib ou nea r Ba ker La ke, hunting m a y a lso occur in la te sum m er a t well-known ca rib ou crossings
on the Kunwa k River a nd a t the western end of Thirty Mile La ke or a t the north end of Forde La ke in la te winter. 
Dom estic fishing supports a ll hunting a nd tra pping a ctivities. Ducks a nd geese a re hunted in this a rea  
occa siona lly. 
8a  BL (Ab erdeen) - V ery little hunting or tra pping a ctivity ha s b een reported in these a rea s in recent yea rs.
10b  BL (Dub wa nt) - In som e yea rs, sm a ll sca ttered groups of b a rren-ground ca rib ou winter in the vicinity of 
Ma llery La ke. In those yea rs, they m a y b e hunted throughout the winter m onths, depending on whether the 
ca rib ou a re a va ila b le close to Ba ker La ke, Tra pping for Arctic fox m a y occur in N ovem b er-Decem b er 
or Feb rua ry-Ma rch. Activity in this a rea  is usua lly sub sidia ry to tha t in the a rea  to the northea st.
11 BL (Ab erdeen) - The a rea  surrounding Ab erdeen La ke received less-regula r use tha n the a rea  3BL. 
Depending on the m ovem ents of ca rib ou, a nd their a va ila b ility closer to the settlem ent, hunters or tra ppers 
m a y set up ca m ps a t the na rrows or western end of Ab erdeen La ke. In sum m er a nd fa ll, b a rren-ground ca rib ou 
m a y b e hunted when they cross the Thelon River. In Feb rua ry a nd Ma rch, Arctic fox m a y b e tra pped. Dom estic 
fishing is ca rried out in support of hunting a nd tra pping.
13 BL (Ab erdeen) - Hunters occa siona lly tra vel to Beverly La ke via  the Thelon River to hunt ca rib ou in spring or
sum m er. It is a lso com m on to hunt ducks or geese a nd to collect eggs on the isla nd north of the Dub wa nt River.
20 BL (Chesterfield Inlet) – The a rea  a long the Ka za n River a nd ea st to Bisset a nd Pa rker la kes receives yea r-
round usa ge b y residents of Ba ker La ke. Hunting is done b y ca noe, a long the Ka za n River in la te sum m er
 a nd fa ll a s the m igra ting ca rib ou m ove south a nd westwa rd. During the winter of som e yea rs, it is possib le
 to hunt wintering b a rren-ground ca rib ou in the vicinity of Pa rker La ke. Tra pping for Arctic fox ta kes pla ce
 in N ovem b er a nd Decem b er, a nd in Feb rua ry a nd Ma rch, prim a rily a long the Ka za n River va lley. Dom estic
 fishing, in support of hunting a nd tra pping a ctivities, ta kes pla ce a long the Ka za n River a nd la rger la kes.

Inuit Land Use Description

Mine Site Legend
All-Sea son Roa d
W inter Roa d (Preferred Option)
Mea dowb a nk All-Sea son Roa d
Kigga vik Site

LAN D USE AN D HUN TIN G IN TEN SITY
FIGURE 9.1-1Projection: N AD 1983 UTM Z one 14N

IQ Legend
Tra vel Routes
Ca m psite
Archa eologica l Site
Fishing Site

Land Use Intensity
High
Medium
Low



Cross
Bay

Fehet
Lake

Armit
Lake

Smoke
Lake

Brown
Lake

Hudson Bay

Boulder Bay

Pungak
Lake

Kummel
Lake

Parker
Lake

Gibson
Lake

Richard
Lake

Andrews
Lake

Martell
Lake

Bissett
Lake

Whitney
Inlet

Meliadine
Lake

Josephine
Lake

Saquajuaq
Inlet

Ranger
Seal
Bay

Winchester
Inlet

Chesterfield Inlet

Co nnery River

Kaza
n R

ive
r Clearwater River

QuoichRiver

Saqvaqjuaq R iver
Rio

Island

Big Island

Long
Island

Moor
Island Ellis

Island

Arlug
Island

Shell
Island

Centre
Island

Sakpik
Island

Hanbury
Island

Bowell
Islands

Primrose
Island

Fairway
Island

Big Hips
Island

Rockhouse
Island

Ptarmigan
Island

Tanataluk
Islands

Baker Lake

Rankin Inlet

Chesterfield Inlet

15 0 15

Kilometers

Data Sources:

Compiled: TL
FIGURE 9.1-2
PREFERRED LAND-BASED HUNTING AREAS

Projection: NAD 1983 UTM Zone 14N

Natural Resources Canada, Geobase®,Elder Focus
Groups, Nation Topographic Database, AREVA
Resources Canada Inc.

AREVA Resources Canada Inc - P.O. Box 9204 - 817 - 45th Street West - Saskatoon, SK - S7K 3X5

Scale: 1:800,000

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
VOLUME 9

KIGGAVIK 
PROJECT

Drawn: TL
Date: 8/25/2014

Q:\SHEQ\GIS\KIGGAVIK\2014\EIS\Volume 9 - SocioEconomics and Community\Volume 9 - Tier 2\Part 1 - Socio-Economic\Maps\MXD\Figure 9.1-2 Preferred Land-Based Hunting Areas.mxdFile:

Legend
Graves

Camp

Cabin

Stone Weir

Archaeological Site

Fishing Area

Cabin Area

Egg Collection Area

Wolverine Hunting Area

Wolf Hunting Area

Muskox Hunting Area

Waterfowl Hunting Area

Ptarmigan Hunting Area

Grizzly Hunting Area

Caribou Hunting Area

Winter Hunting Area






