Multiple files are bound together in this PDF Package.

Adobe recommends using Adobe Reader or Adobe Acrobat version 8 or later to work with
documents contained within a PDF Package. By updating to the latest version, you'll enjoy
the following benefits:

- Efficient, integrated PDF viewing
- Easy printing

« Quick searches

Don’t have the latest version of Adobe Reader?

Click here to download the latest version of Adobe Reader

If you already have Adobe Reader 8,
click a file in this PDF Package to view it.



http://www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2.html


Caribou Landscape Vulnerability Mapping

Bathurst Inlet Port and Road

Submitted by the Canadian Arctic Resources Committee
To the

Nunavut Impact Review Board

As Part of the CARC Technical Presentation

Prepared by: David Flanders, Anne Gunn, Petr Cizek and David Gladders

December 2009





Canadian Arctic Resources Committee December 2009

Caribou Landscape Vulnerability Mapping Bathurst Inlet Port and Road

L1 0T [N T o] o PSSP OPPRPRUPPRR 1
=11 0o OO 3
U ettt bRttt e R et bttt et nnne s 9
ACKNOWIBAGEIMENTS ...ttt e bbb ennee s 30
LISt OF RETEIEICES ...veeeiiiiieie et e e s e e e e st e e e s et e e e e s e bbe e e e s arreeas 30
WVED RETEIENCES ... vttt e e e e e e e e et e e e e et e e e s eab e e e e s atee e e e s ennreeas 32

1. Introduction

The proposed Bathurst Inlet Port and Road (BIPAR) project crosses the seasonal ranges of two
large herds of migratory tundra caribou: the Bathurst herd and the Ahiak herd. Given the
importance of caribou to aboriginal people and their central ecological role, we have focused our
review of the BIPAR environmental assessment on caribou.

Behavioral responses of caribou to human and specifically industrial activities (Wolfe et al.
2000, Stankowich 2008, Vistenes and Nellemann 2008) frequently reveal that caribou reduce
their use of areas within 1-15 km of industrial developments such as roads, mines and oil fields
(Boulager et al. submitted, Wolfe et al. 2000, Vistnes and Nellemann 2008, Stankowich 2008).
Caribou response to human activity is probably similar to their responses to predation risk, which
includes the trade-offs between countering predation risk without risking other behaviors, such
as having enough to eat or not wasting energy by fleeing unnecessarily (Frid and Dill 2002). We
expect then, that caribou are constantly evaluating the landscape features to balance the fear of
predation (or human activities) with the need to forage efficiently (Hernandez and Laundre” .
2005). It follows from this, then, that caribou will be assessing and selecting landscape features
such as topography, and vegetation in the context of reducing predation risk and maximizing
foraging efficiency.

Caribou’s nutritional needs change seasonally and thus the pattern of balancing response to
predation risk (or human activities) and foraging change seasonally. During the snowfree season,
caribou forage selectively preferring plants as their buds unfold and new leaves and flowers
emerge (Russell et al. 1993, Griffith et al. 2001). Caribou cows with newborn and young calves
are more responsive to human activities and their vulnerability is increased during calving and
early post-calving as most all the cows in the herd and concentrated together on the calving
grounds. Their need for uninterrupted foraging is also much greater than at other times of year as
energetic demands for lactating cows double within 10 days of the calf’s birth (White and Luick
1984; Parker et al., 1990; Chan-McLeod et al., 1994),The first three weeks is important because
it is then that calves are most sensitive to factors that influence growth rate (e.g., maternal and
environmental conditions), and they are most vulnerable to predation.
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Our approach to assessing potential effects of BIPAR was a G1S-based analysis of caribou
seasonal locations using satellite telemetry and habitat to assess caribou risk to disturbance from
the proposed BIPAR road alignment. We mapped the relative potential probability of overlap
between caribou seasonal distribution and the proposed BIPAR alignment, as well as the East of
Kugluktuk (EOK) and Grays Bay Port and Road (GPAR). We then used expert opinion and
experience from other caribou herds to rate vegetation habitat maps for the likelihood of their use
relative to foraging and predation risk. The composite map of caribou seasonal distribution and
habitat was then a measure of the relative seasonal vulnerability of caribou across the landscape.

The study area is the seasonal ranges of the Ahiak and Bathurst caribou herds within an area of
the Slave geological province stretching from the western shores of the Bathurst Inlet, west to the
border between the Northwest Territories, and south to the boreal forest tree line (see Figures 1
and 2). The methodology is intended to be a conceptually simple, yet data and research-driven
approach that can be drawn upon for alternate development proposals, and replicated efficiently
for other areas. We wanted a common basis to compare, for example, the relative vulnerability of
caribou to alternative routes. A second objective was to examine at the landscape scale, seasonal
vulnerability which could be used to refine monitoring and mitigation.

Four spatial terms describe calving grounds:

1. Annual Calving Ground = the calving ground for a particular year;

2. Extent of Calving = the outer perimeter of all known annual calving grounds;

3. Annual Concentrated Calving Area = the area of relatively high use within an annual calving
ground; and

4. Extent of Concentrated Calving = the outer perimeter of all known annual concentrated
calving areas (the probability statement in the second part of the definition was included
because it helps control the tendency for continual expansion of the extent of calving area).

Terms relative to timing

The point of peak calving is:

e when 50% of cows in the herd have calved (i.e., at peak of calving) which varies both
annually and from herd to herd.

Calves can be considered independent foragers:

e at about three weeks of age (based on expert opinion), but this varies by herd; agreed on the
standard approach of using three weeks after peak of calving.

Bathurst herd

The earliest dates (3-6 June) and the latest dates (11-15 June) for peak of calving (Sutherland and
Gunn 1996) reveal the annual variation and the extent of calving is 24 June to 13 July is three
weeks after the peak.
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2. Methods

The analysis consists of mapping several spatial data sets, or layers, of caribou satellite collar
telemetry and habitat which are normalized to a common index, weighted in terms of their
relative importance in determining risk to caribou populations as a result of disturbance, and
averaged together to produce a composite vulnerability index map.

Ecological variables that can serve as indicators to caribou herd health have been identified by
Griffith et al. (2002) to include vegetation type and Normalized Difference VVegetation Index
(NDVI). Based on this research, these are used to determine the suitability of habitat for caribou
herds within the area surrounding the proposed BIPAR road alignment. The WKSS West
Kitikmeot / Slave Study Society vegetation classes as classified by Mathews et al. (2001) and
interpreted by Griffith et al., 2002, and Johnson et al., 2005 did not have sufficient spatial
coverage of the study area. Other habitat data considered for analysis was the Circumpolar Arctic
Vegetation Mapping (CAVM) data, however this was difficult to calibrate to existing studies for
interpreting habitat class value to caribou populations, and is of more coarse resolution. Satellite-
collar data for the Ahiak and Bathurst caribou herds throughout 1996 — 2008 is also used to
spatialize the historical use of this habitat within the study area. Gunn et al. (2008) provide a
comprehensive review of this telemetry data. This data set is used to determine the relative
probability of occurrence of caribou herds in the study area. The following indicators layers will
be used in this analysis:

a. Indicator: NDVI. Normalized Difference Vegetation Index data was collected
over the summers (July 11" to August 31%) of 1993 and 1995, accessed from the
University of Alaska, Fairbanks (see CAVM, last accessed 2009).

b. Indicator: Caribou Telemetry. Ahiak and Bathurst herd telemetry data is split
into temporal (seasonal) ranges as defined by Gunn et al., 2008 (see Table 1) to
allow for a seasonal analysis of caribou vulnerability. To reflect the variation in
vulnerability associated with these seasonal distributions, and the differential
impact these have on a final map of caribou vulnerability, weightings were
assigned to the seasonally separated telemetry data (see Tables 2 and 3
respectively) for the subsequent analysis.

Table 1: Seasonal Break-down of caribou herd telemetry data (Gunn et al., 2008)

Season Start date End date

Calving 3-Jun 13-Jun
Extent of calving 14-Jun 5-Jul
Summer 6-Jul 22-Aug
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Fall - Winter 23-Aug 14-Apr
Spring 15-Apl’ 2'Jun
Table 2: Weightings and rationale for weightings of seasonal Ahiak telemetry data
Season Weightings Rationale
Calving 3
Extent of 2.5
calving
Summer 2
Fall — Winter 1
Spring 1.5

Table 3: Weightings and rationale for weightings of seasonal Bathurst telemetry data

Season Weightings Rationale
Calving 3
Extent of 2.5
calving
Summer 2
Fall — Winter 1
Spring 1.5

Maps for all of the above variables were produced which were rasterized to a 1 km? grid to
provide cell values which could then be translated to a vulnerability index. Index values from 1 —
10 for are ascribed for all terrain in the study area, with 1 being areas where caribou would be the
least sensitive to road development, and 10 being areas where caribou would be the most
sensitive to road development.

a. Indicator: NDVI. Original NDVI values ranged on a scale from 1 to 8, with higher
values indicating more productive vegetation cover (see Figure 3). Griffith et al., 2002,
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point out that caribou cows and calves rely on areas of high green plant biomass during
the calving and extent of calving periods. These NDVI values were translated to a range
from 1 to 10, to match the vulnerability indices for the other indicators.

Indicator: Caribou Telemetry. The attribute information in the telemetry data for
several cows suggested some were incorrectly assigned to herds. Caribou are assigned to
a herd based on where they spend the calving and extent-of-calving seasons. The
incorrectly labeled cows points were manually corrected by changing which herd they
were assigned to or by removing them from the analysis. Table 4 shows which cows
these were and the corresponding action, and Figure 4 shows the location of the Bathurst
calving ground (From Cizek, 2003). The complete Bathurst and Ahiak herd telemetry
data sets are shown in Figures 5 and 6.

Table 4: Showing modifications to the Ahiak and Bathurst telemetry data due to incorrect
herd assignment

PARM PTT | ID Number | Year Issue Action

75026 202 2008 Outside of Bathurst and | Removed from Bathurst
Ahiak Calving and dataset
Extent of Calving ranges

55200 192 2005 Outside of Bathurst and | Removed from Bathurst
Ahiak Calving and dataset
Extent of Calving ranges

45902 167 2006 Outside of Bathurst and | Removed from Bathurst
Ahiak Calving and dataset
Extent of Calving ranges

55209 194 2008 Spends Calving and Moved from Bathurst to
Extent of Calving Ahiak dataset
seasons in Ahiak range

55188 180 2008 Spends Calving and Moved from Bathurst to
Extent of Calving Ahiak dataset
seasons in Ahiak range

64387 308 2007, 2008 | Spends Calving and Moved from Ahiak to
Extent of Calving Bathurst dataset
seasons in Bathurst range

A translation of individual caribou collar telemetry points into continuous patches of use-area is
necessary to more realistically represent caribou herd behavior. To achieve this, a Kernel
Density Estimator was performed for the seasonal Ahiak and Bathurst herd telemetry datasets
using ESRI ArcGIS extension Hawth’s Tools. The datasets for these two herds were each
filtered into seasonal subsets, generating 10 telemetry sub datasets in total. The parameters of
this Kernel Density Estimator analysis were adjusted iteratively. Higher density cluster areas
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indicate the relative importance of particular habitat areas for caribou foraging as a result of the
presence of larger caribou populations or durations of foraging occurring there. The percent
volume contours were calculated which represent the boundaries of areas which contain 25%,
50%, 75% and 100% of the caribou herd GPS points. A 100% volume contour indicates the
smallest area which would contain 100% of the caribou collar locations, or the least dense
probability distribution. The 25% contour represents the smallest area to contain 25% of the
caribou collar points, or the most dense calculated density distribution. These contour layers
were converted to rasters with a consistent spatial extent which was equal to the minimum sized
rectangle necessary to contain all caribou telemetry points (shown in Figures 5 and 6 as the
“Greater Study Area”). Indexes were assigned by redistributing these percent contour values
along a range of 1 — 10 (see Table 5 for vulnerability index assignment), and then mapped (see
Figures 7 — 16) for incorporation with the other indicator layers to generate a final landscape
vulnerability map (Figure 17).

Table 5: Kernel density estimator percent volume contours, and associated vulnerability
indexes

Percent volume contour Vulnerability Index
25 10
50 7.5
75 5
100 2.5
Greater Study Area 0
Boundary

The vulnerability indexes of all indicator map layers are averaged, with each layer having unique
weights or impact on the final composite vulnerability score for all terrain within the study area
(Table 6).
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Table 6: All indicator layers and corresponding weightings used to generate scores for the
vulnerability landscape map

Vulnerability Weightings
Indicator Layer

Ahiak telemetry - 3
Calving

Ahiak telemetry - 2.5
Extent of calving

Ahiak telemetry - 2
Summer

Ahiak telemetry - 1
Fall-Winter

Ahiak telemetry - 1.5
Spring

Bathurst telemetry - 3
Calving

Bathurst telemetry - 2.5
Extent of calving

Bathurst telemetry - 2
Summer

Bathurst telemetry - 1
Fall-Winter

Bathurst telemetry - 1.5
Spring

NDVI 1

All indicator layers are inputs for a weighted average calculation, culminating in a cumulative
“vulnerability landscape” map which identifies the areas where disturbance would pose the
greatest risk to caribou herds (Figures 17). Index values between 0.95 and 5.62 were observed
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throughout the landscape from this weighted average calculation. This indexed map was
reclassed to 10 equal interval classes, providing a range from 1 — 10 in the final map (Figure 18).

Proposed road alignments for the BIPAR, East of Kugluktuk (EOK) and Grays Bay Port and
Road (GPAR) were received from MMG Minerals and Metals Group. The vulnerability
landscape map area within a 20km zone-of-influence buffer around these proposed road
alignments is examined (Figure 19). Profiles and summary statistics for the vulnerability scores
of habitat within these 20km BIPAR, EOK and GPAR zone-of-influence areas is shown in
Figures 20 and 21.

This vulnerability landscape map may be seen as a map which expands or contracts the
ecological footprint of the proposed road depending on its crossing over terrain which received
higher or lower vulnerability scores respectively. In effect, it gives an indication on relative road
corridor widths and corresponding habitat loss from the perspective of the Ahiak and Bathurst
caribou herds. This map could be used in subsequent studies to assess:

1. Alternate indicators (input map layers for the vulnerability landscape map)
2. Alternate weightings (to assign different importance to indicators map layers)

3. Alternate road alignments (to overlay onto the existing vulnerability landscape map, and
compare to vulnerability profile for the alignments shown in Figure 20)

4. Subsequent development which would spawn as a result of BIPAR or other proposed
roads

5. The targeting of mitigation efforts to areas with higher vulnerability scores for caribou
populations.

This assessment could also be used as an input driver for ongoing modeling by Johnson (in
progress) that explores the cascading impacts of development on environmental change and
caribou population demographics.
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3. Figures

Figure 1: Proposed Bathurst Inlet Port and Road (BIPAR) and northern extent of treeline within
Northwestern Canada
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Figure 2: Project study area, which resides within the area bounded by the treeline, northern coastline and
western coast of Bathurst Inlet
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Figure 3: NDVI mapping translated to Vulnerability Index (772m x 772m)
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Figure 4: Extent of Bathurst herd calving ground from 1996 - 2002 (source: Cizek, 2003)
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Figure 5: Bathurst herd telemetry data set from 1996 - 2008, organized by season
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Figure 6: Ahiak herd telemetry data set from 1996 - 2008, organized by season
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Figure 7: Results of the Kernel Density Estimator for the Bathurst caribou herd calving range (shades of
blue), along with individual caribou collar telemetry GPS points during the calving season (points)
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Figure 8: Results of the Kernel Density Estimator for the Bathurst caribou herd extent of calving range
(shades of blue), along with individual caribou collar telemetry GPS points during the extent of calving
season (points)
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Figure 9: Results of the Kernel Density Estimator for the Bathurst caribou herd summer range (shades of
blue), along with individual caribou collar telemetry GPS points during the summer season (points)
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Figure 10: Results of the Kernel Density Estimator for the Bathurst caribou herd fall-winter range (shades of
blue), along with individual caribou collar telemetry GPS points during the extent of fall-winter season
(points)
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Figure 11: Results of the Kernel Density Estimator for the Bathurst caribou herd spring range (shades of
blue), along with individual caribou collar telemetry GPS points during the spring season (points)
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Figure 12: Results of the Kernel Density Estimator for the Ahiak caribou herd calving range (shades of
blue), along with individual caribou collar telemetry GPS points during the calving season (points)
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Figure 13: Results of the Kernel Density Estimator for the Ahiak caribou herd extent of calving range (shades
of blue), along with individual caribou collar telemetry GPS points during the extent of calving season
(points)
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Figure 14: Results of the Kernel Density Estimator for the Ahiak caribou herd summer range (shades of
blue), along with individual caribou collar telemetry GPS points during the summer season (points)
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Figure 15: Results of the Kernel Density Estimator for the Ahiak caribou herd fall-winter range (shades of
blue), along with individual caribou collar telemetry GPS points during the fall-winter season (points)
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Figure 16: Results of the Kernel Density Estimator for the Ahiak caribou herd spring range (shades of blue),
along with individual caribou collar telemetry GPS points during the spring season (points)
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Figure 3: The caribou landscape vulnerability map, with values representing the average vulnerability
indexes for the NDVI, WKSS, and seasonal Ahiak and Bathurst telemetry Kernel Density Estimators
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Image inset: Parameters for ESRI ArcGIS Spatial Analyst’s Weighted Sum Overlay (Figures 26
- 28). Cell size: 1000m x 1000m. Assigned “Weight” values are from weightings shown in
Tables 2 and 3, scaled to match the weighted sum algebraic formula.

Figure 18: The caribou landscape vulnerability index map, with values representing the average
vulnerability indexes for the NDVI, WKSS, and seasonal Ahiak and Bathurst telemetry Kernel Density
Estimators, re-distributed along a range from 1 — 10.
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Figure 19: Areas of the caribou landscape vulnerability map within 20 km of the BIPAR, Grays Bay Port and
Road (GPAR), and East of Kugluktuk (EOK) proposed road alignments.
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Figure 20: Profile of vulnerability scores for habitat within 20km zone-of-influence of proposed BIPAR,
GPAR and EOK road alignments
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Vulnerability Score Profiles for BIPAR, GPAR, and EOK
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Figure 21: Profile of vulnerability scores for habitat within 20km zone-of-influence of proposed BIPAR,
GPAR and EOK road alignments

Sum of Vulnerability Scores 46,264 31,649 27,313
Median Vulnerability Score 7 6.5 4
Modal Vulnerability Score 7 7 4
Average Vulnerability Score per grid cell (1 km2): 7.3 6.7 4.4
Sum of Vulnerability Scores per km of road: 216.2 130.8 100.8
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KIVALLIQ INUIT ASSOCIATION

NIRB PART 5 REVIEW

PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION BUDGET
FOR

AREVA Resources Canada Inc.'s "Kiggavik" Project

Cost Category Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 TOTAL

Local collection / distribution of information 900 900 900 2700
Professional fees 58750 96500 83250 238500
Travel Expenses 37380 60900 60900 159180
Office Supplies 500 500 500 1500
Rental of office space / Meeting rooms 1500 1500 1500 4500
KIA Staff Salaries 0 0 0 0
Legal fees 8400 8400 8400 25200
General media advertising / promotion 0 0 0 0
Purchase of information material 0 0 0 0
Other (specify) 0 0 0 0
TOTAL funding request 107430 168700 155450 431580






KIVALLIQ INUIT ASSOCIATION - NIRB PART 5 REVIEW
PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION BUDGET

AREVA Resources CanadalInc.'s
"Kiggavik" Project

Phase 1 - Cost Category Days Unit Cost Total Cost
Local collection / distribution of information 2 450 900
Professional fees (see table below) 58750
Travel Expenses (see table below) 37380
Office Supplies 500
Rental of office space / Meeting rooms 3 500 1500
KIA Staff Salaries 0 0 0
Legal fees 7 1200 8400
General media advertising / promotion 0 0 0
Purchase of information material 0 0 0
Other (specify) 0 0 0
TOTAL funding request 107430
Professional fees Days Unit Cost Total Cost
GeoVector Management Inc. 15 850 12750
EEM 20 1250 25000
EEM 15 1400 21000
TOTAL 58750
Travel Budget (EIS Guidelines Workshop) |Airfare Hotel (150/day) [Meals (120 day) Per Diem Total Cost
KIA Lawyer for 3 days 3000 450 360 3600 7410
GeoVector (1 representative for 3 days) 3000 450 360 2550 6360
EEM (2 representatives for 3 days) 6000 900 720 7950 15570
KIA Staff (4 staff for 3 days) 4800 1800 1440 0 8040
TOTALS 16800 3600 2880 14100 37380






KIVALLIQ INUIT ASSOCIATION - NIRB PART 5 REVIEW
PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION BUDGET
AREVA Resources Canada Inc.'s

"Kiggavik" Project

Phase 2 - Cost Category Days Unit Cost Total Cost
Local collection / distribution of information 2 450 900
Professional fees (see table below) 96500
Travel Expenses (see table below) 60900
Office Supplies 500
Rental of office space / Meeting rooms 3 500 1500
KIA Staff Salaries 0 0 0
Legal fees 7 1200 8400
General media advertising / promotion 0 0 0
Purchase of information material 0 0 0
Other (specify) 0 0 0
TOTAL funding request 168700
Professional fees Days Unit Cost Total Cost
GeoVector Management Inc. 20 850 17000
EEM 30 1250 37500
EEM 30 1400 42000
TOTAL 96500
Travel Budget (Technical Meeting) Airfare Hotel (150/day) Meals (120 day) Per Diem Total Cost
KIA Lawyer for 5 days 3000 750 600 4250 8600
GeoVector (1 representative for 5 days) 3000 750 600 2550 6900
EEM (2 representatives for 5 days) 6000 1500 1200 26500 35200
KIA Staff (4 staff for 5 days) 4800 3000 2400 0 10200
TOTALS 16800 6000 4800 33300 60900






KIVALLIQ INUIT ASSOCIATION - NIRB PART 5 REVIEW
PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION BUDGET

AREVA Resources CanadalInc.'s
"Kiggavik" Project

Phase 3 - Cost Category Days Unit Cost Total Cost
Local collection / distribution of information 2 450 900
Professional fees (see table below) 83250
Travel Expenses (see table below) 60900
Office Supplies 500
Rental of office space / Meeting rooms 3 500 1500
KIA Staff Salaries 0 0 0
Legal fees 7 1200 8400
General media advertising / promotion 0 0 0
Purchase of information material 0 0 0
Other (specify) 0 0 0
TOTAL funding request 155450
Professional fees Days Unit Cost Total Cost
GeoVector Management Inc. 20 850 17000
EEM 25 1250 31250
EEM 25 1400 35000
TOTAL 83250
Travel Budget (Technical Meeting) Airfare Hotel (150/day) Meals (120 day) Per Diem |Total Cost
KIA Lawyer for 5 days 3000 750 600 4250 8600
GeoVector (1 representative for 5 days) 3000 750 600 2550 6900
EEM (2 representatives for 5 days) 6000 1500 1200 26500 35200
KIA Staff (4 staff for 5 days) 4800 3000 2400 0 10200
TOTALS 16800 6000 4800 33300 60900
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PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION FORM

NIRB Use Only
Doate Received:
File Number:

Participant Funding: Application for Funding

Please refer to “How to Complete Your Application Form” of the guide entitled “Participant Funding” when
completing this application.

Step 1: Applicant Information
Name and location of project:

Kiggavik Project

The Kiggavik Project is a proposed uranium ore mining and milling operation located in
the Kivalligregion of Nunavut approximately 80 km west of the community of Baker
Lake.

Please specify which phases and steps of the Review you intend to participate in:
Phase 1: Scoping and Guideline Development
Phase 2: Draft EIS, Technical Meeting and PHC
Phase 3:Final EIS and Final Hearing

Name of applicant (individual or organization):
Kivalliq Inuit Association

Web site address:
www.kivalliginuit.ca

Legal name of applicant (if different):
Kivalliq Inuit Association

Mailing address: PO Box 340

City / Town: Rankin Inlet

Province: Nunavut

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
March 2010 Page 1 of 7
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Postal Code: X0C 0GO
Telephone number: (867) 645-5733
Fax number: (867) 645-3855

E-mail address: Imanzo@kivalliginuit.ca

If the application is for an individual or a law firm, indicate on whose behalf you are submitting this
application.

Applying on behalf of him/herself or law firm

Applying on behalf of an unincorporated entity

Name of unincorporated entity:

(Note: Applications will not be accepted from unincorporated entities in their own name.)

Name and title of contact person for corporation/ organization/ group/ association:

If you represent an entity (incorporated or otherwise) supporting documentation, endorsing you as the entity’s
representation must be attached to this application.

Language of correspondence

English__ [

French

Telephone number (if different):
Fax number (if different):

Is your organization incorporated? Yes_ No__
Federal No.: __ Provincial No.:

Business number (Canada Customs and Revenue Agency):
GST/HST rebate number:

GST/HST tebate %o

Have you applied or will be applying for funds from other sources to participate in the review
process? No Yes

If yes, please specify how much and the source.
Describe your or your organization’s major goals and mandate.

Kivallig Inuit Association (KIA) isa"Designated Inuit Organization" (D10), which
represents the interests of all Inuit living in the Kivallig Region, acts as alobbying group,
administers and monitors certain provisions of the Nunavut Final Agreement in the
Kivallig Region.

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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KIA asaDesignated Inuit Organization is mandated to deal with the Inuit Owned Land
Management issues within the Kivalliq region. Through its Lands Department the
Kivallig Inuit Association administers the use of the surface lands, in order to meet the
legal requirements and obligations contained within the Nunavut Land Claim Agreement
and other legal statutes and instruments, regarding to surface land management.

Goals:

The aim of Inuit land management is to administer Inuit Owned Lands on behalf, and for
the benefit, of all Inuit so asto promote the principles of self-reliance and the cultural and
socia well being of Inuit. The primary purpose of Inuit Owned Land shall be to provide
Inuit with rights in land that promote economic self-sufficiency of Inuit through time, in a
manner consistent with Inuit social and cultural needs and aspirations. In order to benefit
Inuit now and into the future, Inuit Owned Lands must be managed in such away asto
sustain and enhance the value of these lands.

Describe your interest in the Review.

The KIA mission isto represent, in afair and democratic manner, Inuit of the Kivalliq
Region in the development, protection, administration and advancement of their rights
and benefits as an aborigina people; aswell asto promote their economic, social,
political and cultural well being through succeeding generations.

Step 2: Description of Proposed Activities
Describe your proposed contribution to the Review, including:

The objectives of KIA participation:
KIA as a Designated Inuit Organization is mandated to deal with the Inuit Owned Land
Management issues within the Kivalliq region. Therefore, the KIA’s objective is to ensure that the
project:

1) meets the highest standards for project design, mitigation, and monitoring.

2) Maximizes hiring, training, education, workforce management, local procurement and

community investment initiatives for the Kivalliq Region.
3) Minimizes any potential negative social and environmental effects.

The proposed activities KIA is seeking funding for:

The KIA is seeking funding for Phases 1, 2 and 3 of the NIRB Review Process. This will involve
the review of all the available information for each phase by KIA staff, independent mining and
exploration consultants GeoVector Management Inc. and independent environmental and socio-
economic consultants EEM Ltd. 3.

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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How these proposed objectives and activities may contribute to the review’s understanding of the

anticipated effects of the project.

This combined review and participation of the KIA, GeoVector and EEM team in Phases 1, 2 and 3

will contribute in the understanding of the anticipated effects of the project by:

1) determining the overall effects of the project,,

2) identifying any problematic areas of the project, and

3) providing direction to the review process on how to better address problematic areas or any
special areas of concern.

Identify your capacity to carry out the proposed activities.

Through its Lands Department the Kivalliq Inuit Association has participated in the NIRB review

of the Meadowbank Project and will bring the experiences gained here to the AREVA review. In

addition, the KIA will use the mining and exploration expertise of GeoVector Management Inc. and

the environmental and socio-economic expertise of EEM Ltd. to complete an independent technical

review of all the available information for Phases 1, 2 and 3. This independent review will

1) determine the overall effects of the project,,

2) identify any problematic areas of the project, and

3) provide direction to KIA staff on how to better address problematic areas or any special areas of
concern.

Describe why you believe your participation will bring an important and distinct perspective to the
Review.

KIA as a Designated Inuit Organization is mandated to deal with the Inuit Owned Land
Management issues within the Kivalliq region. Therefore, the KIA’s participation will explicitly
acknowledge the centrality of Traditional Inuit Knowledge (IQ) to project design, mitigation, and
monitoring; the importance of community and regulatory consultation throughout the development
of the Project's Guidelines Development, Draft EIS and Final EIS. As well as the range of potential
hiring, training, education, workforce management, local procurement and community investment
initiatives that will be required to share the positive economic benefits of this mine development,
while addressing the any potential negative social and environmental effects.

Have you or your organization made an effort to cooperate with other individuals or organizations
in preparing a funding application?

No X

Yes

If yes, please specify name of individual / organization
How are the proposed activities incremental to your ongoing business?

KIA as aDesignated Inuit Organization is mandated to deal with the Inuit Owned Land
Management issues within the Kivalliq region. Through its Lands Department the
Kivallig Inuit Association administers the use of the surface lands, in order to meet the
legal requirements and obligations contained within the Nunavut Land Claim Agreement
and other legal statutes and instruments, regarding to surface land management.
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Step 3: Funding Requested

Please summarize your request for funding of eligible expenses, using the following table (see part 2
of the guide entitled Participant Funding for information on each expense category):

Priority Expense Category Funding Requested

The values entered here are for Phase 1 2 and 3 combined. Please see the attached
spreadsheet for a detailed breakdown for each phase.

Local collection / distribution of information $ 2,700.00
Professional fees (excluding legal fees) $238,500.00
Travel expenses $159,180.00
Office supplies $ 1,500.00
Rental of office space / meeting rooms $ 4,500.00
Staff salaries $ 0.00
Legal fees $ 25,200.00
General media advertising / promotion $ 0.00
Purchase of information material $ 0.00
Other (specify) $ 0.00
TOTAL funding requested $431,580.00

With respect to each expense, please provide additional information to support your request.
Use additional sheets if needed.

Please see the attached spreadsheet for a detailed breakdown for each expense for each of
Phase 1, 2 and 3.

TLocal collection / distribution of information:
Professional fees (excluding legal fees):
Travel expenses:

Office supplies:

Rental of office space / meeting rooms:

Staff salaries:

Legal fees:

General media advertising / promotion:

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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Purchase of information material:

Other:

How did you hear about the Participant Funding Program for the Review?

NIRB X
Federal government
Territorial government
Newspaper

Email to your organization
Word of mouth

Other: please specify

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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Participant Funding Program

Application for Funding: Certification Form

Certification and Consent:

I/we hereby certify that the information |/we have provided in this application is accurate to the best of my/our knowledge. In the event
that a participant funding award isto be made based on this application, | /we agree that no funding will be payable unless | /we sign the
INAC standard Contribution Agreement.

I/we hereby consent to the NIRB providing a copy of this Application Form and of the aforementioned Contribution Agreement (once
signed by me/us and by INAC) to any person that the NIRB deems appropriate in the circumstances. |/we further consent to the NIRB
making copies of any written submissions during the Review process, by me/us or by the cor poration, organization, group or association
that I/we represent and to use those copies for purposesrelated to the Review. The information collected will be subject to the Access to
Information Act.

Name

Title

Authorized signature Date

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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April 12,2010

Environmental Administration
Nunavut Impact Review Board
P.O Box 1360

Cambridge Bay, Nunavut

X0B 0CO

Sent by email (info@nirb.ca; rbarry@nirb.ca; sgranchinho@nirb.ca)

Re: Intervenor Funding for the Environmental Assessment Review of the Kiggavik Uranium
Mine Project Proposal.

Dear Mr. Barry,

The Baker Lake Hunters and Trappers Organization (HTO) appreciates the opportunity to submit
the attached Participant Funding application and budget in support of our meaningful
involvement in the review of the Kiggavik Uranium Mine Project Proposal (Project).

The Project is located only 80-km west of Baker Lake, and represents a historic development
proposal for the region, which may have significant adverse impacts on the land, wildlife and our
traditional way of life. This is of great concern to our Hunters and Trappers.

As you know, the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be a voluminous document and the
review process will be demanding. The level of information and assessment that will be required
goes far beyond the HTO’s usual activities and budget allocation. With this in mind, the HTO
will require resources to seek assistance in evaluating the project description, impact predictions
and technical reports.

Intervener funding is particularly important to the HTO because it is directly affected by the
project and can provide unique and important perspectives to the Nunavut Impact Review Board
(NIRB), and other parties, in the area of key land and wildlife impacts. The HTO would also like
to highlight the importance of its role given the current issues facing caribou populations in the
North. Caribou are thought to have declined significantly over the past couple of decades. The
HTO must have an opportunity to review the Proponent’s information and provide its own input
to NIRB. It’s important to highlight that only the HTO can provide an on-the-land perspective
and the HTO’s concerns and mandate are not covered by any other intervenor that may have an
interest in the Project.

The HTO believes its interests have been underrepresented in past project reviews and we are
interested in working cooperatively to ensure our contribution is improved during this review
process. We trust that NIRB will afford the HTO an opportunity, through the intervener funding
program, to organize, hire advisors to support our case, to question the Proponent, to present
evidence and argue our case, and to be heard in front of the NIRB Board.





As previously mentioned, the HTO has access to only limited funding for day-to-day operations
and Board responsibilities. Without financial assistance available through the intervenor funding
program we will not be able to participate meaningfully in NIRB’s review process, from scoping
to the final public hearing.

The HTO shares the concerns raised by Nunavummiut Makitagunarningit regarding the need to
award funding prior to any formal scoping process. However, we are encouraged by NIRB’s
commitment in its response to Nunavummiut Makitagunarningit dated March 30, 2010:

the Board will ensure that participant funding has been awarded by the Minister
of Indian and Northern Affairs Canada prior to inviting formal comment on the
scope of the project and the assessment.

Finally, the HTO would like to highlight some difficulty, at this time, with anticipating total costs
for the full review process, which may take a couple years to complete. There are numerous
unknowns concerning information requirements, scheduling of meetings and the like. Therefore,
the HTO respectfully asks that NIRB consider a participant funding re-evaluation opportunity at
the time of the Pre-Hearing Conference. This will ensure that funding recipients are positioned to
carry-on with the review process following the submission of a final EIS.

Please see the attached application and budget for the Baker Lake HTO’s participation. The HTO
looks forward to participating in NIRB’s review process. Should you have any questions please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours truly,

(Original signed by)

Richard Aksawnee
Chairman

Attachment: Intervenor funding budget
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PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION FORM

NIRB Use Only
Date Received:
File Number:

Participant Funding: Application for Funding

Please refer to “How to Complete Your Application Form” of the guide entitled “Participant Funding” when
completing this application.

Step 1: Applicant Information
Name and location of project:
Kiggavik Uranium Mine Project.
Please specify which phases and steps of the Review you intend to participate in:

Scoping;

EIS Guidelines Review;

Draft EIS Review;

Technical Meeting;
Pre-hearing conference;

Final EIS Review;

Public Hearing;

Any other meetings scheduled;

VVVVVVYY

Name of applicant (individual or organization):
Baker Lake Hunters and Trappers Organization
Web site address:
N/A
Legal name of applicant (if different):
Same
Mailing address:

Baker Lake Hunters and Trappers Organization
P.O. Box 255

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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Baker Lake, NU
X0C 0AO0

City / Town:
Baker Lake
Province:
Nunavut
Postal Code:
X0C 0AO
Telephone number:
867-793-2520, 867-793-2034
E-mail address:

bakerhto@gqinig.com

If the application is for an individual or a law firm, indicate on whose behalf you are submitting this
application.

Applying on behalf of him/herself or law firm: N/A

Applying on behalf of an unincorporated entity: N/A

Name of unincorporated entity:

(Note: Applications will not be accepted from unincorporated entities in their own name.)

Name and title of contact person for corporation/ organization/ group/ association:
If you represent an entity (incorporated or otherwise) supporting documentation, endorsing youn as the entity’s
representation must be attached to this application.

Language of correspondence

English v/

French

Telephone number (if different):

Fax number (if different):

Is your organization incorporated? Yes No

Federal No.: _ Provincial No.:

Business number (Canada Customs and Revenue Agency):
The HTO is registered as ‘Baker Lake Hunters’ & Trappers’ Association’
and the file # is SOC218

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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GST/HST rebate number:
GST/HST rebate Y%o:

Have you applied or will be applying for funds from other sources to participate in the review
process? No v Yes

If yes, please specify how much and the source.
N/A
Describe your or your organization’s major goals and mandate.

The HTO promotes and oversees Inuit harvesting activities for the Hamlet. In doing so our
function is the regulation of harvesting practices and techniques among members, including the
use of non-quota limitations, the allocation and enforcement of community basic needs levels
and adjusted basic needs levels among members, the assignment to non-members, with or
without valuable consideration and conditions, of any portion of community basic needs levels
and adjusted basic needs levels, and generally, the management of harvesting among
members.

Describe your interest in the Review.

The HTO'’s interest for participating in the review is to ensure that the Project does not impact
the hunting and trapping activities of our membership and affect the ability of Baker Lake to
meet basic needs harvesting levels, which are already threatened. The HTO appreciates the
importance of the NIRB process as a project planning and approval process. The HTO is
interested in providing advice on existing conditions and potential impacts. In addition, the HTO
wishes to provide its on-the-land experience to the Board and parties during the decision-
making process.

Step 2: Description of Proposed Activities

Describe your proposed contribution to the Review, including:

e the objectives of your participation;

The HTO'’s objective is to work cooperatively with NIRB and parties to ensure that the concerns
of our membership are addressed and to eliminate environmental impacts. The HTO believes
that the on-the-land experience of hunters and trappers specific to the project area is essential
to understanding potential impacts.

e your proposed activities for which you are seeking funding; and

The HTO is seeking funds in order to organize its membership for meetings pertaining to the
review of the project and to travel to meeting where required. This will give all parties access to
the knowledge held by hunters and trappers. The HTO requires funds to contract advisors to
review and provide advice on procedural issues, the impact assessment and technical
information contained in the draft and final Environmental Impact Statement. The HTO does not
have the resources to do so on its own. The technical review will allow the HTO to gain an
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understanding of the information presented by the proponent in order for the HTO to formulate
its own findings and present them at technical meetings, pre-hearing and the final hearing.

e how these proposed objectives and activities may contribute to the review’s understanding
of the anticipated effects of the project.

Through an understanding of the technical content and information submitted by the proponent,
the HTO will be able to formulate its own findings and present them to NIRB. The HTO'’s review
and participation will provide decision-makers and interested persons with a view point unlike
other parties — a view point based on experience from years spent on the land observing wildlife
behaviour and dynamics. This knowledge will make a significant contribution to understanding
the ecosystem and any anticipated effects of the project.

Identify your capacity to carry out the proposed activities.
(Describe relevant experience, expertise and skills you or your organization have that will help you
to carry out your proposed activities.)

The HTO has years of on the land experience related to wildlife, climate, land use and local
knowledge of the project area. The HTO does not have the resources and experience to
navigate the process and undertake a technical evaluation of the information submitted by the
proponent. In order to gain a full understanding of potential impacts suggested by the
proponent, to protect HTO interests, and to question the proponent at technical meetings and
the hearing, the HTO requires funds to contract advisors to provide technical support during the
review and hearing. Based in the technical support the HTO will be much better able to provide
NIRB and parties with its own evaluation based on years of experience.

Describe why you believe your participation will bring an important and distinct perspective to the
Review.

No other party represents the specific and traditional interests and experience of our Hunters
and Trappers who rely on the land-based resources potentially affected by the project.

Have you or your organization made an effort to cooperate with other individuals or organizations
in preparing a funding application?

No v The HTO has a unique perspective and interest in the Project. However, the
HTO plans to cooperate with other parties wishing to undertake investigations in areas of
interest to the HTO, including 1Q. This includes, but is not limited to, research that may be
proposed by Nunavummiut Makitagunarningit and the BQCMB.

Yes

If yes, please specify name of individual / organization

How are the proposed activities incremental to your ongoing business?
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The HTO is currently under funded and under staffed. Current funding supports day-to-day
operations and without intervener funding for important reviews of major development projects
the HTO will be unable to participate in a meaningful way.

Step 3: Funding Requested

Please summarize your request for funding of eligible expenses, using the following table (see part 2
of the guide entitled Participant Funding for information on each expense category):

Priority Expense Category Funding Requested

Local collection / distribution of information $0 (low)
Professional fees (excluding legal fees) $116,000 (high)
Travel expenses $33,000 (high)
Office supplies $1,000 (low)
Rental of office space / meeting rooms $2,000 (medium)
Staff salaries $10,000 (high)
Legal fees $25,000 (high)
General media advertising / promotion $1,000 (medium)
Purchase of information material $0 (low)
Other (specify) $0 (low)
TOTAL funding requested $188,000

With respect to each expense, please provide additional information to support your request.
Use additional sheets if needed.

Local collection / distribution of information:

$0.00. The HTO anticipates the information pertaining to the project will be distributed
freely by the proponent and NIRB.

Professional fees (excluding legal fees):

The HTO anticipates requiring one primary advisor to support our intervention and two
additional specialists to review and provide an independent assessment of topics of concern in
the EIS. Specialists will be required in the areas of wildlife science & ecology, human health &
ecological risk, and potentially an 1Q coordinator to analyze how our views are considered and
incorporated.

HTO organizational & advisory pre-scoping meeting and scoping support

Days Average daily rate Cost
12 $1000 $12,000.00
EIS Guidelines review
Days Average daily rate Cost
8 $1000 $8,000.00
Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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Research/Workshop support
Days Average daily rate Cost

10 $1000

$10,000.00

DEIS Review/Report & presentation preparation

Days Average daily rate Cost

45 $1000 $45,000.00

Technical Meeting/PHC Support

Days Average daily rate Cost

10 $1000 $10,000.00

FEIS/Supplemental information review/report & presentation preparation

Days Average daily rate Cost

20 $1000 20,000.00

Public Hearing Support

Days Average daily rate Cost

10 $1000 10,000.00

Translation Services

Pages rate/page Cost

20 $50 1000.00
Total 116,000

Travel expenses:

Representatives from the HTO and advisors will attend the technical meeting/pre-hearing
conference and the final hearing. The HTO has assumed that the technical meeting and
hearings will take place in Baker Lake. Consultants and advisors will be required to travel to

Baker Lake.

Preliminary Organizational Meeting with Advisors in Baker Lake

Travel:
Accommodations:
Per diems:

Workshops
Travel:
Accommodations:
Per diems:

2000.00
2000.00
500.00

2000.00
2000.00
500.00

Technical meeting and PHC

Travel:
Accommodations:
Per diems:

Final hearing
Travel:
Accommodations:

6000.00 (up to three advisors)
4000.00
2000.00

6000.00 (up to three advisors)
4000.00

Participant Funding Application Form
March 2010

Nunavut Impact Review Board
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Per diems: 2000.00

Total 33,000
Office supplies:

1000.00. Paper, printer ink and meeting materials for HTO meetings related to the
Project

Rental of office space / meeting rooms:

2000.00. The HTO intends to hold meetings with its membership. The HTO will require
renting venues for that purpose. Venues can range from $500 to $1000 per rental. 2 to
3 meetings are anticipated to be required.

Staff salaries:

10,000. The HTO is required to pay its Board members for additional meeting time
required to review the Project and prepare for meetings. The HTO has eight board
members including three executive members: Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and
Secretary Treasurer, and five directors. Board Member Meeting costs are $830/day. A
minimum of 12 meeting is projected.

Legal fees:

The NIRB’s environmental assessment process is a public legal process. According to
Section 12.12.5 of the NLCA, decisions made regarding the Project must be designed,
implemented and interpreted in a manner consistent with Article 5 and 7. Given that the
HTO has responsibilities set out in Article 5, the HTO may have to seek legal counsel for
specific issues should they arise, in order to provide accurate input to NIRB. As a result,
the HTO has included a $25,000.00 contingency for that purpose. This is calculated
based on a daily rate $1500 for approximately 16 days of service.

General media advertising / promotion:
1000.00. The HTO will require advertising to promote the meetings it intends to have
with its membership during the review process. The funds will be used to advertise on
the co-op television station and print flyers to circulate in the community.

Purchase of information material:
N/A

Other:

N/A

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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How did you hear about the Participant Funding Program for the Review?

NIRB

Federal government
Territorial government
Newspaper

Email to your organization
Word of mouth

Other: please specify

v

Participant Funding Application Form
March 2010

Nunavut Impact Review Board
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Participant Funding Program
Application for Funding: Certification Form

Certification and Consent:

Itwe hereby certify that the information Vwe bave provided in this applicstion is sceurate io the best of my/our knowledge. In
the event that a participant fending sward is to be made based on this application, Iwe agree that so fandivg will be payable
umless Vwe sign the INAC steudard Confribution Agreement.

Richard Aksawnee
Name

Chairman

Title

M éﬁw April 12, 2010
Authorized sfgnatm-e Date
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Athabasca Land Use Office

C/o Prince Albert Grand Council

P.C. Box 2350, Prince Albert, Sask. 56V 621
Phone: (306) 922-7612 or 922-7613 Fax: (306} 763-2873

aX

To:  Sophia Granchinho - NIRB From: 1ina Giroux
Faoc: 867-383-2554 Date: May 1292010
Phone: Pages: 8

Re: Revised Participant Funding Application €€z

[ Urgent O For Review ] Plemse Comment [ Please Reply ] Please Recycile

'Comments:

Please find attached a copy of a revised Participant Funding
Application for the Kiggavik Project. Please confirm receipt through email at

foiroux@page.sk.ca .

Thank you,

Tina Giraux

Confidentiality Notice: This message is intended for the confidential use of the addresses only and where
directed to our client is subject to solicitor-client privilege. Any unautharized review; retention, distribution or
disciosure is prohibited. Please nofify us immediately if you have received this messaged In emor.
Thank You





rnay L VLU O UIrrd nr LAaoCRJE rnn -

AsDC et e

INIRB Use Orly
Dare Received:
File Nrmber:

Participant Funding: Application for Funding

Step 1: Applicant Information
Name and location of project:

NIRB’s Part 5 Review of AREVA Resources Canada Inc’s “Kiggavik” project proposal (NIRB File
No. 09MNO03).

The Kiggavik Uranium Mine Project is located in the Kivallig region of Nunavut, apptozimately 80
km west of the community of Baker Lake and 60 km east of west of Beverly Catibou calving
grounds.

Please specify which phases and steps of the Review you intend to participate in:

The Athabasca Denesuline will pasticipate, as resources allow, in all three phases of the Part 5
Review of the Kiggavik project indicated below:

Phase 1: Scoping and Guideline Development

Phase 2: Draft EIS, Technical Meeting and PHC

Phase 3: Final EIS and Final Hearing

Name of applicant (individual or organization):
Athabasca Denesuline [Fond du Lac Denesuline Nation, Black Lake Denesuline Nation, Hatchet
Lake Denesuline Nation] zs represented by the Prince Albert Grand Council (PAGCT).

Web site address:
htrp: / /wwrw.page.sk.ca

Legal name of applicant (if different): PADC Maagement Company Ltd,

Mailing address:

Prince Albert Grand Council
2300 9% Ave West

P.O. Box 2350

Prince Albert, SK 86V 671

Participsnt Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
March 2010 Page 1 of 9
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Telephone number:
306 922 7612

Fax aumber:
306-763-2973

E-mail address:

tgiroux@pagc.sk.ca or phrook@sasktel.net or rrobillard@pagesk.ca

If the application is for an individual or a law firm, indicate on whose behalf you are subtmnitting this
application.
N/A

Applying on behalf of him/herself or law fitm _ N/A___

Applying on behalf of an wnincorporated entity_ N/A__

Name of unincorporated entity: N/A

(Nose: Applications will not be aceepted from unincorporated entstier in their own name.)
Name and title of contact person for corporation/ organization/ group/ association:
Tina Giroux B.Se, M.Sc

Biologist and Regulatory Officer - Athabasca Land Use Office

Prince Albert Grand Council

Box 2350

2300 9th Ave West

Prince Albert, SK S6V 6Z1

Phone: 306 922 7612

Fax: 306 763 2973

Cell: 306 930 7776

Language of correspondence

English X

French___

Is your otganization incorporated? Yes_ X__ No__

Federal No.: Ptovincial No.: 570918 (Saskatchewan Corpotation Branch, Sask. Justice)
Business number (Canada Customs and Revenue Agency): 107810905RT0001

GST/HST rebate number;

GST/HST trebate Y% —100% Band empowered entity

Have you applied or will be applying for funds from other sources to patticipate in the review
process? No__ X Yes

If yes, please specify how much and the source.

Participant Funding Applcation Form Nurnayut Impeet Review Board
March 2010 Dap 2 o9
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Describe your or your organization’s major goals and mandate.

The Prince Albert Grand Council (PAGC) is 2 Fitst Nations Govemnment representing twelve (12)
First Natons from five (5) ttibal groups, including the three (3) Athabasca Denesuline First Nations
of Find du Lae, Black Lake and Hatchet Lake. The Athabasca Denesuline ate signatories to Treaty
#8 and #10 with Canada and are curtently in negotiations with Canada, the NTI and KIA with
respect to the negotiation of 2 comprehensive settlement agreement covering traditional territory in
Nunavut and the South Slave region of the NWT.

The PAGC was established twenty-five (25) years ago, with a mandate to defend and implement
metnber First Nation aboriginal and treaty rights and provide a comprehensive tange of public
sexvices to its member communities (24 communities with 2 total population in excess of 40,000).
PAGC services include, land and resource use planning, wildlife protection and management,
environmental monitoring and traditional sue and knowledge research.

The forty-five hundred (4,500) Athabasca Denesuline (AD) members live in the three (3) major on-
teserve communities of Fond du Lac, Black Lake and Hatchet Lake. Also, aboriginal people form
the majority of the population in the provincial communities (4) Wollaston Lake, Stony Rapids,
Camsell Portage and Uranium City. Aboriginal people constitute 95% on the Athabasca region
popalation (5,000).

The traditional territory of the Athabasca Denesuline includes ateas of Northern Saskatchewan,
south- eastern Northwest Tertitories and Southern Nunavut. The Athabasca Denesuline have, since
time immemorial, used and occupied lands that cottespond to the range of the Beverly-Qamanirjuaq
catibou herds. Qut relationship with these catibou herds spans thousands of years. We, the
Athabasca Denesuline have a vision of maintaining our cultural identity and strengthening our
commaunities through the designation of protected areas, and in the sustainable development of the
land and resources.

Describe your interest in the Review,

The catibou and their habitats are very important to us, the Athabasca Denesuline. Since the yeatly
migration of the Beverly-Qamiriijuaq catibou herds is integral to the Athabasca Denesuline
economic, social and cultural identity, any potential distutbance to the caribou is potential risk to the
Athabasca Denesuline identiry.

The Athabasca Denesuline have concerns about the development including its overlap with
important wildlife habitat and special ecological places. The AD are cutrently and actively
negotiating a resource harvesting agreement with the Governments of Canada and Nunavut.

As noted in its report, the Nuvavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) has determined that because of
the size and nature of the Kiggavik Usanium Mine Ptoject Proposal, it may have significant adverse
socio-economic effects on the ecosystem and on Nottherners; will cause public concemn; and
involves technological innovations for which the effects arc unknown, it is important that the
Athabasca Denesuline participate in the review of the Kiggavik Uranium Mine Project.

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
March 2010 Pap 3 g7
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Step 2: Description of Proposed Activities
Desctibe your proposed contribution to the Review, including:

e the objectives of your participation;
Out main goal is to ensure that Athabasca Denesuline Aboriginal and Treaty Rights ate ptotected,
the environment (especially the caribou) is protected and that development is approached in a
sustainable manner.

® yout proposed activities for which you are seeking funding; and
Our participation will focus on:

®  Reviewing the project file;

» Parricipating in technical meetings and hearing; and

» Making a presentation(s} of behalf of the Athabasca Denesuline.

Mote specifically we will participate, as tesources allow, in the following activities:

Phase 1: Scoping and Guideline Development

* Comments on Revised Draft Scope of project
Comments on Proposal and Draft EIS Guidelines
Comments on Revised EIS Guidelines
Partcipation on EIS Guidelines development workshop

Phase 2: Draft EIS, Technical Meeting and PHC
® Preparation and submission of Information Requests (IR)
® Participation in technical meeting
# Participation in Preliminary Heating (PHC)

Phase 3: Final EIS and Final Hearing
¢  Technical Review of EIS
e Submission of comments to NIRB
¢ Participation in Final Hearing

o how these proposed objectives and activities may contribute to the review’s
understanding of the anticipated effects of the project.
Our participation will help ensute that Athabasca Denesuline Aboriginal and Treaty Rights are
understood, that our relationship with the BQ caribou herds is undetstood and that if the
development proceeds, that it is approached in a sustainable manner.

Identify your capacity to carty out the proposed activities,
The Athabasca Lands Office of PAGC provides technical services to the Athabasca communities on

regional land and resource matters. We contitiue to offer support by reviewing various development
proposals incleding those that may trigger an environmental assessment review,

Participant Funding Appiication Form Nunawat Isnpact Review Board
Marck: 2010 Pag ¢ of 9
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The Athabasca Denesuline aims to be the leader in the sustainable development of the land and
resources within our traditional tetritory. As such, we have qualified human resources engaged in a
number of land use and protected area planning and management initiatives. These individuals are
supported by a diverse technical team.

(Describe relevant experience, expertise and skills you or your osganization have that will
help you to carry out yout proposed activities.)

We have three avenues of expetience that will help us contribute mnclading:

1. The Athabasca Denesuline Negotiations that are clarifying our rights notth of the 60th
paraliel.

The Athabasca Denesuline negotiations with the federal government, the government of
Nunavut and with the Inuit have allowed us to develop a comprehensive understanding of
the NLCA, the Nunavut regulatory tegime and envitonmental management in the territory.

2. Developing land use visions and plans for our traditional tetritoties.

‘The Athabasca Denesuline Northern Land Use Vision is to manage the use of the land and
resoutces of the Athabasca in an integrated and environmentally sound mannet to ensure
ecological, economic, social, cultural and spiritual benefits for present and future
generations. Our Vision is the tesult of extensive review and consultation in our
communities to ensure public input and direction

3. Participation in numerous development referral reviews and assessments.

We have participated in regulatoty teviews in the NWT, Nunavut and Saskatchewan.

Describe why you believe your patticipation will bring an important and distinct perspective
to the Review.

Our participation will contribute positively to the review of the Kiggavik Utanium Mine Project
because we have:
¢ A clear land use vision that that aims to minimize the negative impacts from development
and increase the benefit to people in the region;
A clear review process protocol for developments;
Specialized resources in land use planning & management, land negotiations;
A unique relationship with the BQ Cadbou; and
Our situation is referenced in Article 40 of the NLCA.

Have you or your organization made an effort to cooperate with other individuals ot
organizations in preparing a funding application?

Pacsticipant Funding Application Fosm Nunavut Zmpect Review Board
March 2010 Pag 5 o9
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No _ X _ AD maintains an active collaboration with the BQCMB on issues related to the
protection of calving grounds, migration routes and winter ranges, harvest monitoring and herd
health and sustainability.

Yes

If yes, please specify name of individual / organization

How are the proposed activities incremental to your ongoing business?

Participation will provide an opportunity for the AD to expand and develop our environmental
impact assessment and regulatory experience in Nunavut while allowing us to advocate for the
protection of caribou and the prevention/mitigation of tisks to caribou, particularly in the calving
and pre/post calving areas.

Step 3: Funding Requested

Please sutnmarize your request for funding of eligible expenscs, using the following table (see patt 2
of the guide entitled Parficipant Funding for information on cach expense category):

Priority Expense Category Punding Requested

Local collection / distdbution of information ¥ 6,400
Professional fees (excluding legal fees) 8400
Travel expenses $ 39500
Office supplies $

Rental of office space / meeting rooms $
Staff salaries $_17,550_
Legal fees $_ 6,000
General media advertising / promotion $

Purchase of information material 5

Other (specify) 5

TOTAL funding requested $_ 71,850

With respect to each expense, please provide additional information to support your request.
Use additional sheets if needed.

Local collection / distribution of information:
4 trips by the Project Coordinator (Wildlife Biologist, Tina Giroux) and by the Chief Negotiator
(Ronald Robillard) to the 7 First Nation and provincial communities during the project perod:
1) Initial information workshops (overview of EIA/EIS processes and identfication of
harvester and TEK informants);
2) Scoping Review wotkshops to asscss and recommend revisions to scope of project. Begin
TEK information gathering in communities
3) Initial EIS Review wotkshops to review and identify recommendations and comments for
Preliminary Hearing;

Particinant Punding Appication Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
March 2010 Pog 6679
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4) EIS 1review workshop to review tesults of Preliminary Heating and identify
recommendations and comments for Final Hearing.

Community Workshop expenses at 4 locations (Camsell Pottage/Uranium City, Fond du Lac, Black
Lalre/Stony Rapids and Hatchet Lake/Wollaston Lake) for each of the 4 planned regional trips by
the Project Cootdinator and Chief Negotiator.

Expenses pex community workshop: $250 (hall rental and refreshments) + $150 (teproduction of
materials, recording discs, maps postets) = 3500/ workshop/meeting

Community Workshop expenses: o0 25

4 (workshops/regional wip) x 4 regional trips X $400/workshop = $6,400

Professional fees (excluding legal fees):
Specialist Consultants 9 days @ $900/day = $8,400
3 days of technical consultation with during the three (3) Phases of the Project

Travel expenses:

1) Project Coordinator and Chief Negotator attendance at three (3) scheduled meetings /heatings in
Baker Lake:

3 return trips to Baker Lake from Prince Albert/Saskatoon: $2650 x 3 x 2 = $15,900
Accommodation and Meals: (3trips x 3days/trp x 300 x 2/day = $5,400

Baker Lake Travel Total: $£21,300

2) Regional Consultation Trips {meetings in 4 locations pet trip)

Scheduled airfare: 4 regional trips x $1,700/trip x 2 = $10,200
Accommodations/meals: 4 days/trip x $250/day x 4 tips x 2 = $8,000
Total Regional Consultation Ttavel  $18,200
Total Travel:  $39,500

Office supplies: N/A
Rental of office space / meeting rooms: included in collection/information costs

Staff salaries:

The Wildlife Biologist position is partially funded through a joint arrangement with the GNWT
(Env.) and the Province of Saskatchewan (Environment Ministry) for 8 months, The remaining
annual position costs are resourced from intervention funding such as this NIRB ptocess on a
project basis.

Salary/benefits: 6.5 pay periods (PP) x §2,700/pp = $17,550

Legal fees:
3 days @ $2000/day = $6,000

Three days of legal consultation over the 3 Phases of the Project re: environmental assessment and
mineral development legislation, protection of treaty and aboriginal rights and Crown duty to
consult.

Pasticipant Funding Application Form Numawat Impact Review Bosed
March 2010 Poge 7 ¢f 2
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General media advertising / promotion: N/A

Purchase of information material: included in collection/information costs

Othet:

How did you hear about the Participant Funding Program for the Review?

NIRB X
Federal government
Territonal government
Newspaper

Email to your organization
Word of mouth

Other: please specify

al

Farticipant Fundirg Applicztion Form Nvnava: Impact Review Board
March 2010 Page & of 9
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Partcipant Funding Program
Application for Funding: Certification Form
Certification and Consent

I/we hereby certify that the information I/we have pravided in this application is accurate
to the best of my/our knowledge. In the event that a participant funding award is to be
made based on this application, 1/we agree that no funding will be payable unless I/we
sign the INAC standard Contribution Agreement.

I/we hereby consent to the NIRB providing a copy of this Application Form and of the
aforementioned Contribution Agreement (once signed by me/us and by INAC) to any
person that the NIRB deems appropriate in the citcumstances, I/we farther consent to the
NIRB making copies of any written submissions during the Review process, by me/us or
by the corporation, organization, group or association that I/we represent and to use those
copies for purposes related to the Review. The information collected will be subject to the
Access to Information Act,

Ron Robillard
Name
ADNT Chief Negotiator:
Title
mJL\Q _ Mw1z2010
Authorized signature Date
Participant Funding Applicaton Form Nuranut Impact Review Board

March 2010 Page 9 of 7
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PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION FORM

INIRB Use Only
Date Received-
File Number:

Participant Funding: Application for Funding

Please refer 1o “How to Complete Your Application Form™ of the gride entitled ‘Participant Funding” when
complesing this application.

Step 1: Applicant Information
Natne and location of project: }C i Qg f (C
Please specify which phases and steps of the Review you intend to patticipate in:
Name of applicant (individual or organization):  Jarey Pine qon wak
Web site address:
Legal name of applicant (if diffetent):
Mailing address:  P.O. Dox  Sof
City / Towr: A vwiab
Province: N winowu {
Postal Code: X 0cr DE©
Telephone number: o7 ~ 85F~ 2L [w)
Fax number.  30F - 5577 « 20L& [W)
E-mail address: Ju poK@ hekmal, com

If the application is for an individual or a law firm, indicate on whose behalf you are submitting this
application.

Applying on behalf ol@ hetself of law firm _ A {'WKLQ

Applying on behalf of an unincorporated entity____

Participant Futiding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
March 2010 Page 1 of 5





Name of unincorpotated entity:
(Note: Applications will not be acespted frovs unincorporated entities in their own name,)

Narne and title of contact person for corpotation/ organizaton/ group/ association: ‘
If you represent an entily (incorporated or otherwiss) supporting documentation, ondovsing you as the entity’s
representarion must be attached ta this applecaiion.

Language of correspondence
Eng}ishq&_

French,
Telephone nuimber Gf different):

Fax number (if different):

Is your, organization incorporated? Yes No___..
Federal No.: Provincial No.:

Business number (Canada Customs and Revenne Agency):
GST/HST rebate number:
GST/HST rebate Yo
Have you applicd or will be applying for funds from other soutces to patticipate in the review
process? No_X_ Yes

If yes, please specify how much and the soute.
Desctbe yout of your organization’s major goals and mandate.

Desctibe your intetest i the Review. Tk 5 has &lan & G S TN "\‘”"‘“—A‘;W‘ "J{ et ;Z
tatennsts | anol DAk Joce| Foople deserve o wighd fs Freos =
Step 2: Description of Proposed Activities H2'va on.

Describe yout proposed contribution to the Review, including:

\ ! @ 5
s thc objectives of your participation; meke Tonat Swdare 0‘@ S prepesad
yout proposed activities fot which you ate secking funding; and = F ~ oy i\hf) o w arch el
' " o . O L{acting= & f niomg
»  how these proposed objectives and activities may copiribute to the reviews understanding
of the anticipated effects of the project.

Identify yous capacity to carry out the ptoposed activities. &~ v Sp b £ né fsh 7§ recoluefad
’ﬁ*’?ﬂ"’? Sy on / ﬁ?oﬁ' ,chﬂﬂc{% ;c.zf,,aa\u\-.:)_

(Describe relevant experience, expettise atd skills you or yout organization bave that will help you

o carty out your proposed activities.) o Knevs e et & Py le it Ama af I rang
f“é Fhaae M M P (‘#Fd.f-:.. (_T L,ul\,'cl\ o not “'\L’_Cc‘SS'M:( Foved, Frcs pen s‘%ft,\bh"{{(g
Desctibe why you believe yout participation will bting an itoportant and distinct petspective to the

Review. It maoy provide v oF  mogst peeplc Sy vhe Uawe o

W:\“ﬂ_fj L’ 30 {"‘ P%L’)‘;c W’\f’ﬂ--{w\?‘lg_j r*é’aa—-—adhﬂb K:‘:’ja:,vﬂ)é‘“
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Have you ot yout organization made an effort to coopesmte with other individuals ot otganizatons
in prepating 2 funding application?

No

Yes

If yes, please specify name of individual / otganization

How are the proposed activitics inctemental to yom_om busitess? T Fed  Frodf Sovmg
eﬂo«f@rg bove o W“j fz:: «H&Ad Stre 4 ‘r\.j;‘ Al A d stm ;5 o e s £
Step 3: Funding Requested

Please summarize your request for funding of cligible expenses, using the following table (see part 2
of the guide entitled Partizpant Funding for information on each expense category):

Priority Expense Categoty Funding Requested

T.ocal collection / distribution of information 3/ 00/ %-

Professional fees (excluding legal fees) 3 /00459’5% \’ - Y2/ “g
Travel expenses i an

Office supplies  J X i

Rental of office space / tneeting rooms

P
Staff salaties $ /P&g:ﬁ%

Legal fees $
Genetal media advettising / promotion $ Jee
Putchase of information material § lee
Other (specify) $

oo
TOTAL funding tequested g5V~

With respect to cach expense, pleasc provide additional information to support your request.
Usc additional sheets if needed.

1, 0{00/ AR AV SN edolers o

Lﬁcal cc()lllection / digtribution of information: d vo’”
el e Tl vy, 1S

Profgssional fees (excluding legal fees): T g wlen b wq,,,q[ s wovt fer Free
Ay ‘ivi_g Ir"‘u'j‘:r:c) Pl‘fiff'ﬁ.

Travel expenses:

Office supplies: k)vv Mﬁf p ,{)L\o l%cafﬁ N ¥
Rental of office space / meeting rootns:

Staff salaties: woulgh Sl wder (oot Col'zoﬂg‘m feo |

Legal fees:

General media advertising / promotion: C© E-VJ&-Q_. Qﬁa{'f DR ’(‘ 5 Mﬁ fle G'('W’é 5 M
(e Ly V55 ueS -

Participant Funding Apphieation Form Munawut Impact Revicor Boasd
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Putchase of information materal;

Other:

How did you bear about the Pasticipant Funding Program. for the Review?

NIRB

Federal government
Territorial poverntment
Newspaper

Email to yout organization
Word of mouth

Other: please specify fétm{&][ o @52 QO ’-*L(((U(“ 1

ST
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Participant Funding Program

Application for Funding: Certification Form

Certification and Consent:

T/we hereby cortify that the information $we have provided in this application I3 accurate to the best of my/our Imowledge, In the event
that a participant fonding award i9 ta be made haged an this applicstion, Tiwe sgree that no funding will be paynable unless Yave sign the
INAC standard Contribution Agreement.

Tiwe hereby consent to the NIRR providing a copy of this Application Form nnd of the aforementioned Contribution Apreement (onee
signed by mefus and by INAC) to sy person that the NIRS decms appropriate in the cireamstanees. Twe further consent to the NIR}E
making copies of any written aubmisstons during the Review process, by meéfuy o by (he corporation, organization, group ar asseciation
that we represent and to use thase copies for purpeses related to the Review. The information colleeted will br snhject to the Accesy f

Informtion Act.
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PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION FORM

NIRB Use Ony
Date Received:
File Numtber:

Participant Funding: Application for Funding

Please refer to “How to Complete Your Application Form™ of the guide entitled “Participant Funding” when
completing this application.

Step 1: Applicant Information
Name and location of project: Kiggavik Uranium Mine Project

Please specify which phases and steps of the Review you intend to participate in: Pre-Fearing
Conference and Final Hearing

Name of applicant (ndividual or organization): Kitikineot Inuit Association
Web site address: www.kitia.ca

Legal name of applicant (if different):

Mailing address: P.O. Box 360

City / Town: Kuglukruk

Province: NU

Postal Code: X0B 0E0

Telephone number: 1 867 982 3310

Fax number: 1 867 982 3311

E-mail address: Geoff{@qiniq.com

If the application is for an individual or a law firm, indicate on whose behalf you are submitting this
application.

Applying on behalf of him/herself or law firm
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Applying on behalf of an unincorporated entity
Name of unincorporated entity:
(Note: Applications will not be accepted from unincorporated entities in their own name,)

Name and title of contact person for corporation/ organization/ group/ association:
If you represent an entity (incorporated or atherwise) supporting documentation, endorsing you as the entity’s
representation wiust be attached to this application.

Language of correspondence

English_ X__

French

Telephone number (if different):

Fax number (if different):

Is your organization mcorporated? Yes_X__No_____
Federal No.: Provincial No.:

Bustness number (Canada Customs and Revenue Agency):
GST/HST rebate number:
GST/HST rebate %:
Have you applied or will be applying for funds from other sources to participate in the review
process? No__ X Yes_

If yes, please specify how much and the source.

Describe your or your organization’s major goals and mandate. To represent the Interests of
Kitikmeot Inuit by protecting and promoting our social, cultural, political, environmental
and economic well-being.

Describe your interest in the Review. The Kiggavik Project is within traditional land use area
of Inuit of the Back River Area. Imuit living in Perry River and Chantrey Inlet area also used
this area. Some of these Inuit now live in Gjoa Haven and Cambridge Bay of the Kitikieot
Region. Also, the Kiggavik project is adjacent to the Thelon Game Refuge and about 30%
of the refuge is in the Kitikmeot region.

Step 2: Description of Proposed Activities

Describe your proposed contribution to the Review, including:

¢ the objectives of your participation;

¢ your proposed activities for which you are seeking funding; and

® how these proposed objectives and activities may contribute to the review’s understanding
of the anticipated effects of the project.

The objective of participation is to represent the interests of Kitikmeot Inuit as listed in our
organizations mandate above. Our contributions will focus on environment, wildlife,
traditional knowledge, and socio-economic matter.
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Identify your capacity to carry out the proposed activities. (Describe relevant experience, expertise
and skills you or your organization have that will help you to carry out your proposed activities.)

KIA’s Lands, Environment and Resources Department has full-time staff experienced in
NIRB reviews of environment and socio-economic matters. We also hire legal counsel and
consultants where required.

Describe why you believe your participation will bring an important and distinct perspective to the
Review.

Inuit that have interests in the project area that live in the Kitikmeot region will not be
represented otherwise.

Have you or your organization made an effort to cooperate with other individuals or organizations
in preparing a funding application?

No

Yes X

If yes, please specify name of individual / organization: Kivallig Inuit Association

How are the proposed activities incremental to your ongoing business? This is additional review
and representation work for the Kitikmeot Inuit Association to the work we typically
complete within our region.

Step 3: Funding Requested

Please summarize your request for funding of eligible expenses, using the following table (see part 2
of the guide entitled Participant Funding for information on each expense category):

Priority Expense Category Funding Requested

Local collection / distribution of information $___$10,000_
Professional fees (excluding legal fees) $__$5000____
Travel expenses $__$30,000_
Office supplies $

Rental of office space / meeting rooms $

Staff salaries $ Not included estimated at $46,500
Legal fees $__$10,000__
General media advertising / promotion $

Purchase of information material $

Other (specify) $

TOTAL funding requested $__$55,000__

With respect to each expense, please provide additional information to support your request.
Use additional sheets if needed.
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Local collection / distribution of information: Consuliation is Inuit in the Kitikmeot Region about the
project will require travel fo Cambridge Bay and Gjoa Haven for 2 KLA staff.

Professional fees (excluding legal fees): Cost of lmited independent environmental and socio-econoniic review by
technical experts.  Kitikmeot Inuit Association will rely on review work by the Kivalliq Inuir
Association.

Travel expenses: _Awerqge cost of travel from Kuglukitnk to Baker Lake, including hotel and per diem is $5,000
Dper person per trip. 2 KLA staff plus legal connsel going to the Pre-hearing conference and Final Hearing will cost
$30,000.

Office supplies:

Rental of office space / meeting rooms:

Staff salaries:

Legal fees: Cost of Legal connsel is estimated to be §10,000,
General media advertising / promotion:

Purchase of information material:

Other:

How did you hear about the Participant Funding Program for the Review?

NIRB X
Federal government
Territorial government
Newspaper

Email to your organization
Word of mouth

Other: please specify

T
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Participant Funding Program

Application for Funding: Certification Form

Certification and Consent:

I/we herchy certify that the information I/we have provided in this application is accurate to the best of my/our knowledge. In the event
that a participant funding award is te be made based on this application, I/we agree that no funding will be payable unless Ifwe sign the
INAC standard Coniribution Agreement.

Irwe hereby consent to the NIRB providing a capy of this Application Form and of the aforementioned Contribution Agreement (once
signed by mefus and by INAC) to any person that the NIRB deems approprinte in the circumstances. I'we further consent to the NIRB
making copies of any written submissions during the Review process, by me/us or by the corporation, organization, group or association
that Ifwe represent and to use those copies for purposes refated to the Review. The information collected will be subject fo the Access fo
Information Act.

pU‘M‘ EM:hqu
V)

Name

n/ Ry ecthive Diretor

Title

-

W N I, a0/o
AuthoriZed signature 0 Date
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NIRB Upe Only
Date Received:
File Number:

Participant Punding: Application for Funding

Please refer 20 “How to Comyb!efe Your Application Form” of the guide entitied Participant Funding” when
completing thes application, ' <

Step 1: Applicant Informatidn
Name and location of project: Environmental Assesement for Kiggivik Project in Nunavut
Please specify which phases ami steps of the Review you intend to patticipate in: E.A Envrrmmigallf

WW&&)

Name of applicant (mdiwdual ot otganization): Lutse! X* ¢ Dene First Natton’s Lands & Eavironment
Department

Web site addtess: /W

Legal name of applicant Gf different):

Mailing address: Box3s Box 23

City / Town: Lutsel K'e, NWT

Province: Northwest Territodes

Postal Code: XOE 140

Telephone pumber: (867) 370-3197

Fax numbez: (867) 370-3143 or {867) 370-3010

Eemail addregn: A/Mamagerts clual: 0.CO
Administrative Assistant’s email:

If the application is for an individual or 2 law ﬁn:n, indicate on whose behalf you are submitting this
application. _ Ao

Applying on behalf of him/herself or law firm NO
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Applying on behalf of an unincorpotated entity &

; ity ; £ % ri
Name of unincorporated entity: Aﬂ lie / Va ¢ Dewe /';;':5/ V{7
(Note: Applications will not be accepted from unincorporated entities in their own name. y

Name and title of contact person for corporation/ otganization/ group/ associztion: ,74}/ &,ﬁ;}q
If you represent an entity (incorporated or otherwise) . supporting dammaﬂtatian,fﬁq&fsing you as thé eniity’s

represeniation must be attached to this application. Drecld A s Cagrivemmat- Ly
Language of ¢orrespondence

English /0

French

Telephone number (if different): %7- 37 g - 3¢¥ 7

Fax number (if different): %7 370~ 3/ 17

Is your organization incotporated? Yes___ No_ <~
Federal No: ___ Provincial No;
Business number (Canada Customs and Revenue Agency):
W GST/HST rebate numbert [T LS AR KPR o2/}
GST/HST rebate %: 5 &
Have you apI:}i/ed or will be applying for funds from other sources to patticipate in the review
process? No Yes

If yes, please specify how much and the source. W

To promote and continue traditionsl and heglthtf Tifestyle in our cormugpity, The Wildlife, Lands &
Environment Committee work closely with the Lutsel K¢ Den Fisst Nation in developing guidelines
és, Mineral Explorations and Hydto Developmeat as well as any
ditional lands. The committee will make recommendations to the
ation on all licenses related to Land Use Permit, Outfitters License, Research
Licenses, Res icenses and other related issues to lands & cavironment.

ed that their sespective decisions were made without access and nalanced information about the rsks
loration, extraction and processing. Both the NTT Uranium Policy and the Background Paper on the
fum omit important information on Uraninm mining, the nuclear industry, and-the entire nuclear fuel chain
uding health and ecosystem impacts.

Step 2: Description of Proposed Activities
Describe your proposed contribution to the Review, including:
® the objectives of your participation; your Ezoposed activities fof which you ate seeking
fundmg, and 5”6’ c ”’% PO hab® CCFVL S R c'zéan;'/i‘af 1({&;&-' ffﬁﬂ—?’" .
¢ how these proposed objectives and activities may contribute to - the teview’s

understanding of the anticipated effects. of the project.

Identify your capacity to carry out the proposed activities.
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LKDFN has participated in past and present Enviromeantal Assesment over the past 10 years. The LKIDIFN has been
fully engaged in the following Enviromental Assesments DeBeers, Snap Lake, BHP, Ur Energy. Projects
currently under an EA Gahcho Kue and Deze Engery for the Proposed Transmission lines is curreatly under
teview. The past experience has allowed LX.D.FN to prepate submission for the different ageacies,
organization and povemment relatiog to environmental issues and concerns o mining & explormtion, hydro
developments, mine reclamation

LKDFN believes that the potential adverse impacts of the Kiggavik & Sessions projects are so unacceptable
that it should be abandoned . ( NLCA Section 12.4.4(d) & According to Section 12.2,5 of the
NCLA, NIKB shall take into account the well being of residents of Canada outside the Nunavut
Settlement Area in carrying out its functions. This requirement includes the well-being of members of
the LKDEN who may be effected by the project. It is quite clear that caribou is a migratory species,
and other users outside of Nunavut teetitory could be adversety affected by the Kiggavik and Sessions

project.

Thadismt Kwow/ /e de g Laverty (heibox dend

Have you or yout organization made an effort to cooperate with other individuals or arganizations
in preparing a funding application?

No [Vl

Yes

If yes, please specify name of individual / organization

To asses and iye impacts and effects from developments such as hunting and trapping, wildlife and fish
habitat, employment & training, comm t search studies, contamination

Step 3: Funding Requested

Please summarize yoyr request for funding of eligible expenses, ucing the following table (see patt 2
of the guide entitled Parsinpant Funding for information on each expense category):

Priotity Expense Category Funding Requested

Local collection / distribution of information §

Professional fees (excluding legal fees) $ 2o
Travel expenses §_Jo, 734
Office supplies $

Rental of office space / meeting rooms $

Staff galaries $

Legal fees $

General medis advertising / promotion $

Purchase of information material ) $

Other (specify) $

TOTAL funding requested 543,.114(

Participant Fundmg Application Form . ] Nusngvut Impact Review Board :
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With respect to each expense, please provide additional information to support your request.
Use additional sheets if needed.

Local collection / distribution of information:

Professional fees (excluding legal fees): ~ Cos’ A  Aie /mfgsj*‘/a/fa'// QT P
Ttavel expenses: 2 é/?,,/e;. el  Grsr M,g/ f - ¥ Bl Lo
Office supplies IMcladeng | @ir fore, siel e dieat
Rental of office space / meeting rooms:
Staff salaries:

Legal fees:

General media advertising / promotion:

Patchase of information material:

Other:

How did you hear about the Participant Funding Program for the Review?

NIRB __m[
Federal government —_
Territotial government —
Newspaper -
Email to your organization ~ ____
Word of mouth —

Other: please specify
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Participant Funding Program

Application for Funding: Certification Form

Certification and Consent:

Vwe bereby certify that the information I'we have previded in this application Is accurate to the best of my/our knowledge. In the event
that a participant funding award is to be made based on this application, I'we agree that no funding will be payeble unless Uwe sign the
INAC standard Confribution Agreement.

I'we hereby consent to the NIRE providing a copy of this Applleation Form and of the aforementioned Contribution Agreement (once
signed by me/us and by INAC) to any person that the NIRB deems appropriate in the circumstances. Ifwe further consent to the NIRB
making copies of any written submissions during the Review pracess, by mefus or by the corperation, organization, group or assoclation
that Ywe represent and fo use those copies for purposes selated to the Review. The information collected will be subject ta the Access o
Informotion Act,

M;%

1717’&’&/5/’ é’/qf, '/ Mf &’/Wlf&zﬁ/; A//‘;f/f? e /&/33'/ S? B 7

Title
@d 57 2w
Date

Affthorized signature
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PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION FORM

NIRB Use Only
Date Received:
File Number:

Participant Funding: Application for Funding

Please refer to “How to Complete Your Application Form” of the guide entitled “Participant Funding” when
completing this application.

Step 1: Applicant Information
Name and location of project:

Commencement of the NIRB’s Part 5 Review of AREVA Resources Canada Inc’s “Kiggavik”
Project adjacent to Baker Lake, Nunavut

On November 25, 2008, the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB or Board) received AREVA
Resources Canada Inc’s (AREVA or the Proponent) uranium mining development proposal for the
“Kiggavik” project. On January 16, 2009 the NIRB received a positive conformity determination
from the Nunavut Planning Commission (NPC) for this project in relation to the Keewatin Regional
Land Use Plan (KRLUP). The correspondence also indicated that, with respect to sections 3.5 and
3.6 of the KRLUP which require review of all issues relevant to uranium exploration and mining by
the NPC, as well as approval of the people of the region, the NPC has concluded that these
requirements have been met.

The NIRB screened the Kiggavik project in accordance with Part 4 of Article 12 of the Nunavut
Land Claims Agreement (NLCA), and on March 13, 2009 issued a screening decision report to the
Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (the Minister), recommending a review under Part 5
or 6 of Article 12 of the NLCA.

On March 2, 2010 the NIRB received the enclosed correspondence from the Minister, referring the
Kiggavik project to the Board for a review of the eco-systemic and socio-economic impacts under
Part 5 of Article 12 of the NLCA.

Please specify which phases and steps of the Review you intend to participate in:

The hamlet of Baker Lake would like to review the eco-systemic and socio-economic impacts of the
proposed Project; the hamlet would also like to gauge and define the extent the impacts will have on
Baker Lake residents, and if the steps referred to above are the normal review steps as indicated by
NIRB {Screening (NIRB), Pre-Hearing Conference & Technical Meetings (NIRB & Proponent &
Public), Decision sent to Minister (Minister), Final Hearing (NIRB & Proponent & Public), Decision
sent to Minister; NIRB waits for Minister’s Decision (Minister), Project Certificate (NIRB),

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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Regulators Meeting (AAs), Acquisition of all necessary permits (Proponent), Monitoring (AAs &
Proponent & NIRB} then Baker Lake would like to be involved in each and every step.

Name of applicant (individual or organization): Hamlet of Baker Lake

Web site address:

Legal name of applicant (if different): Municipality of Baker Lake
Mailing address: Box 149

City / Town: Baker Lake

Province: Nunavut

Postal Code:  X0C 0A0

Telephone number:  1-867-793-2874

Fax number: (867) 793-2509

E-mail address: bledo@netkaster.ca

If the application is for an individual or a law firm, indicate on whose behalf you are submitting this
application.

Applying on behalf of him/herself or law firm

Applying on behalf of an unincorporated entity____

Name of unincorporated entity:

(Note: Applications will not be accepted from unincorporated entities in their own name.)

Name and title of contact person for corporation/ organization/ group/ association:
If you represent an entity (incorporated or otherwise) supporting documentation, endorsing youn as the entity’s
representation must be attached to this application.

Language of correspondence

English_ X_

French_

Telephone number (if different):

Fax number (if different):

Is your organization incorporated? Yes_ X No__
Federal No.: _ Provincial No.:

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
March 2010 Page 2 of 9





Business number (Canada Customs and Revenue Agency):

GST/HST rebate number: 10775 2420 RP0001

GST/HST rebate Y%o: 5%

Have you applied or will be applying for funds from other sources to participate in the review
process? No__ X Yes_

If yes, please specify how much and the source.
Describe your or your organization’s major goals and mandate.

Like all other municipalities in the territory, Baker Lake is governed by the municipalities act and all
regulations bound by said structures. This said in the case of Areva, the Hamlet of Baker Lake
recognizes that mineral exploration can be a significant source of economic development and
employment for the community. The region is recognized as having a high level of mineral potential
and has been explored by a number of mining companies for several decades. Presently the sole
operating mine is the Meadowbank gold mine, which is owned by Agnico-Eagle Mines Ltd. Many
other mining companies have either slowed or shut down their Nunavut projects. The Hamlet of
Baker LLake has taken the position that it welcomes the economic opportunities that mineral
development can bring and has previously stated its objectives. “to maximize the employment,
business and infrastructure benefits, while ensuring measures are in place to minimize and mitigate
any potential negative impacts.

Describe your interest in the Review.

The Hamlet of Baker Lake is the only community that will have direct access. Implications affecting
other economic sectors as well as wildlife have a significant impact on the residents and health of
Baker Lake citizen’s. The impacts of building bridges over area rivers could impact tourism in the
region, especially the much coveted heritage river the Thelon; any edifice impacting this river will
need to be addressed for the benefit of all concerned, not just the mining company, and not just the
environmentalists. As well the cumulative impacts of two major developments and possibly two jet
runways out on the tundra could have a significant impact on caribou and other wildlife. Mitigating
factors may have to be implemented for all. Baker Lake residents need to have a seat at the table.
They cannot do this in a meaningful way without the intervener funding. The traditional economy in
Baker Lake is really the prime industry for some or most of the elders and those over a certain age
or without the proper credentials or education to take part in the wage economy. The Hamlet needs
to ensure that the needs and aspirations of all the residents of Baker Lake are addressed.

Step 2: Description of Proposed Activities

Describe your proposed contribution to the Review, including:

e the objectives of your participation;

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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Over the course of these reviews the hamlet residents get to hear and have to filter all sorts of
information that they mostly do not have ready intuitive recognition. All too often the hamlet
resident’s are never involved in the process as other than bystanders being given loads of
information that they just do not have time to digest, let alone discuss in a meaningful manner. It is
the intention of the hamlet of Baker Lake to be involved with this project up front. They never had
that choice in the AEM’s Meadowbank. They had to rely on everyone around them to make
decisions that impacted their future without any real debate or good objective information. It always
appears that there are factions working against each other with conflicting messages. The hamlet
would like to be able to have that debate internally. With the assistance a few select professionals
able to interpret and debate all of the issues impacting hamlet and impacted residents of Baker Lake.
It is the profound hope of this hamlet that having intervener funding and status provides a much
better consultation with the people by having them more involved. The elders and the youth of the
community will also be involved as the hamlet will contract with youth and elders as part of the
process for consultation at every level of the community. With the development impacting the Baker
Lake people more than any other group the need to ensure that the science for ensuring base level
data collection includes IQ), in dealing with wildlife, traditional hunting and trapping areas, and land
use.

e your proposed activities for which you are seeking funding; and

Activities proposed are community debate, information gathering and sharing at public forums with
and without the pro factors and the anti factors. Site visits and school forums to discuss all facets of
the uranium industry. We hope to look at the old and the new. There has been a great deal of
concern because of previous activity in the north and the necessity to have had some cleanup, in
areas like Tulita. There have been some great new processes like the Saskatchewan model that
appears to providing great stewardship. These need further investigation by a cross section of our
own community impacted residents. This in turn will provide the data needed for the people to
make an informed decision.

e How these proposed objectives and activities may contribute to the review’s understanding
of the anticipated effects of the project.

In each review in the territory proponents provide a great deal of dialogue to community members
impacted by the project. There is mention of IIBA’s for socio economic progress, hamlets are given
certain assurances that they will be given opportunities with the project but there is no real standard
to hold proponents to any agreement because the hamlets are public corporations and not part of
the IIBA. That is and has been the sole domain of the Inuit Association because it is regulated under
the Land Claims. The other body that has clout is the federal government. There is no legislation
ensuring that communities get their fair stake when it comes to development. Theses objectives
hopefully will allow the hamlet a greater involvement in development in the adjacent area.

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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Identify your capacity to carry out the proposed activities.

(Describe relevant experience, expertise and skills you or your organization have that will help you
to carry out your proposed activities.)

As a municipality there are numerous projects that require accountability and reporting. The
expertise of our Council, which includes a previous Minister of Finance and Minister of Sustainable
Development, our mayor, ASAO, SAO and council, along with our new Director of development
provides a wide range and a great deal of experience to take this project on. The management
experience available plus the experience we will be bringing in to support us where there are
weaknesses will well cover the needs of this project.

Describe why you believe your participation will bring an important and distinct perspective to the
Review.

The major reason is that we are the main and most adjacent people impacted. We are ready and
want to be prepared to engage everyone in the dialogue and consultation involved in this project.
We are unbiased in our approach and want to get to the issues surrounding this development. And
we need to do this objectively as we have the biggest stake in this development. If it proceeds it will
be because we were involved and engaged throughout the process. If it fails it will be because we
were engaged and involved in the process. By being involved with appropriate funds to support our
community review and ongoing consultative process the citizens can make an informed decision. A
decision based on facts and if necessary mediation, and not conjecture by a party that does the best
selling pitch.

Have you or your organization made an effort to cooperate with other individuals or organizations
in preparing a funding application? Yes and No

No X

Yes

If yes, please specify name of individual / organization

We have recently engaged a contractor to provide for community and economic development. This
particular individual was previously the Director of Community and Economic Development for the
Nunavut Government, a President of one of Nunavut’s Crown corporations, was once the
Superintendent of RWED in the Sahtu region of the NWT, and once Regional
Superintendent/Director for the Kitikmeot region of Nunavut. He has worked on or been involved
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with almost all of the major developments in the Nunavut and the NWT since 1999, in both the
regulatory and the development side of the equation. We have engaged Steve Hannah to assist us in
this as well as an overall sustainable community development strategy. So yes, we have engaged him
as an overall support and as a community resource we are utilizing him to support this initiative. But
we have not gone outside the community to contract another to provide this service on a proprietary
basis.

How are the proposed activities incremental to your ongoing business?

As mentioned immediately above the hamlet is taking a proactive approach to community
development, we have for too long waited for different levels of government to provide for certain
supports and services, to no avail. So we have started a process to develop a sustainable community
economic development model where we have a coordinated process to reach our goals. This will
include getting funded from all levels of government, the mining industry and others to support our
efforts to create a critical mass of people to support this community. This includes bricks and
mortar for a new development center adjacent to the current city hall providing for a one-stop-shop
for all of our community needs in economic development and broader community development.
The new center will also provide for and house a GIS project to support community data collection
and mapping. The data gathered from the intervener funding will also be utilized in the monitoring
stage as well.

Step 3: Funding Requested

Please summarize your request for funding of eligible expenses, using the following table (see part 2
of the guide entitled Participant Funding for information on each expense category):

Priority Expense Category Funding Requested

Local collection / distribution of information §  $45.000.
Professional fees (excluding legal fees) §  $90,000 (45,000.x 2)
Travel expenses $ 12,000
Office supplies $ 800
Rental of office space / meeting rooms $  $20,000
Staff salaries §  $60,000
Legal fees $

General media advertising / promotion $ 2,500
Purchase of information material $

Other (specify) §  $12500
TOTAL funding requested $ 240,800

With respect to each expense, please provide additional information to support your request.
Use additional sheets if needed.
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Local collection / distribution of information:

There is some data that already exists that is being collected by many proponents and the
governments that should be accessed by the hamlet. AS well a lot more data about traditional land
use and harvesting patterns need to be collected and mapped. Site visits to impacted river crossings
and footprint of the project will be a necessity. A coordinator will be contracted or hired to act as
proprietary leader of this project, elders and youth will be engaged as staff for local data collection
and broader community engagement inclusive of information dissemination and disbursement.
These meetings are planned as ongoing information sessions, discussion group think.

Professional fees (excluding legal fees): 90,000
A coordinator will cost approximately 45,000 for each year of the project
Travel expenses: 12,000

Coordinator 4,000
Site visits 8,000

Office supplies: 800

Rental of office space / meeting rooms: 20,000

Office space is at a premium in Baker Lake at present and will continue to be for several years, any
space that comes available, and that is being worked on as well, as this goes to writing will be added
to the costs of community meetings costs

Staff salaries: 60,000

As stated above the hamlet will be utilizing elders and youth in this project under a per diem costing
method. Elders and youth will work in conjunction with the overall coordinator and our community
Development Director. Some of his time will be offset by hiring an additional support person to
take on some of his responsibilities while he is engaged in this project.

Legal fees:

We do not foresee any legal fees at this time but will be minor

General media advertising / promotion: \ 2,500

Getting people to meetings, providing transportation, refreshments etc., will cost the bulk of this
money.

Purchase of information material: do not foresee utilizing this

Other:

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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How did you hear about the Participant Funding Program for the Review?

NIRB

Federal government
Territorial government
Newspaper

Email to your organization
Word of mouth

Other: please specify

Participant Funding Application Form
March 2010
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Participant Funding Program

Application for Funding: Certification Form

Certification and Consent:

I/we hereby certify that the information I/we have provided in this application is accurate to the best of my/our knowledge. In the event
that a participant funding award is to be made based on this application, I/we agree that no funding will be payable unless I/we sign the
INAC standard Contribution Agreement.

I/we hereby consent to the NIRB providing a copy of this Application Form and of the aforementioned Contribution Agreement (once
signed by me/us and by INAC) to any person that the NIRB deems appropriate in the circumstances. 1/we further consent to the NIRB
making copies of any written submissions during the Review process, by me/us or by the corporation, organization, group or association
that I/we represent and to use those copies for purposes related to the Review. The information collected will be subject to the Access to
Information Act.

David Aksawnee
Name

Mayor, Hamlet of Baker Lake
Title
™
YOG June 1,2010
SN WA ‘2 ALY ’
Authdrized signature - Date
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PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION FORM

NIRB Use Only
Date Received:
File Number:

Participant Funding: REVISED Application for Funding (1 June 2010)

Step 1: Applicant Information
Name and location of project:
AREVA Resources Canada Inc's "Kiggavik" project (NIRB File No. 09MNO003)

Kivalliq Region, Nunavut

Steps of the Review we intend to participate in:
i) Phase 1-Scoping and Guideline Development
i) Phase 2-Draft EIS Review and Technical Meeting; Pre-hearing Conference
iif) Phase 3-Final EIS Review and Final Hearing

Name of applicant:

Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board (BQCMB)
Web site address:

www.arctic-caribou.com

Mailing address:
Box 629

City / Town: Stonewall

Province: Manitoba

Postal Code: ROC 270

Telephone number: 204-467-2438

Fax number: 204-467-7999

E-mail address: rossthompson@mts.net; caribounews(@atctic-catibou.com

Name of unincorporated entity: Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board (BQCMB)
Name and title of contact person for corporation/ organization/ group/ association:
Ross Thompson, BQCMB Secretary-Treasurer

Language of correspondence

English_x___

French_

Is your organization incorporated? Yes No _X

Business number (Canada Customs and Revenue Agency):

GST/HST rebate number: 86620 7574 RR0001

GST/HST rebate %: 50

The BQCMB is a Not-for-Profit Registered Charity # 890787443 RR0001

Have you applied or will be applying for funds from other sources to participate in the
review process? No X Yes






BQCMB’s major goals and mandate:

Mission: To safeguard the caribou of the Beverly and Qamanirjuaq herds for traditional users who
wish to maintain a lifestyle that includes the use of caribou, as well as for all Canadians and people
of other nations.

Major Goals: From Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Barren Ground Caribou Management Agreement
(2002)

e To develop and make recommendations to the appropriate governments and to the groups
of traditional users for the conservation and management of the Beverly and Qamanirjuaq
herds.....and their habitat...

e To establish communication to ensure coordinated caribou conservation and caribou habitat
protection

e To coordinate management of the Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Herds
e To establish a process of shared responsibility for development of management programs

BQCMB interest in the Review:

Involvement in this Review addresses a key part of the BQCMB’s mandate to safeguard the caribou
herds. The BQCMB was formed in 1982 because of a caribou crisis - perceived serious declines in
the herds. It is apparent that the Beverly herd has experienced a serious decline, while surveys of the
Qamanirjuaq herd have shown a possible decrease in herd size of approximately 30% between 1994
and 2008. Therefore it is crucial that the potential impacts of this proposed project on caribou and
people who depend on caribou are examined in detail during this Review.

The BQCMB examines and takes very seriously all development proposals on the ranges of the
Beverly and Qamanirjuaq caribou herds, which are worth at least $20 million annually to
communities that depend on them for sustenance and livelihood. These herds could be severely
impacted by activities and operations associated with the AREVA-Kiggavik Project. All potential
impacts must be identified and measures put in place to minimize the cumulative effects of this and
other similar projects on the caribou herds and their habitats. The BQCMB intends to ensure that
agencies and organizations responsible for regulating and approving land use activities on the
caribou ranges recognize the value of the herds, their critical habitats, sensitivities to disturbance and
the importance of stringent conditions to protect caribou and important habitats.

Step 2: Description of Proposed Activities

Proposed contribution by the BQCMB to the Review:

a) Objectives:
e Provide scientific, traditional knowledge and community-based information on ecosystemic
and socio-economic effects of the AREVA-Kiggavik project;
e Assert the importance of barren ground caribou in the review process;

e Identify and put on record: socio-economic value of caribou; important habitats for caribou;
threats to caribou from various development activities; current concerns about population
levels and habitat uses of Beverly and Qamanirjuaq caribou;





e Put forward remedial and mitigation measures to minimize any potential deleterious impacts
of the Project on caribou;

e Explore further partnerships with governments, industry and other organizations for caribou
conservation

b) Proposed activities for which funding is being requested:

1. Participating in all three phases of the Review, including: review and comment on scoping
and draft and revised EIS Guidelines; preparation and participation in EIS guidelines
workshop, technical meeting and pre-hearing conference; submission of information
requests and technical review report; review of final EIS; and preparation of presentation for
public hearing and participation in that hearing.

2. Providing information relevant to assessment of Project effects on caribou based on the
BQCMB’s role and inputs into previous land use applications, impact review, development
proposals, regulation and policy reviews, cumulative effects assessments and best practices;
this includes past involvement concerning uranium developments in northern Saskatchewan
and proposed developments in Nunavut and the Northwest Territories.

3. Meeting with the Baker Lake and Arviat HTOs, northern Saskatchewan communities and
the Lutsel K’e Wildlife, Lands and Environment Committee to discuss caribou issues related
to the Project and working closely with BQCMB members from these communities to
include their community’s perspectives in BQCMB submissions to the NIRB. Meetings will
focus primarily on the BQCMB supplying caribou-related information and requesting input
from community members. This will be supplemented by obtaining and coordinating input
from other BQCMB members at BQCMB meetings in Fall 2010, Spring 2011 and Fall 2011
(if required).

4. Producing feature and other articles on the Project and the Review in the BQCMB’s plain
language newsletter for Board members and communities, Caribon News in Brief, which will
also be widely available through the BQCMB’s website. This will help the BQCMB and the
NIRB to communicate about caribou-related concerns associated with the Project for
communities across the Kivalliq, northern Saskatchewan and Lutsel K’e, as well as other
regions.

¢) Contributions to the review’s understanding of the anticipated effects of the project:

The BQCMB, since its inception in 1982, brings a blend of scientific, traditional and community
knowledge about caribou and potential impacts of projects of this nature. Also the BQCMB has
developed experience and credibility in eliciting information from all backgrounds and organizations
- government, community and non-government organizations. Further, several Board documents
have good application to this Process, including the Board’s report (1999) and map atlas (2000)
documenting and mapping important seasonal caribou ranges based on government surveys
“Protecting Beverly and Qamanirjnag Caribou and Caribou Range”, and the BQCMB Position Paper
“Protecting Calving Grounds, Post-Calving Areas and Other Important Habitats for Beverly and Qamanitjuaq
Caribon” (2004). The BQCMB’s “Valuation and Socio-Cultural Perspectives of the Estimated Harvest of the
Beverly and Qamanirjuag Caribon Herds” (2008) will assert the importance of effective protection from
development activities.





The BQCMDB’s capacity to carry out the proposed activities.

The BQCMB is a caribou co-management board that operates through collaboration between
traditional caribou-using communities and governments, with a total of 13 members. Board
members include eight community representatives from northern Manitoba, Saskatchewan,
Northwest Territories and Nunavut, all of them with caribou knowledge and experience.
Additionally, five governments are represented (MB, SK, NWT, NU and Canada). The Board is
supported by a Secretary-Treasurer (former Chairperson of the BQCMB) and by a contract Biologist
and a contract Communications Specialist. This “bench strength” of the BQCMB is bolstered by a
network of co-operators, regionally, provincially, nationally and internationally, many of whom can
be called upon to assist the Board in various aspects of its important work.

Relevant experience, expertise and skills

Board members: Community representatives(from Tadoule Lake MB, Lac Brochet MB, Wollaston
Lake SK, Camsell Portage SK, Lutsel K’e NT, Ft. Smith NT, Arviat NU and Baker Lake NU), who
are each recommended by regional organizations and appointed by governments, all have substantial
caribou knowledge and expetience as hunters/trappers. Government representatives are primarily
biologists and wildlife managers with extensive experience in caribou ecology, population surveys
and monitoring, land use planning, environmental impact processes and public hearings.
Secretary-treasurer: A former senior biologist from Manitoba, and past Chair of the BQCMB, he
also is a professional facilitator and strategic planner, having facilitated over 100 community-based
“Roundtable” plans in Manitoba and Nunavut.

Contract Biologist: A biologist with 25 years experience working on wildlife and land use issues in
northern Canada, she has worked for almost 14 years with the BQCMB on a variety of projects,
including mapping caribou habitats, community-based caribou monitoring, land use planning,
caribou protection, development reviews, impact assessments, review of permit applications,
Caribou Protection Measures review, and cumulative effects.

Contract Communications Specialist: A writer/editor with a long history and strong rapport with
the BQCMB and caribou range communities, she has produced Caribou News/ Caribon News in Brief
and many other “plain language” documents for the BQCMB for the last 25 years, and also develops
and maintains the Board’s website (www.arctic-caribou.com).

BQCMB members, staff and contractors have participated in providing comprehensive comments
to Nunavut and NWT regulatory agencies (NIRB, MVLWB, MVEIRB) on land use applications for
mineral exploration and development activities that affect sensitive areas of the ranges, such as
calving, post-calving area and migration routes. Board members have developed working
relationships with regulatory agencies, World Wildlife Fund Canada, mining companies, the
CircumArctic Rangifer Monitoring and Assessment (CARMA) Network, and others, all of whom
have been welcome at BQCMB semi-annual meetings and have made presentations to the meetings.
Of note, the BQCMB has recently been an active participant in scoping, guideline development and
assessment for Uravan’s application for uranium exploration on the Beverly calving ground south of
Garry Lake NU, as well as for uranium exploration proposals by UR-Energy, Uravan, and Bayswater
on NWT Beverly caribou migration range.





How BQCMB participation will bring an important and distinct perspective to the Review.
The BQCMB will bring:

Blend of scientific, community and traditional knowledge
Support and credibility based on over 25 years of operation

Collaboration with territorial and provincial governments responsible for caribou
management, and with the federal government

Collaboration with communities from the Kivalliq and other regions

Appreciation from communities and HTOs for garnering and putting forth issues, concerns
and potential solutions

Facilitated and strategic approach

Extensive experience with all components of impact assessment and hearings

Efficiency: organization and infrastructure already in place

Additional opportunities for review and comment by BQCMB members at BQCMB
meetings in Fall 2010, 2011 and Fall 2011

Documented input to INAC Caribou Protection Measures Review; NPC Land Use
Planning; INAC Upper Thelon LLand and Resource Management Plan; land use and caribou
habitat mapping

Information and experience based on numerous discussions among board members about
potential conflicts between caribou and people, including those related to mineral
exploration and development

Data on economic value of the Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Herds

Information on caribou seasonal movements and habitat uses, based on satellite collar data
for which the Board has made significant contributions, as well as extensive mapped and
documented information on seasonal caribou habitats based on government surveys
Caribou population modelling simulation experience

Communication tools: Caribou News in Brief, BQCMB website (www.arctic-caribou.com)

Have you or your organization made an effort to cooperate with other individuals or
organizations in preparing a funding application?

No

7.

Yes_ X

Baker LLake HTO Manager re: workshop for information exchange with HTO

Arviat HTO Manager re: workshop for information exchange with HTO

Prince Albert Grand Council Project Coordinator re: participating in one set of meetings to
be organized by the PAGC as part of their review of this project

Lutsel K’e Director of Wildlife, Lands and Environment re: workshop for information
exchange with WLE Committee

Dr. Anne Gunn, retired NWT government Caribou Biologist, currently independent
consultant: Information exchange; potential technical assistance

Dr. Patricia Thomas, Toxicology Centre, University of Saskatchewan: Information exchange;
potential technical assistance

Canadian Arctic Resources Committee: Information exchange

How are the proposed activities incremental to your ongoing business?

Proposed activities are additive to the BQCMDB?’s regular responsibilities. Given the importance and
location of the AREVA-Kiggavik proposal the Board has prioritized its involvement in the process,
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with other duties and responsibilities to be re-assigned or deferred. There will, however, be
efficiencies realized through the Board’s organizational framework, including regular meetings and
experience from virtually all Board members and staff in previous reviews.

Step 3: Funding Requested
Priority Expense Category Funding Requested:

Local collection / distribution of information: $ 6,000.00
Professional fees $70,875.00
Travel expenses $30,600.00
Office supplies $ 500.00
Rental of office space / meeting rooms $ 4,500.00
TOTAL funding requested: $_112,475.00

Additional information to support request (with costs as rough estimates)
Local collection / distribution of information:
- Support costs for 3 community meetings (with 2 HTOs and Lutsel K’e WLE Committee);
honoraria; presentation materials (including maps), graphics, translation $6,000.00

(L'ravel costs and professional fees for meetings with NU HTOs, SK communities and Lutsel K'e are included
below; no support costs will be incurred for meetings in SK communities as they are being held by PAGC.)

Professional fees:

a) Professional services mainly from contract Biologist and 1-3 other contracted experts for
technical input and development of submissions and presentations, BQCMB Secretary-treasurer
for project coordination and management, and BQCMB Chairman for hearing presentation:

Task Time (Days)

o Phase 1: In-depth project proposal review, obtaining relevant caribou data,

scoping review, input on EIS guidelines, participation in EIS guidelines

development workshop (BQCMB Biologist) 21.0
o Phase 2: Meetings with Baker Lake and Arviat HTOs, Saskatchewan

communities, Lutsel K’e WLE Committee (BQCMB Biologist); review of

draft EIS; development of info requests; technical review and report

development; participation in technical meeting and preliminary hearing

conference (BQCMB Biologist) 41.0
o Phase 3: Review final EIS, development of BQCMB hearing presentation,
participation in hearing (BQCMB Biologist and Chairman) 18.0
80.0
80 days @ $800/day:  64,000.00
GST(5%): 3,200.00
$67,200.00
b) Communications - Writing & editing newsletter articles $3,500.00
GST (5%)___175.00
$3,675.00
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL FEES: $70,875.00
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Travel expenses:
EIS Guideline Development Workshop, Baker Lake

(BQCMB Biologist: Airfare Yellowknife-Baker LLake, Accommodation-4 nights)

BQCMB Workshop-Baker Lake HTO

(BQCMB Biologist: Airfare Yellowknife-Baker Lake, Accommodation-4 nights)

BQCMB Workshop-Arviat HTO
(BQCMB Biologist: Airfare Yellowknife-Arviat, Accommodation-4 nights)
Participation in PAGC workshops in Saskatchewan communities

(BQCMB Biologist: Airfare Yellowknife-Prince Albert-4 workshop locations in

northern SK Communities, Accommodation-7 nights)
BQCMB Workshop-Lutsel K’e Wildlife, Lands and Environment Committee

(BQCMB Biologist: Airfare Yellowknife-Lutsel K’e, Accommodation-1 night)

Technical Meeting/Pre-heating conference, Baker Lake

(BQCMB Biologist: Airfare Yellowknife-Baker LLake, Accommodation-4 nights)

Public Hearing: Biologist and BQCMB Chair

(BQCMB Biologist: Airfare Yellowknife-Baker Lake, Accommodation-4 nights,

$ 3,000.00
$ 3,000.00

$ 3,000.00

$ 5,000.00

$ 600.00
$ 3,000.00

$ 8,000.00

BQCMB Chairman: Airfare Tadoule Lake MB-Baker Lake, Accommodation-6 nights)

Per Diems-Federal Rates: 33 travel days in NU @ $124.75 = 4,116.75
8 travel days in AB+SK @ $84.50 = 676.00

2 travel days in NWT @ $105.05 = 210.10
Sub-total per diems: 5,002.85
TOTAL TRAVEL EXPENSES:

Office supplies:
Mapping; Printing; Shipping

Rental of office space / meeting rooms:
Room rental; refreshments - BQCMB workshops (3) with 2 HTOs and
Lutsel K’e WLE Committee

How did you hear about the Participant Funding Program for the Review?
NIRB X

Federal government

Territorial government X

Newspaper ____

Email to your organization X

Word of mouth

Other: please specify BQCMB Meetings

$ 5,000.00

$30,600.00

$ 500.00

$ 4,500.00
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Participant Funding Program

Application for Funding: Certification Form

Certification and Consent:

I/we hereby cettify that the information I/we have provided in this application is accurate to the
best of my/our knowledge. In the event that a participant funding award is to be made based on this
application, I/we agtree that no funding will be payable unless I/we sign the INAC standard
Contribution Agreement.

I/we hereby consent to the NIRB providing a copy of this Application Form and of the
aforementioned Contribution Agreement (once signed by me/us and by INAC) to any person that
the NIRB deems appropriate in the circumstances. I/we further consent to the NIRB making copies
of any written submissions during the Review process, by me/us or by the corporation,
organization, group or association that I/we represent and to use those copies for purposes related
to the Review.

The information collected will be subject to the Access 2o Information Act.

Ross C. Thompson

Name

Secretary-Treasurer, BQCMB
Title

~1 ) 7 G />/'\/ !
1 June 2010
Authorized signature Date
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PARTICIPANT FUNDING APPLICATION FORM

NWB/NIRB Use Only
Date Received.:
File Number:

Participant Funding: Application for Funding

Please refer to “How to Complete Your Application Form” of the guide entitled “Participant Funding”
when completing this application.

NOTE: Revised June 1, 2010

Step 1: Applicant Information

1.1 Name and location of project:

NIRB 09MN003 — AREVA Resources Canada Inc’s Kiggavik Project Proposal

1.2 Please specify which phases of the review you intend to participate in:

Review and comment on the draft scope of the project; the draft guidelines for the EIS, the
draft Environmental Impact Statement submitted by the project proponent, preparation for
an participation in the Technical Meetings and Pre-Hearing Conference, and review of the
final Environmental Impact Statement submitted by the project proponent and preparation
and participation in the Final Hearing.

1.3 Name of applicant (individual or organization):

Canadian Arctic Resources Committee Inc.
Attention David Gladders, Executive Director

1.4 Web site address: www.carc.org

1.5 Legal name of applicant (if different): N/A
1.6 Mailing address: PO Box 371, Station A

1.7 City / Town: Ottawa

1.8 Province: Ontario

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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1.9 Postal Code: KIN 8V4

1.11 Telephone number: 613-759-4284, cell number 613-263-2109
1.12 Fax number: 613-237-3845
113 E-mail address: davidg@carc.org

1.14 If the application is for an individual or a law firm, indicate on whose behalf
you are submitting this application.

Applying on behalf of him/herself or law firm N/A

Applying on behalf of an unincorporated entity N/A

1.15 Name of unincorporated entity: N/A

(INote: Applications will not be accepted from unincorporated entities in their own name.)

1.16 Name and title of contact person for corporation/ organization/ group/
association:

If you represent an entity (incorporated or otherwise) supporting documentation, endorsing you

as the entity’s representation must be attached to this application.

N/A

1.17 Language of correspondence

English X
French N/A

1.18 Telephone number (if different): N/A

1.19 Fax number (if different): N/A

1.20 Is your organization incorporated? YesX No___

Federal No.: 258502-2-M Provincial No.: N/A

Business number (Canada Customs and Revenue Agency): 10684 2362 RR0001

GST/HST rebate number: 10684 2362 RR0001
GST/HST rebate %: 50%

1.21 Have you applied or will be applying for funds from other sources to participate
in the hearing or review process? No X Yes

If yes, please specify how much and the source.

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
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1.22 Describe your or your organization’s major goals and mandate.

Background

Established in 1971-3, CARC is a well-respected non-partisan, public interest, research and
advocacy organization. Composed of citizens committed to environmentally-responsible
northern development, supportt for the rights of Aboriginal peoples, devolution of
provincial-type authority to northern governments and increased international co-operation
in the circumpolar world.

CARC has a reputation for high quality research and public policy analyses, effective public
communication and advocacy, and helping to set the public policy agenda. CARC has
published more than 100 books, monographs, and conference proceedings, and Northern
Perspectives.

Mission Statement

CARC is dedicated to promoting the stewardship of ecosystems and the social and economic
well being of northern peoples and fulfils this mission through, policy development and
research, public information and education and capacity building.

Structures and Governance

® Board of Directors: A board of eight Directors governs CARC providing a
traditional operating framework; in addition the board is an active Committee
giving comment and direction on issues, reports, and presentations that form part of
the day-to-day activities of the organization.

¢ Public Supporters: Individual Canadians from all provinces and Territories
provide financial support to CARC, but do not hold ‘membership’.

¢ Advisory Council: Respected Canadians with expertise to assist CARC calls on a
number of respected Canadians with varied expertise to assist in our work.

¢ Ad Hoc Technical Advisory Committees: For each major program, CARC creates
a special advisory group to provide advice and assistance over the duration of the
program.

Scope of Activities

CARC operates offices in Yellowknife, Northwest Territories and Ottawa, Ontario. The
office in Ottawa provides corporate services; overall financial support to the organization
and projects; proposal development, implementation and management for research,
publications and Northern Perspectives; fund raising and direct mail; and maintains regular
contact with federal, territorial and provincial government officials, politicians, and
aboriginal and non-aboriginal NGO’s respecting northern issues. The Yellowknife office has
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a small reference library currently used by NWT NGO’s and the Independent
Environmental Monitoring Agency. In the past the Co-ordinating Committee for the
Mackenzie Gas Project used the office for the duration of the National Energy Board and
Joint Review Panel hearings, the Arctic Indigenous Youth Alliance. The office is available
over the summer to graduate students involved in Arctic research requiring office space.

CARC:s first, second, third and fourth national workshops, held in 1973, 1978,1983 and
2002 respectively, profoundly influenced the public policy agenda and yielded widely
distributed, highly praised and often quoted workshop proceedings; the Government of
Canada’s 1986 Comprehensive Land Claims Policy, for example, owes much to the 1983
national workshop. The purpose of CARC’s national workshops is not only to air significant
northern science and policy research, but to bring this knowledge to bear on the
development of public policy and concrete action. CARC’s fourth national workshop “On
Thinning Ice”, held in 2002 was one of the first national conferences to explore the
challenges of climate change in the north.

The fifth national workshop 2030 NORTH: A National Planning Conference was held in
June of 2009 and attended by over 300 people. Keynote Speaker Sheila Watt Cloutier started
the conference co chaired by Mary Simon, President of the Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami and
former Yukon Premier Tony Penikett. Delegates attending the conference reviewed five
papers commissioned by CARC, presentations by panel members and working in small
discussion groups drafted a series of recommendations.

The five original, commissioned papers addressed the following key issues and opportunities
facing the Arctic:

1. In the Grip of Climate Change: Circumpolar Canada 2030: exploring the range and
cumulative effects of climate change impacts, the promise and limits of adaptation,
and the role of the Canadian and circumpolar Arctic in developing and implementing
national and global climate change policy.

2. The Pace of Change: exploring the nature and rate of change anticipated in the
economic, environmental and social state of affairs in Yukon, NWT, Nunavut,
Nunavik and Nunatsiavut to 2030.

3. Land Claim Agreements: the role of comprehensive land claims and Aboriginal self-
government agreements in shaping the Arctic landscape: can we get it right?

4. A Northern Science Policy for Canada: what needs to be done, at what cost, and by
whom, to establish a northern science policy in the context of Canadian and
circumpolar needs and goals.

5. Canada’s North — A New Strategy: the renewal and expansion of the Northern
dimension to Canada’s foreign policy.

Conference papers, proceedings, summaries, recommendations and documents are available
at http://www.2030north.carc.org.

In 2005 CARC published on-line a two year study, Mining Reclamation in the NW'T}
and three significant reports and maps on cumulative impacts of the Mackenzie Gas
Project MGP). (http://www.carc.org/mining and sustainability.php.)
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In 1995 CARC published the Northern Minerals Program Working Paper series
(http:/ /www.carc.org/northern_minerals.php):

Mine Reclamation Planning in the Canadian North

Aboriginal Title and Free Entry Mining Regimes in Northern Canada
Reforming the Mining Law of the Northwest Territories

A Guide to Community-Based Monitoring for Northern Communities

The Free Entry Mineral Allocation System in Canada’s North

Aboriginal Peoples and Impact Benefit Agreements: A Report of a National
Workshop.

Sk -

In 1975 CARC coordinated the "Northern Assessment Group" in

the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry hearings and acts as the lead environmental
intervenet. Since that time, CARC has been involved in numerous notrthern issues, from
helping negotiate an international treaty on toxic chemicals, to ensuring that Canada’s
first diamond mines are given the most thorough environmental assessments possible.

In 1972 CARC hosted the workshop Mackenzie Delta Gas; Now or Later?
and published the findings as an early signal on the challenges posed by the gas
pipeline mega project.

The issues and conditions that ‘gave birth’ to CARC are not unlike the challenges of today
and the need for a continuing presence of CARC’s presence remains. Today’s concerns
about the impact of the MGP in the NWT and mining in Nunavut call upon the past work
of CARC in Voices from the Bay — Traditional Ecological Knowledge of Inuit and
Cree in the Hudson Bay Bioregion and Caribou and the barren-lands.

1.23 Describe your interest in the Review.

Prior to the Nunavut Land Claim Agreement an extensive debate and examination of
witnesses was held in 1981 and 1982 by the Legislative Assembly of the Northwest
Territories on the subject of uranium mining eventually culminating in the Baker Lake
Plebiscite.

A central concern within those debates and continuing through until today is the impact of
development upon the caribou and in this case the declining Beverly and Qamanirrjuaq
herds in the Kivalliq.

In the CARC submission to Nunavut Impact Review Board and Indian and Northern
Affairs Canada titled Caribou Landscape Vulnerability Mapping Bathurst Inlet Port
And Road Submitted by the Canadian Arctic Resources Committee To the Nunavut
Impact Review Board As Part of the CARC Technical Presentation we developed a
“...simple, yet data and research —driven approach that can be drawn upon for alternate
development proposals, and replicated efficiently for other areas.”

A copy of this paper is provided with this application.
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CARC plans to provide expert information relevant to the anticipated effects of the
Kiggavik project built upon the CES work provided to the NIRB for BIPAR, and for the
MVEIRB De Beers Public hearings, CARC submitted to MVEIRB on April 28 2003 at the
hearing three maps of the Slave Geological Province.

CARC is not opposed to development but believes a complete CES is necessary.

Step 2: Description of Proposed Activities
Describe your proposed contribution to the Review, including:

* the objectives of your participation;

* your proposed activities for which you are seeking funding; and

* how these proposed objectives and activities may contribute to the hearing or
review’s understanding of the anticipated effects of the project.

Identify your capacity to carry out the proposed activities.

(Describe relevant experience, expertise and skills you or your organization have that will
help you to carry out your proposed activities.)

Proposed Activities

CARC has developed extensive expertise in mapping Cumulative Effects Assessment. Our
issue of Northern Perspectives on Caribou in the Canadian North reflected the concerns of
the Inuit, Inuvialuit, Dene and Métis users of the northern herds as we try to understand the
status of each herd.

2.1 Objectives

As stated in Caribou Landscape Vulnerability Mapping Bathurst Inlet Port and

Road Submitted by the Canadian Arctic Resources Committee To the Nunavut
Impact Review Board As Part of the CARC Technical Presentation; prepared by David
Flanders, Anne Gunn, Petr Cizek and David Gladders, December 2009.

¢ Assess the potential effects of the Kiggavik Project using a GIS-based analysis of
caribou seasonal locations using satellite telemetry and habitat to assess caribou risk
to disturbance from the project activities.

¢ Using expert opinion and experience from other caribou herds to rate vegetation
habitat maps for the likelihood of their use relative to foraging and predation risk.

® Prepare composite maps of caribou seasonal distribution and habitat to measure the
relative seasonal vulnerability of caribou across the landscape.

¢ Convene a community workshop in Baker Lake to review the maps, show the
proposed development and community recommendations.

® Review and provide comment and recommendations all aspects of the hearing process
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and participation in the Technical Meetings, the final EIS and Final Hearing.
2.2 Activities

CARCs is seeking funding to provide comments on the scope of the project, the EIS
guidelines, the draft EIS and final EIS, and to provide the NIRB with a report on the
Kiggavik Project based on Caribou Landscape Vulnerability mapping similar to that
provided for BIPAR for:

® Research activities for team including expertise in Cumulative Effects
Assessment and mapping, and Caribou Biology.

® Prepare presentations and maps to the NIRB in both hearing phases for research,
information requests etc.

¢ Convene a Community Mapping Workshop in Baker Lake

® Provide funding for travel to the NIRB hearings.

2.2.1 Scoping — review the Draft Scope of the project proposal and identify and recommend
issues to be considered during the review.

2.2.2 Draft Guidelines - review the Draft Guidelines issued by the NIRB to the project
proponent and identify and recommend issues to be considered in the EIS.

2.2.3 Draft EIS - review the Draft EIS from the proponent and identify information
requests.

2.2.4 Baker Lake Community Workshop — presentation of caribou landscape vulnerability
maps, and recommendations from those in attendance, report back to those in
attendance.

2.2.5 Technical Meetings and Pre-Hearing Conference — presentation of caribou landscape
vulnerability report.

2.2.6 Final EIS — review, comment and develop recommendations.

2.2.7 Final Hearing — presentation and recommendations to the NIRB.

The expected outcomes of our work would illustrate the need for the proponent to develop
the project in a manner that would reduce the impact on Caribou.

2.3 Capacity

CARC has put together a team composed of:

¢ David Gladders, Executive Director: a former employee of the Government of the
Northwest Territories, the Fur Institute of Canada and the Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami
he has worked in variety of national and international forums dealing with Aboriginal
and Non-Aboriginal policy, program, wildlife and environment issues, and the
development of national and international regulation. He has travelled to most
communities in the Northwest Territories, Nunavut; Nunavik (northern Quebec),
and Nunatsiavut (northern Labrador); internationally to Argentina, Europe, Malaysia,
and the United States attending CITES, IUCN, the EEC and EU, and discussions
with national governments within the EU.
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¢ Petr Cizek, Consultant has prepared CE maps for CARC for the Slave Geological
Province, the impacts of the Mackenzie Gas Project, Meta Cumulative Effects in the
Northwest Territories. He also prepared CARC’s submissions to the Joint Review
Panel and made CARC’s presentation to the panel in Yellowknife. All material is
posted on the CARC WEB site at www.carc.org. He is currently completing a PHD in
Cumulative Impact Assessment at the University of British Columbia. Co-author
Caribou Landscape Vulnerability Mapping Bathurst Inlet Port and

Road Submitted by the Canadian Arctic Resources Committee To the

Nunavut Impact Review Board As Part of the CARC Technical Presentation;
prepared by David Flanders, Anne Gunn, Petr Cizek and David Gladders, December

2009.

¢ David Flanders, BSc, MLLA School of Architecture and Landscape
Architecture Tel:(604) 822-4148 Email: flanders@interchange.ubc.ca. Interested in
landscape architecture, spatial planning, and urban design, David currently works as a
researcher on projects involving a variety of scales in both urban and natural
environments. Coming from a background in landscape architecture, ecology,
geography and forestry, he would like to contribute to methodologies that integrate
GIS and CAD tools creatively. He enjoys exploring the potential of 4D visual
communication and interactive design process, particularly in landscape scenario
visualization. Co-author Caribou Landscape Vulnerability Mapping Bathurst

Inlet Port and Road Submitted by the Canadian Arctic Resources Committee

To the Nunavut Impact Review Board As Part of the CARC Technical
Presentation; prepared by David Flanders, Anne Gunn, Petr Cizek and David

Gladders, December 2009.

¢ Caribou Biologist: Kim Poole, MSc, RPBio. CWB Kim is a professional biologist
with 28 years of experience in the public and private sectors throughout northern
and western Canada. Relevant to this project, he has demonstrated expertise in the
areas of identification and mitigation of environmental impacts related to the mining
industry, has conducted caribou inventories within Nunavut, and has coauthored a
number of reports on caribou. He is a director on the Independent Environmental
Monitoring Agency, the environmental watchdog for the Ekati diamond mine.

2.4 Relevant Experience

CARC plans to provide expert information built upon CES work presented as research
papers and presentations at Public hearings in the Yukon, Northwest Territories and
Nunavut.

CARC has submitted to the Nunavut Impact Review Board and Indian and Northern
Affairs Canada Caribou Landscape Vulnerability Mapping Bathurst Inlet Port and
Road Submitted by the Canadian Arctic Resources Committee To the Nunavut
Impact Review Board As Part of the CARC Technical Presentation; prepared by David
Flanders, Anne Gunn, Petr Cizek and David Gladders, December 2009.

CARC’s presentation the Joint Review Panel of the Mackenzie Gas Project for

Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board
March 2010 Page 8 of 13





Topic 15, titled A Choice of Futures: Cumulative Impact Scenario’s of the Mackenzie
Gas Project, and Topics 17 dealing with Recommendations and Topic 18 Net
Contribution of the Project and Closing Remarks. The CARC maps formed part of
Chapter 3 Potential Future Development of the final report Foundation for a
Sustainable Future — Report of the Joint Review Panel for the Mackenzie Gas
Pipeline. CARC also submitted to the JRP A Peak Into the Future — Potential

Landscape Impacts of Gas Development in Northern Canada.

CARC has provided expert information on CES at the Mackenzie Valley Environmental
Impact Review Board De Beers Public hearings and to the NIRB in the BIPAR review.

¢ “Estimated Physical Footprint of Human Activities in the Bathurst Inlet Port and
Road Study Area of the Slave Geological Province” (April 28, 2003).

¢ “ GLOBIO Cumulative Effects Estimate: Existing Activities 2003”.

® “GLOBIO CE Modeling: High Induced Development Scenario”.

2.5 Describe why you believe your participation will bring an important and
distinct perspective to the hearing or review.

CARC’s commitment to working with both aboriginal and non-aboriginal people in the
Yukon, NWT, Nunavut, Nunavik and Nunatsiavut spans 30 years, a review of CARC at
www.carc.org illustrates this commitment.

We have focused on caribou in the Kivalliq Region because of their importance as a food
source and their role in the survival and culture of the Inuit in the region. Our approach is
unique as it provides a focus to understanding how caribou select topography and vegetation
to reduce predation risk and increase their foraging capacity. Their nutritional needs change
with the seasons and attempt to balance, predation risk, human development activities and
availability of vegetation for calving and survival.

We appreciate the proponents’ goals of northern development but feel development in any
Caribou calving ground within Canada undermines the Canadian position with the USofA
regarding the management of the Porcupine Caribou herd and the impact this would have
on the Gwich’in of the Yukon and NWT and the Inuvialuit.

2.6 Have you or your organization made an effort to cooperate with other
individuals or organizations in preparing a funding application?

No X
Yes

CARC will depend solely on contributions from individual donors and this application.

If yes, please specify name of individual / organization

2.7 How are the proposed activities incremental to your ongoing business?
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CARC has an active interest in Caribou management across the north since its inception 30
years ago. We have convened numerous workshops in the north relating to the management
of Caribou, published Caribou and the Barren Lands and Northern Perspectives based
on recent management meetings, and user’s concerns. The herds are the food basket for
many northerners; the hunting culture that developed is reflected in the aboriginal languages
of the north, and the cultural, social and educational values of the Inuit, Dene, and Métis.
The value of the Caribou herds and their protection is represented in the principles and
activities of each successfully negotiated northern aboriginal land claim.

With the development of this tool based on mapping caribou landscape vulnerability CARC
will have provided individuals, developers, communities, government and regulatory boards
and agencies with an application that can be used across a variety of projects involved in
land use planning where conflicts with caribou can potentially occur.

Step 3: Funding Requested
Please summarize your request for funding of eligible expenses, using the following table
(see part 2 of the guide entitled Participant Funding for information on each expense

category):

With respect to each expense, please provide additional information to support your
request. Use additional sheets if needed.

3.1 Priority Expense Category Funding Requested

Item Amount Requested Priority
Local collection /
distribution of information 10,252.92 High
Professional fees

76,400.00 High
Travel Expenses 16,18.12 High
Office Supplies N/A Low - Absotbed by CARC.
Rental Office Space Meeting N/A Low - Absorbed by CARC.
Rooms
Staff Salaries N/A Low — Absorbed by CARC.
Legal Fees N/A Low - Absotbed by CARC.
General Media advertising N/A Low - Absorbed by CARC.
and promotion.
Purchase of Information 3,000.00 High - Publication of maps
material. and presentations.
Other (Specity) 1,000.00 Medium - Telephone,

Teleconference

TOTAL funding request 107,471.04
Participant Funding Application Form Nunavut Impact Review Board

March 2010 Page 10 of 13





3.2 Local Collection/Distribution of Information

Baker Lake Community Workshop — Community input is essential to ensure accuracy, and
the contribution of Inuit Qaujimaningit. A community workshop allows for presentation of
the mapping material and for Baker Lake residents to provide local knowledge on calving,
migration, predation and vegetation types available to caribou.

Professional fees and travel from Vancouver return, overnight in Winnipeg, based on
Federal Treasury Board Guidelines (April 1, 2010), First Air rates, and local hotel room
charges.

Item Cost Additional Information

Community Meal 1,000.00 Assistance for lunch and
refreshments for attendees

Professional fees (excluding 4days travel and 3 day

legal fees)-David Flanders 3500.00 wotkshop @ $500.00/day

Air travel return Baker Lake Vancouver

3284.67 return with overnight in

Winnipeg

Hotel 1295.00 7 days @ 185.00/day

Meals & Incidentals 873.25 Federal Rate for 7
days@1254.75

Cab fare & Miscellaneous 300.00

Rental Meeting Rooms N/A Absorbed by CARC.

TOTAL 10,252.92

3.3 Professional Fees

CARC has assembled a small team based on our experience in preparing the report on
caribou vulnerability for BIPAR. Team members are expert and experienced at their field.
Tasks - Review of EIS, document review, modeling, mapping, visualization, stakeholder
consultation. Information for each individual can be found in section 2.3 Capacity.

David Gladders is listed under Professional Fees as he is contracted to perform the
Executive Director function for CARC separate from this project, additional project work
beyond this base requires payment of a fee for his services for the project.

Item Amount Requested Additional Information
Petr Cizek 15,000.00 20 days@750.00/day

David Flanders 30,000.00 60 days@500.00/day
Caribou Biologist 15,000.00 20 days@750.00/day

David Gladders 15,000.00 20 days @750.00/day
Accounting 1,400.00 4 days@350.00/day
TOTAL funding 61,400.00

requested
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3.4 Travel Expenses:

For both the Technical Hearing and Final hearing, meals calculated on federal allowance
(April 1, 2010), airfare full fare for two people from Vancouver, and accommodation as per
Cambridge Bay Hotels. It is likely that the airfare costs would be reduced by advance

bookings once hearing dates are determined.

Item Person One Person Two Additional
Information
Airfare 5,450.81 5,450.81
Taxis etc 300.00 300.00
Meals 7daysx124.75
873.25 873.25
Accommodation
7days@255.00 1,785.00 1,785.00
Total 8409.06 8409.06 16,818.12

How did you hear about the Participant Funding

Program?

NWB or NIRB X
Federal government
Territorial government

Newspaper

Email to your organization
Word of mouth
Other: specitfy
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Participant Funding Program

Application for Funding: Certification Form

Certification and Consent:

I/'we hereby certify that the information I/we have provided in this application is
accurate to the best of my/our knowledge. In the event that a participant funding
award is to be made based on this application, I/we agree that no funding will be
payable unless I/we sign the INAC standard Contribution Agreement.

I/'we hereby consent to the NIRB providing a copy of this Application Form and of
the aforementioned Contribution Agreement (once signed by me/us and by INAC)
to any person that the NIRB deems appropriate in the circumstances. I/we further
consent to the NIRB making copies of any written submissions during the Review
process, by me/us or by the corporation, organization, group or association that
I/'we represent and to use those copies for purposes related to the Review. The
information collected will be subject to the Access to Information Act.

David Gladders

Name

Executive Director

Title

Oeend Leddlann

April 12,2010

Authorized signature Date
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APPLICATION FOR PARTICIPANT FUNDING
to the

NUNAVUT IMPACT REVIEW BOARD /
INDIAN AND NORTHERN AFFAIRS CANADA

for participation of
NUNAVUMMIUT MAKITAGUNARNINGIT
in the
PART 5 REVIEW
of

AREVA RESOURCES CANADA'’S PROPOSED KIGGAVIK PROJECT

April 12, 2010





INTRODUCTION

Nunavummiut Makitagunarningit (NM) is an independent, non-governmental
organization in Nunavut whose purpose is to promote research, public education, and
informed discussion about the cumulative social, environmental and health impacts of
uranium development in Nunavut.

NM intends to intervene in the Nunavut Impact Review Board’s (NIRB’s) Part 5 Review
of AREVA Resources Canada Inc.’s Kiggavik Project, a proposed uranium development
close to the community of Baker Lake. NM is applying for funding to participate in this
Review process.

This funding proposal fulfills the information requirements of NIRB’s Participant
Funding Guide (March 2010), including applicant information, a description of NM’s
proposed activities, and the identification of requested funding.

APPLICANT INFORMATION

Name and location of project:
AREVA Resources Canada’s proposed Kiggavik Project

Please specify which phases and steps of the Review you intend to participate in:
All phases and all steps

Name of applicant:

Nunavummiut Makitagunarningit
Box 1554

Igaluit, NU X0A OHO
info@makik.ca

www.makik.ca (late April)

Sandra Inutiq (Igaluit), Chair
Joan Scottie (Baker Lake), Vice-Chair
Jack Hicks (Iqaluit), Secretary/Treasurer

Language of correspondence:
Inuktitut and English

Is your organization incorporated?
No; we are a registered society under Nunavut’s Societies Act.
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Have you applied or will you be applying for funds from other sources to participate in
the review process?

NM has not applied for funds from other sources to participate in the review process. It
is possible that we may do so in the future, but we currently have no plans to do so.

GOALS AND MANDATE

Nunavummiut Makitagunarningit (NM) is an independent, non-governmental
organization in Nunavut whose purpose is to promote research, public education, and
debate about the cumulative social, environmental and health impacts of uranium
development in Nunavut.

Our organization is distinct from other Nunavut-based groups. Incorporated in 2009, NM
is a not-for-profit society run entirely on a volunteer basis. We are a public interest group
without ties to industry, Inuit organizations or government. We have no direct commercial
interest in the proposed Kiggavik Project. Our members are concerned citizens from the
Kivallig and Qikigtani regions of Nunavut. Our interests reflect those of local community
members with concerns about the impacts of uranium development on their environment,
health and way of life.

NM believes that NIRB’s Part 5 Review process for the proposed Kiggavik Project is an
important forum for public education and debate about uranium development issues in
Nunavut. Through its work with community members and partnerships with the research
community, NM will review the scientific and traditional knowledge components at each
stage of the Part 5 Review and bring forward community concerns to the proponent,
government, Inuit organizations and the Nunavut Impact Review Board.

During the Review, NM will provide NIRB and other stakeholders with the only local,
independent, holistic assessment of AREVA’s Environmental Impact Statement. NM will
ensure the project is scoped to local interests, and that community concerns are backed by
credible expertise and capacity throughout the Review.

NM intends to intervene in the Part 5 Review process with funds secured through this
Funding Proposal. Our contributions will be as follows:

e To participate constructively in all stages of the Part 5 Review process by
reviewing and evaluating documentation provided by NIRB, the proponent,
government and Inuit organizations from a local, critical perspective.

e To provide research and additional information and educational material to local
individuals and groups with concerns about uranium development.
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INTERESTS AND ELIGIBILITY

NM is eligible for participant funding according to the criteria identified in NIRB’s
Participant Funding Guide (March 2010):

1. Direct, local interest

NM is composed of members with direct, local interests that would be affected if the
Kiggavik Project were to proceed. Our members in Baker Lake, some of whom own
property in the community, will be directly affected by the proposed project through
the effects of development activities including the construction of the mine and
associated infrastructure, mining and milling, the storage of wastes, and the
transportation of dangerous goods and hazardous materials.

Many of our members are Inuit traditional users of the land AREVA is proposing to
develop. We depend on the health and wellbeing of the wildlife and the local
ecosystem. If the ecosystem and wildlife are negatively affected by the activities listed
above, so too will our health and wellbeing.

2. Community Knowledge and Inuit Qaujimajatugangit

Many of our members have lived in the Kivalliq region all of their lives and thus
possess substantial community and local knowledge, especially pertaining to terrestrial
and aquatic ecosystems, social and economic trends, and trends in community health.
Our Inuit members hold Inuit Qaujimajatugangit relevant to the project proposal.

3. Provision of expert information

NM will draw on a wide network of technical experts to independently evaluate the
merits of draft NIRB documents and AREVA’s Environmental Impact Statement.
NM’s review will focus on the relevant ecosystemic and socio-economic impacts of
the proposed project, as determined through consultation with community groups and
concerned individuals.

Relevant impacts for which NM will initially seek expert support include: impacts to
wildlife (especially caribou), impacts to human health, impacts to the socio-economic
environment, and impacts to Nunavut’s regulatory system.

NM’s evaluations will be made public and provided to the Nunavut Impact Review
Board in support of the Part 5 Review of the Kiggavik Project Proposal.

OBJECTIVES OF PARTICIPATION

NM will contribute both local and Inuit knowledge and technical expertise to the Review.
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Our objectives in the Review are to:

Discuss local concerns with community members from Baker Lake and other
Kivallig communities and bring them forward in the Review.

Review and evaluate AREVA’s documentation, as well as the documentation
provided by government and Inuit organizations, in order to assess the quality of
information provided, including project scope, baseline information, predicted
impacts, significance of impacts, mitigation measures and monitoring programs.

Communicate the results of NM’s review and evaluation, as well as other relevant
information, to the NIRB, community members, AREVA, regulatory authorities
and Inuit organizations in a way that is comprehensible and meaningful.

Participate in public meetings and public hearings as an intervener in the Review
Process.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTIVITIES

The core activities for which NM is seeking funding include:

Phase 1

Participation in scoping meetings

Review revised draft scope and draft guidelines

Preparation and submission of report on revised draft scope and draft guidelines
Participation in guidelines workshop (including presentation to Board)

Review of revised draft guidelines and submission of response if required

Phase 2

Review of the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Preparation and submission information requests
Review information responses and prepare submission on the draft EIS

Participation in technical meetings and pre-hearing conference (including
presentation to Board)

Phase 3

Review of final EIS
Preparation of submission of report on the final EIS
Participation in final hearings

Complementary activities for which NM is seeking funding include:

Communication with local community members (e.g. meetings, advertising, etc.)
Preparation and provision of communication material
Travel to/from Baker Lake
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Through the activities listed above, NM will provide NIRB and other stakeholders with
the only local, independent, holistic assessment of AREVA’s Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). NM will ensure the project is scoped to local interests, and that
community concerns are backed by credible expertise and capacity throughout the Review.

CAPACITY

NM has been in existence since 2009. A number of its members participated in the first
environmental assessment of the Kiggavik Project under FEARO in the 1980s. The NM
Board of Directors are community members from Baker Lake and Igaluit. Our combined
expertise includes:

¢ local Inuit Qaujimajatugangit for traditional activities, historical and
contemporary land use, wildlife and other ecosystem components

¢ legal knowledge including constitutional, administrative and environmental law
e Nunavut-specific socio-economic and statistical expertise
¢ historical knowledge of the FEARO review of the Kiggavik Project in the 1980s

NM works in partnership with a network of private experts and academics with expertise
in the following areas:

e scientific expertise regarding caribou, permafrost engineering, and public health
e public policy expertise in uranium mine regulation

NM’s capacity comes from the skills and commitment of its Board of Directors and other
individual contributors. Many of our Board members have contributed to past reviews and
screenings by the Nunavut Impact Review Board, including for the Meadowbank Project
and the Garry Lake Project. Participation in the Part 5 Review of the Kiggavik Project
confirms our commitment to environmental protection and socially responsible
development.

Since 2009 we have demonstrated our ability to meet NIRB deadlines and contribute
local, independent and holistic perspectives to the screening and review of the Kiggavik
Project. We intend to continue this work with the funding provided through Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada’s Participant Funding Program.

ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES AND EXPENSES

Because of the numerous unknowns concerning information requirements, meetings and
the like, and the possibility of delays resulting in a lengthening of the process beyond the
timelines set forth by NIRB on March 12, NM finds that it is difficult at this time to
anticipate total costs for the full review process. NM therefore respectfully requests that
NIRB consider a participant funding re-evaluation opportunity at the time of the Pre-
Hearing Conference. This will ensure that funding recipients are able to carry on with the
review process following the submission of a final EIS.

Nunavummiut Makitagunarningit is requesting funding in the amount of $748,675.
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Expense Category Review-long Phasel Phase2 Phase3 Total
Local collection / distribution of information 25,000 25,000 25,000 75,000
Professional fees (excluding legal fees) 50,000 100,000 100,000 250,000
Travel expenses 22,475 22,475 22,475 67,425
Rental of office space / meetings rooms 2,500 2,500 2,500 7,500
Staff salaries 60,000 80,000 60,000 200,000
Legal fees 100,000 100,000
General media advertising / promotion 5,000 5,000 5,000 15,000
Purchase of informational material 5,000 5,000
Other (specify)

Translation (250 pages * $75 per page) 18,750 18,750

Communications, photocopying, etc. 10,000 10,000
Total 133,750 164,975 234,975 214,975 748,675






Local collection / distribution of information

NM will periodically hold community meetings in Baker Lake (and possibly selected
other communities as well) to discuss local concerns and bring them forward in the
Review. These meetings, and the lead-up to them, will result in wider distribution and
understanding of documents prepared by NIRB and by other interveners.

NM members in Baker Lake have decades of experience in organizing simple but
productive community meetings.

Professional fees (excluding legal fees)

NM will need to draw on a wide network of technical experts to independently
evaluate the merits of draft NIRB documents and later AREVA’s Environmental
Impact Statement. Expert advice or assistance will be required on a range of
environmental, technical and social issues. At a minimum, NM will need to engage
experts in impacts to wildlife (especially caribou, although we are aware that the Baker
Lake Hunters and Trappers Organization will be focusing their intervention on
caribou-specific matters), impacts to human health, impacts to the socio-economic
environment, and impacts to Nunavut’s regulatory system.

Recognizing that many residents of Baker Lake (and other Kivallig communities)
possess substantial community and local knowledge, especially pertaining to terrestrial
and aquatic ecosystems, social and economic trends, and trends in community health,
NM will pay honoraria to community experts who have been asked to share their Inuit
Qaujimajatugangit relevant to the review.

The Participant Funding Guide requests “Supporting information ... for each expert...”
NM does not feel that it is possible at this stage in the Review process to identify “each
expert” we may require the services of. We realize that we will be expected to spend
intervener funding — taxpayer’s money — wisely and in support of the Part 5 Review,
and we intend to do precisely that.

Our ‘Professional fees’ line item is therefore an estimate based on the overall volume
of expert advice or assistance we expect to require through the different Phases of the
Review.

Travel expenses

NM’s proposed budget assumes that there will be one meeting (or two contiguous
meetings) per Phase, all to be held in Baker Lake.

The budget assumes that the NM Co-ordinator and four consultants will attend each
meeting. Due to the range of issues likely to be addressed throughout the Review and
the level of expertise we intend to bring to our participation, no one resource person
can possibly comment on all the subjects being discussed.
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The travel costs to be incurred by the Co-ordinator and consultants are all included in
the “Travel expenses’ line item.

The Participant Funding Guide states that “Details should be provided regarding travel
mode, accommodations and duration.” NM expects that all travel will take place by
scheduled airlines; that the Co-ordinator and consultants will stay in one of the hotels
in Baker Lake; and that they will arrive in Baker Lake in time to meet with NM
members in the community before the NIRB meeting and leave after having debriefed
with NM members in the community afterwards. For budgeting purposes we have
assumed one one-week trip per Phase of the Review.

Travel has been costed out on the basis of airfares of $1,815 Iqaluit/Baker Lake return
and $2,540 Toronto/Baker Lake return, and of a ‘room and full board’ rate of $300 per
day in Baker Lake.

Rental of office space / meetings rooms

NM will require a minimal amount of office space, meeting rooms and use of office
equipment at various points in the Review.

Staff salaries

NM will require a full-time Co-ordinator to manage its participation in the Review,
someone capable of conducting and managing research on a very wide range of issues
as well the usual administrative tasks. We estimate that a salary of $10,000 per month
(with no additional benefits) is required to attract a resident of Nunavut with the
requisite skill set and experience.

The Participant Funding Guide requests “a brief explanation of the individual’s
expertise and the direct relevance of this expertise to the Review”. NM does not feel
that it is appropriate for NIRB to judge whoever we may choose to hire. In this
application we have laid out an ambitious workplan, and it is our responsibility to hire
a Co-ordinator capable of managing the project.

Legal fees

NM will require expert legal advice and assistance directly related to our participation
in the Review — on procedural matters, a range of regulatory matters, and possibly
other issues as well.

As noted in the opening paragraph of this section of our application, because of the
numerous unknowns concerning how (and for how long) the Review process will take
place it is difficult to estimate the amount and nature of the expert legal advice and
assistance that NM will require. Our ‘Legal fees’ line item is therefore an estimate
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based on the overall volume of expert legal advice and assistance we expect to require
over the course of the Review.

General media advertising / promotion

NM will require a limited amount of general media advertising / promotion for its
activities during the course of the Review.

Purchase of informational material

NM will need to purchase a limited amount of informational material (e.g. maps,
documents and reports) during the course of the Review.

Other (specify)
Translation (250 pages * $75 per page)

Documents prepared by NM will be translated into a Baker Lake dialect by a
translator experienced in the required terminology.

Communications, photocopying, etc.

Telephone, fax, photocopying, etc.
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ABSTRACT. Northern aboriginal communities are widely recognized as having
mixed, subsistence-based economies. The chief characteristic of this economy,
aside from the contribution of subsistence harvesting and related activities to
household well-being, is that the household operates as a “micro-enterprise” that
is the basic unit of production as well as consumption. This economic form
has persisted into the present day, contrary to the predictions of many social
scientists and policy-makers. This paper outlines a model of the household in
mixed, subsistence-based economies, and describes its characteristics and activ-
ities. While the discussion focuses on northern Canada, the model is thought to
apply generally in the circumpolar North. Quantitative measurement of northern
aboriginal household characteristics and activities has been limited, however,
because national and regional data collection systems are not designed specifically
to capture these phenomena. The model is therefore based primarily on the results
of in-depth case studies, and the systematic measurement of subsistence harvest-
ing. This paper describes the development, for the first time, of a questionnaire
specifically designed to document quantitatively the key characteristics of the
household economy as part of a comprehensive survey of living conditions in
the circumpolar Arctic.

Northern aboriginal communities are now widely recognized as
having mixed, subsistence-based economies in which the harvesting
of country food for primarily domestic consumption plays a signifi-
cant role in their economies and cultures. Less well understood is
how these economies work at the micro-economic or household
level. Yet an accurate understanding of how households function
is essential for the development of appropriate economic and social
policies and programs as they apply to households in small, northern
communities. We show, by means of a descriptive model, how the
household operates as a “micro-enterprise”, a locus of production as
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well as consumption in the context of the mixed, subsistence-based
economy.

The first part of this paper provides a brief description of the
mixed, subsistence-based economy in the North, how the house-
hold functions as the key socio-economic unit in that economy,
the development of appropriate measures of activities and flows
in this economy and of indicators of well-being, and the contem-
porary policy applications of the model and its calibration. The
second part of the paper describes the development of a post-censal
household survey of household and harvesting activities in northern
Canada that is based directly on the household model described in
part 1.

1. THE CONTEMPORARY MIXED, SUBSISTENCE-BASED
ECONOMY

The post-World War II period was one of rapid change in the
Canadian North. Cold war defence activity, and major resource
developments aided by both public and private investment in
transport, energy, and town infrastructure, led to profound macro-
economic change. A wage economy based on mining, construction,
and transport, and centred in the new resource and administrative
towns, accounted for economic growth, while the fur trade, which
had been the economic mainstay of the small communities, went
into decline.

It was postulated by social scientists, and assumed by policy
makers, that hunting and its associated ways of life would disappear
as commercial production and wage employment became prevalent
in northern and isolated areas (viz. Murphy and Steward, 1956;
Robertson, 1961; Graburn, 1969). A “dual economy” might persist
for a while, in which modern economic development might coexist
with subsistence village economies in separate enclaves, but it
was widely predicted that people would move from their camps
and villages to sites of industrial wage labour (which would
arise at major resource development sites or planned develop-
ment nodes). Emigration from the traditional economy (which
would simply wither away) to the new economy would thus be
the key route to modernization and acculturation. Economic and
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social development policies were devoted largely to facilitating this
process, through the sedentarization of the aboriginal population in
“modern” communities with appropriate housing and infrastructure,
and the promotion of education and employment similar to those of
the settled and industrialized parts of Canada.!

The predictions and assumptions that prevailed in policy-making
circles from the 1950s to the 1970s did not prove true, however,
and indeed were actively resisted by aboriginal northerners. What
emerged or persisted instead, in aboriginal communities all across
the North,> was a mixed, subsistence-based economy that inte-
grates two spheres of activity, institutions, and practices: market
and subsistence. This has been documented by numerous studies
in recent decades,> on the basis of which it is possible to make
certain generalizations about the mixed, subsistence-based economy
and the role of the household in it.

Although wage employment and the market system are now quite
familiar to northern aboriginal communities, there continues to be a
substantial level of economic activity that takes place outside of the
market sphere. These spheres are brought together, not simply side
by side in a class-divided village, but directly within the household.
The household is the basic unit of both production and consump-
tion, in contrast to industrial economies in which, typically, firms
produce and households consume. Apparently most households
effectively integrate hunting and gathering (or “harvesting”) with
wage labour and commercial production.* Thus harvesting, or the
so-called “traditional economy” has not disappeared in the face of
modernization. The norm is that, unless there has been some major
and persistent form of harvest disruption (see below), subsistence
has evolved and survived, as people have integrated it with market
activities in their daily lives. The economies of these communities
are underpinned by distinctive social and property relations which
are neither “traditionally” aboriginal nor like those prevailing in
adjacent non-aboriginal communities.

Thus, subsistence activity does not constitute a separate and
distinct economy in northern communities, but is combined, at the
individual, the household, and the village level with wage labour and
transfer payments. People move between subsistence and market
activities, depending on opportunities and preference. Subsistence
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in a mixed economy thus acts like a sponge, absorbing labour
when other opportunities decline, and releasing it when they arise.
Measures of the health and viability of the contemporary subsist-
ence system should therefore include its absorptive capacity and
resilience.

Considering the period since 1950, it may be said in general
that commodity production (e.g. fur trapping, crafts) has declined,
and wage income has become the chief source of cash for most
households. The successful harvesting household is often also the
successful wage-earning household, as this cash income is used
for purchasing harvesting equipment, and especially fast means of
transport. This is the key means of resolving the time allocation
problem, mainly for men, between wage work and harvesting. There
has also been increasing specialization among households, so that
some harvest far more than their own needs and share or exchange
the surplus. As people have access to a greater diversity of store-
bought foods, there is less urgency to harvesting, and this is probably
also a key means of resolving the time allocation problem, mainly
for women, between wage work and such activities as butchering,
hide preparation, and making clothing, although this has been less
well documented. Per capita consumption rates of country food are
probably in decline (although in most places, still very substantial).?
This in turn reduces the pressure on local carrying capacity, and the
same resource base can sustain a larger population without stress. So
long as harvest disruption does not occur, wage employment does
not normally displace harvesting, and people have greater choice
about their activities and their diet.

Economic and social relations among households in a community
are guided by kinship principles, which are the primary determinant
of access to resources and the organization of labour for productive
activities, as well as of the distribution of goods and services for
consumption. Kinship is reinforced in the short term, and repro-
duced over generations, by the sharing of work, the learning of skills
and values in the course of production, the distribution of goods and
services, and the organization of consumption.

The rules and principles of kinship guide the formation of the
temporary supra-household economic units or task groups such as
partnerships, crews, or camps. At the societal level, institutional
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arrangements of property, tenure, and resource control are effected
through the kinship system. Thus the basic economic institution is
the household, but these are connected by kin ties to other house-
holds in extended families (or other social institutions such as clans),
and in co-residential groups such as camps and villages (geograph-
ical units) which may also include non-kin. These supra-household
groups may also constitute systems of political authority, however
the model we present here deals only with economic organization
and allocation.

Subsistence is a distinctive socio-economic system not simply
by virtue of the particular set of resources on which it relies, or
even the particular activities and practices by which those resources
are transformed into useful things. It is distinctive because of the
primacy of kinship in the economy, and particularly as the structure
through which even today subsistence is financed and conducted
(Wenzel, 2000). It is this feature perhaps above all that sets it apart
from essentially market-based systems in which production and
exchange can occur in the absence of social ties, and in which price
and accumulation are predominant considerations (Langdon, 1986;
Searles, 1998).

In market societies, personal well-being is often conceived as
the ability to procure commodities, and few goods and services
remain outside the market. This leads to a more individualized view
of well-being. In subsistence-based societies, in contrast, security
and well-being tend to be more associated with system maintenance
than individual gain. Security and well-being are achieved through
cooperative production, wide distribution, and mutual aid, each
organized by kinship. This is celebrated, consolidated, reinforced,
and reproduced by sharing, feasting, ritual observance, and associ-
ated ethical norms. There is much incentive to maintain the system,
little to disrupt it. Hence subsistence-based societies tend toward
conservatism, valuing and promoting system stability over indi-
vidual accumulation.

In subsistence-based systems, the ends of economic activity tend
to be inseparable from the social system, and are more likely to
be the maintenance of the system of social relations rather than
accumulation at the level of enterprise. Not only is there a distinctive
system of social organization of production, but also of property
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relations, not least with respect to land tenure, land use, and resource
management. Nonetheless, subsistence activities are economically
“rational” (i.e. operate according to principles of efficiency and
utility), in the sense that on average, outputs exceed inputs over
each production cycle (Usher, 1971; Wolfe, 1986; Wenzel, 1991).
Subsistence is not merely recreation or a “lifestyle choice” simply
because it operates largely outside of the market.

Both subsistence activities and subsistence outputs are essential
for the maintenance of the social system. Through both production
and distribution, norms and virtues such as patience, sharing, and
mutual aid are reinforced and reproduced. Subsistence must there-
fore be understood as a system of human relations involving the
organization of production, distribution, and consumption, in which
the reproduction of social relations is as much a concern as the
production of material goods.

2. THE HOUSEHOLD AS THE BASIC ECONOMIC UNIT

The household is the basic socio-economic unit in the mixed,
subsistence-based economy. This is the unit that must be charac-
terized and modeled to enable meaningful economic measurement.
In this economy there are neither families as pure consuming units,
maximizing their utility, nor firms as producing units maximizing
their profits. Production and consumption are combined in the one
basic unit, the household, which functions as a micro-enterprise,
except that instead of maximizing profits and accumulation, it
minimizes costs (or maximizes efficiency), in order to maximize
utility.

Figure 1 indicates how the household works as a micro-enterprise
in organizing productive activity and allocating the factors of
production (land, labour, capital) so as to optimize income flows
from both the market (public and private sectors) and subsistence
spheres of the economy.

These income flows take four chief forms. Cash income accrues
primarily from wage employment (which may be regular, seasonal,
or casual), the sale of commodities (such as furs, fish, or crafts), or
transfer payments (such as old age or disability pensions, unemploy-
ment insurance, or social assistance). Income in kind accrues from
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Figure 1. The household in a mixed subsistence-based economy. The direction
of flow indicates the path of income (cash and in-kind) from the major sectors of
the economy via income categories to the household. The household factors of
production are indicated in the “household” box (source: Usher and Weinstein,
1991: 12).

subsistence production (the harvesting of country food, firewood, or
other materials for household and community use).

In order to obtain these sources of income, the household util-
izes and organizes the factors of production available to it as much
according to principles of kinship and alliance as those of the
market, perhaps especially with respect to the allocation of land and
labour. The household’s factors of production are:
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Land. Land, in the context of northern aboriginal communities,
means the territory (both land and water) traditionally and currently
used and occupied by the members of that community. Traditionally,
these territories were held in common and access by individuals
and households occurred under local property rules. Under modern
land claims agreements in Canada, these territories consist of large
areas to which every beneficiary has priority or exclusive rights of
access to certain resources. However, access to specific places for
harvesting continues to occur under traditional rules. Land is free to
those entitled to access: households do not have to purchase land,
or pay rent or fees for it. Their material well-being is thus enhanced
by this avoided cost. By the same token, however, land is not a
marketable asset of households, because they do not possess land in
individual freehold tenure (and the household as a micro-enterprise
has no market value).

Labour. Labour consists of the skills, knowledge, and capacities of
the various members of the household, who at various times may act
as wage earners, harvesters, and commodity producers, or provide
unpaid household services such as butchering, skinning, food
preparation, mechanical repairs, making clothes and equipment,
child and elder care, and the like. Some of these unpaid services are
internal to household maintenance and reproduction, others provide
material support to harvesters and commodity producers. Subsist-
ence and commodity production thus depend not only on harvesters
themselves, but also on those who process the catch, those who
provide direct services, and those who provide financial support.

Household members may engage in several of these activities,
both in the long term as their skills and roles evolve, and in the
short term (seasonally or even daily), as opportunity arises or neces-
sity dictates. Given the diversity of activities in which a household
engages, its members must have a diversity of knowledge and skills.
Some are gained through mainstream public education and training,
some (in the form of “traditional knowledge”) are gained through
participating in subsistence activities and the passing of knowl-
edge from one generation to another within the household and
community. Both forms of education are essential for the successful
household in a mixed, subsistence-based economy.
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Capital. Household capital consists primarily of the productive
equipment required for harvesting and household production: snow-
mobiles, all-terrain vehicles, trucks (and formerly, dog teams),
boats, motors, firearms, fishnets, camping equipment, sewing
machines, and the like.

The household is an enterprise whose assets include the indi-
visible share of aboriginal lands as a factor of production, and
the actual means of production (capital equipment). To the extent
that the capacity and yield of the land are reduced, or the costs
of operating on the land are increased, the “profits” or surplus of
the enterprise may be diminished in the sense that both efficiency
of and returns on the investment of capital and the deployment of
labour are decreased. The effect is either diminished production or
greater investment of time or capital in order to maintain the level
of production.

To summarize, Land (resources) is the basis of all productive
activity in a subsistence system. It is the critical asset to which all
producing units (households) must have access. Labour is organized
to produce goods for sale and for home consumption from the land,
and where possible to earn income from the sale of labour (wages).
Individual members of the household can earn, or become eligible
for, cash from various sources such as wages, commodity sales,
or transfer payments. Some household labour is also directed to
unpaid tasks of maintenance and reproduction, without which the
household could not survive and function effectively as an economic
unit. As Figure 1 indicates, the household consumes only part of
the income it receives, as it invests some of it in Capital, for
the purposes of both subsistence and commodity production. This
investment is directed to both capital assets, and to ongoing operat-
ing and maintenance costs such as gasoline, ammunition, repairs,
and parts.

Although the categories of land, labour, and capital are those
of neoclassical economics, they are appropriate for modeling the
mixed, subsistence-based economies typical of recent decades. Even
where these village economies have in some respects been poorly
integrated to the wider market economy, the links were suffi-
cient that the neoclassical paradigm applies with respect to matters
of economic decision-making. Trade links were well established
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during the period. Market rather than administered prices were
clearly established for basic consumer goods, as well for those
producer goods for which there was a market (furs, fish, handi-
crafts). Wage labour was at least sometimes available as were,
increasingly, transfer payments.

Consequently, people could make choices about production and
consumption, and there is evidence that they did so on what would
be recognized as an economic basis today (viz. Brown and Burch:
204). Individuals who operate in both the market and subsistence
spheres must use some form of common measurement of opportu-
nities and values because they are frequently calculating the returns
on both cash and non-cash earning activities so as to maximize
efficiency or minimize costs (Smith, 1991: 358-361).

We have focused on the household as the primary unit of activity,
in order to illustrate how it functions as a producing as well as
consuming economic unit, but this is not a complete picture. Abori-
ginal communities typically maintain inter- or supra-household
links, through which distribution and exchange of labour, informa-
tion, and produce (especially food) occur. Distribution and exchange
take a variety of forms, which need not be specified in detail
here except to observe that they can occur directly between indi-
vidual households, or through some supra-household mechanism
such as a community elder or leader who channels these flows,
or through generalized reciprocity and mutual aid among several
households. Extensive sharing and exchange mechanisms exist in
subsistence economies in part at least because some households are
more successful than others. In such economies, however, successful
households do not accumulate wealth for their own private use,
they share their produce (or a large part of it) with other house-
holds. These “superhouseholds” (viz. Wolfe, 1987) are essential
to the well-being of the community as a whole, precisely because
they distribute their excess production widely through the kinship
system.

To review, the key innovative features of this otherwise classical
model of the household that take account of the critical realities of
mixed, subsistence-based village economies are:
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1. The local economy consists of both market and subsistence
spheres, and many if not most households are oriented to both
of these spheres, not exclusively to one or the other.

2. Income flows to households from both of these spheres in
the form of wages, commodity production, and transfers (cash
income), and of subsistence (income in kind).

3. The household deploys the factors of production available to it
(land, labour, capital) so as to capture these sources of income,
in a flexible manner.

4. Household success requires successful integration of market
activities, subsistence production, and household reproduction.
The model explicitly rejects the assumption that those without
paid jobs are “unemployed” and hence make no productive
contribution to economic well-being.

5. Individuals maximize their ability to provide for their house-
holds not necessarily by having a single skill, occupation, or
job, but several. Nor is it appropriate to assume that individuals
derive their livelihood from any single sector of the regional
economy.

6. There is substantial cooperation and sharing among households,
generally along lines of kinship, to optimize these flows of
income and to ensure a general distribution of benefits.

7. Most importantly, because there are not two separate
economies, people do not choose between living in a “tradi-
tional” economy or “modern” economy, nor are they in transi-
tion between the two. The modern economy in northern
communities is in fact a mixed, subsistence-based economy.

In the conventional economic model, the regional economy is
made up of firms that produce, and households that consume. In
this model, the regional economy also includes households that both
produce and consume. The household, by virtue of its economic
organization and functioning, also develops and reinforces social
ties and bonds, and cultural norms, that are part of the expla-
nation of why people choose to live where they do. In isolated
aboriginal communities, where conventional private sector activity
has been, and generally still is, very limited, the household is the
essential socio-economic unit of production. Historically, in such
communities there were neither families as pure consuming units,
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maximizing their utility, nor firms as producing units maximizing
their profits. Production and consumption were combined in the one
key unit, the household, which functioned as a micro-enterprise,
except that instead of maximizing profits, it minimized costs, in
order to maximize utility.®

3. WHY A NEW MODEL?

As the notion of “development” came to dominate the purpose
and objectives of government administration in the North, the
measures of success, and of personal well-being, were logically
assumed to be those of the southern industrial model to which
it was assumed the North would progress. Chief among these
indicators were employment, income, and education. No account
was taken of subsistence production and activity, because this
was assumed to be no longer relevant.” For example, the first
labour force survey conducted in the territorial North (Meldrum and
Helman, 1975) specifically excluded hunting, trapping and fishing
that did not generate cash income. Similarly, early environmental
impact statements on northern resource developments used indi-
cators entirely derived from an industrial economy and disregarded
subsistence production altogether (CAGPL n.d., Canada-Manitoba,
1974).

By the 1970s, it was becoming obvious that the standard instru-
ments of socio-economic measurement (e.g. the census, labour
force surveys, regional GDP accounts) left much of the northern
economy under-measured and, from a public policy perspective,
unacknowledged. Change comes slowly, however, and while there
is a much greater qualitative appreciation of the mixed, subsistence-
based economy in public policy, the understanding of how it actually
works remains low. The initiatives of northern aboriginal organiza-
tions in promoting this change should not go unmentioned. These
include their struggle for and participation in various commissions
of inquiry and environmental impact assessments in the 1970s,
legal proceedings lodged in respect of adverse effects of industrial
developments on their lands, and the documentation, negotiation,
and implementation of land claims agreements across the Canadian
Arctic.
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In the 1970s, DIAND constructed a set of territorial accounts of
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) that attempted to include subsist-
ence production. Palmer (1973, 1974) outlined the theoretical
basis for including subsistence, and Pavitch (n.d.a, b) constructed
accounts of household income using generally established national
accounting principles.

These sought to incorporate, at a regional level, the value of
subsistence or non-market production as a component of household
income. Whereas the Area Economic Surveys (see note 7) estimated
total community income based on household surveys, the territorial
accounts estimated aggregate household income from adminis-
trative and monitoring data on harvesting (see Usher and Wenzel,
1987), similar to the system for constructing national accounts that
came into common use in the 1950s (Canada, 1962).°

These early attempts to incorporate subsistence income into
regional economic accounts focused on technical issues of measure-
ment, rather than comprehending the fundamental nature of
community and regional economies in the North. There was no
serious attempt to describe or model these economies so as to
provide a rationale for using any specific measurement technique.

Yet, by the 1980s, this effort had ceased. DIAND’s regular statis-
tical publication, Northern Indicators (Canada, 2000), no longer
included non-market income, and relied increasingly on a combi-
nation of census data from Statistics Canada, and taxfiler data from
Revenue Canada. Neither of these sources measured non-market
income, and both probably measured income from commodity
production inaccurately.!® Territorial labour force measures like-
wise do not address time spent harvesting, or other non-market
activities. Yet it is virtually impossible to construct adequate
community economic profiles based on existing registry data such
as the census, taxfiler records, unemployment insurance records, or
social assistance records.

The current model of the mixed, subsistence-based economy
developed mainly in the 1980s, due to a growing appreciation of the
social as well as economic value of subsistence (along with rising
awareness of threats to its viability), and of the inability of earlier
models and measures to adequately capture the reality of northern
aboriginal communities.
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From a policy perspective, the need for a better understanding
of the mixed, subsistence-based economy was coupled with several
developments, including:

1. The requirement to assess the social and economic impact of
major development projects, following the widespread enact-
ment of environmental assessment legislation in the 1970s.

2. The need for retrospective assessment of adverse social and
economic effects of harvest disruption, including such notable
cases as mercury contamination of fisheries in Ontario, Quebec,
and Manitoba, and the Exxon Valdez oil spill in Alaska (Usher et
al., 1995), as well as the collapse of the seal hunt in the Canadian
Arctic due to animal rights inspired boycotts (Wenzel, 1991).

3. The development of wildlife harvesting support programs in
several jurisdictions in the Canadian North (La Rusic, 1982;
Ames et al., 1989; Scott and Feit, 1992).

4. The need for appropriate social and economic information for
the development and delivery of appropriate and effective health
and welfare programs in northern jurisdictions.

The way of life of northern aboriginal communities is often
said to be under great pressure of change. More precise charac-
terization and modelling of the mixed, subsistence-based economy
helps us to understand how (and whether) this might be so, and
what the consequences might be. Measuring the sensitivity of
subsistence-based economies to change is problematic, however,
precisely because subsistence is a flexible and resilient system. Its
participants can and do adapt to change, whether adverse or benefi-
cial. Yet clearly there are limits beyond which they cannot, and there
are cumulative adverse effects which impair the capacity to adapt
and respond. The better subsistence is understood and modelled, the
more precisely these limits can be specified. The first need is an
accurate model of the mixed, subsistence-based economy, and the
second is a reliable and measurable set of indicators.

4. MEASUREMENT ISSUES

There are two key measurement issues associated with our house-
hold model. One is obtaining quantitative data at the appropriate
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level of aggregation (the household), and the other is valuing
subsistence or non-market production (see note 9). We address only
the first one here.

Case study data are normally obtained by a combination of ethno-
graphic methods requiring long community residence time, and by
the use of administrative and monitoring data obtained by public
agencies. There are several problems with the use of such registry
data. The data may not be distinguished by ethnic status, data may be
insufficiently disaggregated or inappropriately organized geograph-
ically, data may be provided on an individual but not household
basis, and the data registry and categories are designed for admin-
istrative rather than research purposes. Any one of these factors
may be sufficient to reduce or eliminate the use of the particular
data set as a source of information about the household economy as
modelled here.

This is a very significant problem in both Canada and the United
States,'! and perhaps for this reason it is in those countries that
the most notable developments in quantifying subsistence produc-
tion by the use of systematic surveys has occurred. These “harvest
surveys” have been conducted on a frequent or continuous basis
since the mid-1970s, usually in association with land claims docu-
mentation or implementation (in Canada), or the management of
subsistence harvesting rights (in Alaska).!?

In combination, harvest survey data and appropriate valuation
methods for non-marketed products provide reliable data for the
inclusion of subsistence production in regional macro-economic
accounts. But they do not alone provide data that can be linked
directly to the household model at the micro-economic level.

There has never been a comprehensive survey designed specifi-
cally to document the characteristics, activities and flows of the
household in an integrated fashion, that would measure the preva-
lence of the model at regional or national scales, and possible
variations under different circumstances, or the relationship between
this particular form of socio-economic organization and other
significant socio-economic indicators. Measuring the key elements
and indicators of the mixed, subsistence-based economy would
enable a better understanding of how this economic form, and its
basic unit, the household, change in form and mix over time.
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5. THE SLICA/APS SURVEY

The Survey of Living Conditions in the Circumpolar Arctic (SLiCA)
is the first attempt to conduct a standardized and near synchronous
survey of living conditions among indigenous peoples living in
the Circumpolar North. It is intended to cover the Inuit and
Saami areas of seven circumpolar nations (Canada, United States,
Greenland, Norway, Sweden, Finland, and Russia). The survey
is modeled to some extent on standard living conditions surveys
(OECD, 1986) but modified to take account of the specific circum-
stances of Arctic peoples (Poppel, Anderson, and Lyster 2000,
see also www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu/projects/Living_Conditions/). The
core survey will include sections on aboriginal identity, health,
aboriginal language use, education, access to information tech-
nology, labour activity, housing, mobility, and income.

In Canada, the SLiCA has been integrated with the second post-
censal Aboriginal Peoples Survey (APS), which was administered
by Statistics Canada in fall 2001.'> The SLiCA/APS included 11
sections, one of which, the “household activity and harvesting”
section (hereafter referred to as Section I), was designed to capture
basic data on the operation of the household economy as modeled
above. The entire SLiCA/APS survey was designed to be admin-
istered in about 60 minutes, with Section I requiring about five
minutes. Given this limit, the challenge of designing Section I was
to capture the maximum amount of information on the household
in relation to the mixed, subsistence-based economy as briefly and
simply as possible. The questionnaire focuses on the resources avail-
able to the household as an economic unit, and on its outputs.
The strategy was to ascertain the activities of household members,
particularly wage employment, commodity production, subsistence
harvesting, and unpaid work, and on the flows of income by
source, of investment, and of goods and services among house-
holds. Characteristics of household members that can be related
to activities, were ascertained in other modules of the SLiCA/APS
survey.

The basic content of the SLiCA sections was decided and
approved by the steering committee in April 2000. The SLiCA
team and Statistics Canada then conducted two rounds of qualita-
tive testing in four Inuit communities, and after further revision
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TABLE I
Activities (functions)
1) wage employment—full-time Section I: Q1
2) wage employment—part-time Section I: Q2
3) seasonal employment Section I: Q3

4) other paid work (self-employment, small ~ Section I: Q4

business, compensation for other activities)

5) unpaid work necessary for household Section I: Q6a-Q6¢
maintenance

6) unpaid work necessary for subsistence Section I: Q6d-Q6g, Q7, Q8
production

of the survey instrument, conducted a final pilot test in two addi-
tional communities. The final content was considered by the steering
committee in February 2001, and minor revisions were then negoti-
ated with and approved by Statistics Canada.'* To our knowledge,
few other large-scale surveys, whether administered by a public or
a private agency, have been as cooperatively developed and care-
fully pretested as this one, although the practice is becoming more
common.

Section I (see Appendix 1) asked the respondent to provide
proxy responses for other members of the household, in addition
to his or her own responses, unlike the rest of the SLiCA/APS,
which sought information about the individual respondent only
(pretesting indicated that proxy responses would provide sufficiently
reliable information). Section I began by identifying the name,
sex, and year of birth for each member of the household aged 15
and over. The respondent was then asked to identify the activities
(functions) of each member of the household, using a household
grid format. These activities include wage employment (full-time,
part-time, or seasonal), self employment, commodity production,
subsistence harvesting, and various categories of unpaid household
work (Table I).

The second part of Section I measured the flow of resources
into and out of the household. These flows track the production,
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consumption and exchange of the household as a unit. The indi-
cators selected to measure the flows of production and consumption
included: (1) income from wages; (2) income from other activ-
ities (i.e. self-employment and small business); (3) income from
commodity sales; (4) income from transfer payments; (6) country
food (income in kind) exchanged with other households for goods
and services; (7) country food given freely to other households; (8)
country food sold to other households; (9) country food received
for free from other households or community organizations; (10)
country food received in exchange for other goods and services; (11)
country food purchased; and (12) investment in capital equipment
used for harvesting. An additional indicator is an estimate of the
quantity of subsistence food consumed in the household as a propor-
tion of the total meat and fish consumption of the household. This
indicator can be used to approximate the economic value of in kind
income to the household. These indicators will provide a portrait
of the flows of country food between households, which itself is a
feature of kinship-based subsistence modes of production. Table II
identifies how the indicators were translated into specific questions.

Other characteristics of household members relevant to the
model, including their capacity to participate in various types
of economic activities, were ascertained in other sections of the
SLiCA/APS, particularly those on education and labour force
activity.

There are two key differences between Section I and the labour
force surveys routinely administered by both federal and territorial
governments. One is that the reference period was one year instead
of the previous week. This is because labour force activity is often
highly seasonal, and the previous week’s activity may not be typical
of the entire year. The other is that the respondent was asked to
identify all types of economic activities that he or she engaged in,
not just those producing cash earnings. Income was similarly broken
down by the streams identified in the model, including both cash
and in-kind income. The capital expenditure question recognized
the household as a producing unit, not merely a consuming one. The
objective was to capture all economic activity, not just cash-earning
activity.
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TABLE I1
Flows
1) income from wages; 2001 Census™
2) income from self-employment and small 2001 Census
business;
3) income from commodity sales; Section I: Q13
4) income from transfer payments; 2001 Census
5) income in kind produced by household Section I: Q7, Q8, Q10a
(not quantified);
6) income in kind exchanged with other Section I: Q10c
households for goods and services;
7) income in kind given freely to other Section I: Q10b
households;
8) income in kind sold to other households; Section I: Q10d

9) income in kind received for free from other ~ Section I: Q12a
households, community organizations;

10) income in kind received in exchange for Section I: Q12b
other goods and services;

11) income in kind bought; Section I: Q12¢
12) investment in capital equipment used for ~ Section I: Q9a-9¢c
harvesting;

13) proportion of total fish and meat Section I: Q11

consumption that are subsistence foods

*Income from wages, self-employment (other than commodity production),
and transfer payments has already been ascertained by the 2001 Census
of Canada. The census provides the sampling frame for the SLiCA/APS,
based on responses to the aboriginal identity questions in the census, and the
responses can be linked to the SLiCA/APS.

Given the time limitations of the questionnaire, the results are
expected to be more exploratory than definitive. It will be possible
for the first time to ascertain how prevalent the household as
modeled really is in the Arctic, based on a mass synchronous survey
rather than occasional case studies. However the only quantified
information will be cash income by source. While the household
grid section is an economical method of ascertaining whether or
not each person engages in particular activities, it does not provide
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even a ranking of the importance of those activities. A time-use
survey was considered impossible to conduct within the limits of
the SLICA/APS. A possible improvement would be to ask, as a
supplementary question for each activity, who in the household does
most of it, but even this could not be done within the time limit, and
was not tested.

The question on capital equipment does not measure investment
directly. Questions on actual capital expenditures, and on certain
operating costs, were tested but did not work well. Previous survey
experience in the Arctic suggests that a reliable gear and expenditure
census of an actively producing household takes considerably more
time than is possible within the confines of the SLiCA/APS.

Similarly, the amount of country food harvested cannot be accu-
rately ascertained by a single question. The question in Section I
has, in both this case and others, tested well for comprehension
but is known to yield unreliable estimates of actual quantities. In
the present survey, the question is of value chiefly as an indi-
cator of activity levels, and as a link to the questions on sharing
among households.!> Interhousehold exchange or sharing is only
documented by this survey, not quantified. Quantitative measures
of exchange and sharing in the Arctic are rare, however, even
in ethnographic case studies, and have never been attempted by
comprehensive survey.

The income streams selected for quantification should capture
virtually all income likely to be reported to a survey of this
type. The main types of informal income are captured, and the
amount of underground activity in the Arctic outside the conven-
tional legal framework is thought to be insignificant. Investment
and rental incomes, also not measured by this survey, are thought
to be insignificant at this time, although their inclusion should be
considered in future. A further unavoidable limitation is that the
questionnaire does not capture the supra-household organization of
labour, for example for large marine mammal hunting.

Even our relatively simple questionnaire, which sought to utilize
English terms and wording that are common across the Arctic,
depended heavily on accurate translation and interpretation to
ensure high response quality, and the problem was compounded by
the fact that there are several Inuktitut dialects.
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Within these limits, however, the questionnaire fully meets two
key tests: that it uses generally validated questions, and that it
was administered to a probability sample of sufficient size for the
intended geography.

The household and harvesting component of the SLiCA/APS
survey is highly innovative in both a Canadian and international
context. It was developed directly from an Arctic-specific model that
explicitly includes the whole economy, not only the market sector.
The degree of involvement of aboriginal representatives in the
design and administration of the questionnaire specifically, and the
SLiCA/APS generally, is unprecedented in the context of a national
survey undertaken by Statistics Canada. The survey results will be
comparable to those of the other circumpolar regions involved in the
SLiCA.
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APPENDIX 1 - HOUSEHOLD AND HARVESTING ACTIVITIES
QUESTIONNAIRE

This is a simplified version of section I of the SIICA/APS survey
questionnaire. Most instructions to the respondent, and the household grid
layout and skip patterns, are omitted. The full questionnaire is posted on
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www.arcticlivingconditions.org/. The respondent is asked to provide proxy
responses for each member of the household over age 15, for questions 1—
8, and for the household as a whole for questions 9-13. The reference
period is the year ending December 31st, 2000.

1. Did ... have a paid full-time job (30 hourse a week or more)? Do not
include self-employment.

2. Did ... have a paid part-time job (less than 30 hours a week)? Do not
include self-employment.

3. Were any of . ..’s jobs (or job) seasonal that is, lasting only part of the
year?

4. Did ... receive any income from self-employment, contract work or
compensation for attending meetings or sitting on committees?

5. Did... sell fish, meat, carvings, skin clothing, furs, crafts, ivory or any
similar goods?

Questions 68 are about activities that you and others in your household
did without receiving pay.

6. Did ...

a) take care of children?

b) take care of seniors or elders?

¢) clean your home?

d) process or prepare animals for food or skins, or cook meals?

e) sew?

f) repair hunting equipment, machinery, appliances or do home
repairs?

g) prepare or pack for any hunting, fishing, trapping or camping trips?

7. Did ... gather firewood?

. Did . .. harvest country food?

9. Did you or other members of your household use the following
items for harvesting country food, gathering firewood, or for unpaid
household work?

o]

[list of equipment follows.]
For each of the items used:

Is it owned by you or a member of your household?
Was it bought during the year ending December 31st, 2000?

10. What was done with the country food harvested by you and other
members of this household? Was it . ..

Eaten in this household?
Shared with others or given away to persons outside the household?
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Given away in exchange for gas, other supplies, or help?
Sold?

11. Of the total amount of meat and fish eaten in your household, how
much of this total was country food?

None

Less than half
About half
More than half

12. Was any of this country food . ..

Received for free
Received in exchange for gas, other supplies, or help
Bought

13. What was the total amount earned by all members of your household
from the sales of fish, meat, carvings, skin clothing, furs, crafts, ivory
and other similar goods?

[income from employment, self-employment, and transfers is asked
on the general 2001 Census of Canada, which may be viewed at
www.statcan.ca/english/census96/list. htm#2001.]

NOTES

' For a brief review of the dual economy model, the mixed economy model, and
other models of aboriginal communities in the Canadian north, see Elias (1997).
2 There are at least 200 predominantly aboriginal communities in northern
Canada, scattered throughout the territories (Yukon, NWT, Nunavut) and the
northern parts of the provinces, beyond the settled industrial and agricultural zone
of southern Canada. These communities typically number from a few hundred
to, in a few cases, several thousand persons. Some are legally classed as Indian
Reserves (especially in the provincial North), others are not, but residents are
predominantly if not entirely of aboriginal status. These types of places have been
in existence since at least the early 20th century, first as the seasonal and later as
the more or less permanent residence of aboriginal northerners. A similar situation
prevails in Alaska. Our description applies generally to these communities, hence
widely over space, time, and cultures.

3 Most of this literature consists of contemporary case studies of one or a few
communities (viz. Tanner, 1979: 48-72; Brody, 1981: 190-213; Wolfe et al.,
1984; Langdon, 1986; Quigley and McBride, 1987; Smith, 1991; Usher and
Weinstein, 1991; Wenzel, 1991; Stephen R. Braund, 1993) by anthropologists,
geographers, or planners, or historical reconstruction (Tough, 1996), but there is
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also some more general commentary and synthesis (viz. Berger, 1977; Lonner,
1986).

4 While this successful integration was once thought to be limited to seasonal
wage labour, full-time employment has also proven compatible (in at least some
circumstances) with continued subsistence production (Kruse, 1986; Wolfe, 1986;
Wenzel, 1991). The integration of market and subsistence is not in fact a recent
development. For many decades in northern aboriginal communities, cash has
been essential to the maintenance of subsistence. Before cash came into general
circulation, credit obtained through commodity sales or wage labour was the link
between subsistence and market.

> For example, it has been estimated that the annual per capita availability of
country food (food obtained by hunting and fishing) in the western Canadian
Arctic during the 1990s was 115.8 kg (Usher, 2002). In Alaska during the 1980s,
the median level of subsistence production in 85 sampled communities was 112.9
kg (Wolfe and Walker, 1987).

® In principle, much of this model applies not only to aboriginal households, but
also to small-holdings in agriculture and fisheries. However, in non-aboriginal
communities, there normally was and is less interconnection among households
due to individualization of land titles or fishing locations, and therefore of knowl-
edge and equipment, and less pervasive kinship ties.

7 Earlier attempts to capture other economic indicators were gradually aban-
doned, such as DIAND’s “Area Economic Survey” program conducted across the
Northwest Territories during the 1960s (Lotz, 1976), which still provide a baseline
of socio-economic conditions from that era. These regional surveys, each of which
occurred over a period of several months and involved interviews with virtually
every household, covered a range of economic matters including harvesting activ-
ities and country food production.

8 The Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry (Berger, 1977) being the best known
and most innovative. Numerous subsequent environmental impact assessments in
northern Canada have required the more accurate and appropriate characterization
of community economies. In Alaska, state fish and game legislation providing for
“subsistence preference” has also required better documentation and measure-
ment of the mixed, subsistence-based economy (viz. Wolfe and Walker, 1987;
Fall, 1990).

9 This also required appropriate measures of the value of country food, for which
there was seldom a legal or established market. The general rule used in Canada
is replacement value, i.e. what it would cost a household to purchase what they
would otherwise produce for themselves (less production costs). For relevant liter-
ature on the valuation of subsistence, see for example Usher, 1976; Chibnik, 1978;
Brown and Burch, 1992.

10" Northern Indicators also includes sections on demography, education, labour
force, retail sales and prices, and social indices (chiefly offences and suicides).

' This may be less of a problem in Scandinavia (including Greenland) due to
different traditions in record-keeping.
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12 For an account and assessment of these surveys, see Berkes, 1993; Usher and
Wenzel, 1987; Wolfe and Walker, 1987; Fall, 1990; Fabijan and Usher, 2001.

13 The SLiCA component of the survey, administered in the Inuit regions of
Canada only, was designed by a team headed by Gérard Duhaime of Université
Laval, in cooperation with a steering committee of Inuit representatives, and with
advice and support from Statistics Canada. It consists of three sections: section
I as described, a section on personal wellness and perceived social support, and
a section on community wellness and social participation, including the level of
satisfaction with and participation in various domains of community life. The
2001 APS (eight sections) was designed cooperatively between Statistics Canada
and the national aboriginal organizations of Canada. The coverage objective for
the combined SLiCA/APS survey was over 11,000 Inuit age 15 and over in the
Northwest Territories, Nunavut, northern Quebec, and Labrador. Where more
than one person per household was interviewed, only the “most knowledgeable
person” in the household was asked to respond to Section I. The reference period
for the survey was the calendar year 2000.

14" The validity of the household model, and the appropriate design of a survey
instrument, was also discussed at international management meetings of the
SLiCA, and the design of the Canadian instrument was also modified on the basis
of qualitative testing in Alaska. The equivalent of Section I will be included in the
international core questionnaire.

15 In many parts of the Canadian Arctic, current or recent harvest surveys
already provide much more accurate quantitative estimates of harvest levels on
a community and per capita basis than could be obtained by the SLiCA/APS (see
note 12).
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Igloolik Survey September 2009 Household Form

DWELLING NUMBER Interviewer's Name:

s o)

Date of interview:

Person responding for the household:

Do you (or your family) own or rent this dwelling?

I:I Own (INTERVIEWER: Go to question D) I:I Don’t know
I:I Rent I:I Refused

Is this dwelling...
I:I A public housing unit I:I Don’t know
I:I A Government of Nunavut staff house I:I Refused

I:I A housing unit provided by an employer other than the GN
(INTERVIEWER: Specify who the employer is who provides the housing.)

I:I A private-market rental unit
I:I Other -- specify:

How many persons live in this dwelling? Include people who are away from home at school, or
vacation or business, or who are in the hospital.

How many bedrooms does this dwelling have?

I would like to ask you about the condition of your dwelling. Which of the following statements besi
describes your dwelling?

I:I This dwelling only requires regular maintenance such as painting,
servicing the furnace, etc. I:I Don’t know

I:I This dwelling requires minor repairs such as fixing the shingles, I:I Refused
repairing windows, etc.

I:I This dwelling requires major repairs such as structural repairs to the
roof, walls or floors, replacing defective wiring or plumbing systems,
etc.

Is there anyone residing in this dwelling who has problems with mobility or getting around?

I:I Yes I:I Don’t know

I:I No (INTERVIEWER: End of 'household' portion of the interview.) I:I Refused

Does this dwelling need to be modified in any way to better meet the needs of resident(s) who has
problems with mobility or getting around? (INTERVIEWER: Specify how it might be modified.)

I:I Yes I:I Don’t know
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Age

Name

Part. # Sex

MONTH 2010

Ethnicity

Labour Force Status

Harvesting

Housework

Child Care

Household Form

Senior Care

10

11

12

13

14

|I| | non-I |

[wrt| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrTt| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrTt| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrT| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrT| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrT| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrt| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrt| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrT| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrt| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrt| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrT| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrTt| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

|I| | non-I |

[wrT| [wpT| [Wi| [DWI|

[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N]

[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]

[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N
[a] [o] [N

[a] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[a] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]
[A] [o] [N]

M= Male

F= Female

I = Inuit

non-l = non-Inuit

WFT = Works full-time

WPT = Works part-time WJ =Wantsajob DWIJ=Doesn’twantajob A=Active O = Occasional

N = Never
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PARTICIPANT NUMBER Interviewer's Name:

Date of interview:

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Is... male or female?

1.2 What language would you prefer to be interviewed in?

D Inuktitut
D English

1.3 What is your date of birth? (INTERVIEWER: If respondent does not know, give best estimate.)

00 OO

Year: Month: Day:

1.4 Areyou ... ?

D Inuit
D non-Inuit

1.5 Are you enrolled as a beneficiary of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement?

[] ves
[] no

1.6 What is your marital status?
Never married

Married or 'common law'

O oo g g

Separated
Divorced

Widowed

Himnnin

1.7 Have you received Income Support from the GN in the past 12 months?

Yes

101

=2

[l
[l

(0]

1.8 Have you received Employment Insurance from the federal government in the past 12 months’

[l
[l

Yes

No

101
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LANGUAGE SECTION

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

What is the FIRST language you learned at home?

Hinnin

Inuktitut
English
French

Other:

Please rate your ability to SPEAK Inuktitut:

Himnnin

Speak very well
Speak relatively well
Speak with effort
Speak a few words

Don’t speak at all

Please rate your ability to SPEAK English:

Himnnin

Please indicate your ability to READ AND WRITE Inuktitut using syllabics:

Himnnin

Please rate your ability to READ AND WRITE Inuktitut using roman orthography:

Himnnin

Speak very well
Speak relatively well
Speak with effort
Speak a few words

Don’t speak at all

Very well
Relatively well
With effort

A few words

Don’t use syllabics

Very well
Relatively well
With effort

A few words

Don’t use roman orthography

Which language do you you speak MOST OFTEN at home?

Hinnin

Inuktitut
English
French

Other:

101

101

101

101

101

101

page 2
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2.7 Which language do you speak MOST OFTEN at work?
Inuktitut
English

French

Hinnin

Not applicable (not working)

2.8 Which language do you speak MOST OFTEN at school?
Inuktitut
English

French

Hinnin

Not applicable (not a student)

2.9 What language do you speak MOST OFTEN at other places in the community?
Inuktitut
English

French

HiEin

2.10 What language do you THINK in most often at home?
Inuktitut

English

French

Other:

Hinnin

2.11 What language do you THINK in most often at work?
Inuktitut

English

French

Other:

Himnnin

Not applicable (not working)

2.12  What language do you THINK in most often when hunting, fishing or gathering?
Inuktitut

English

French

Other:

Hinnin

2.13 How important do you think it is for children to be taught Inuktitut in school?
Very important
Somewhat important

Not Important

Hinnin

Not important at all

101

101

101

101

101

101

101
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2.14 Do you feel you are losing your ability to speak your mother tongue?

[] ves
[] no

2.15 Today, in Nunavut, how important do you think it is to be able to speak Inuktitut?

Very important

00 OO

Somewhat important

Not Important

Hinnin

Not important at all

2.16 Today, in Nunavut, how important do you think it is to be able to speak English?

Very important

101

Somewhat important

Not Important

Hinnin

Not important at all

2.17 Inthe future, in Nunavut, how important do you think it will be to be able to speak Inuktitut?
Very important D
Somewhat important D
Not Important

Not important at all

Hinnin

2.18 Inthe future, in Nunavut, how important do you think it will be to be able to speak English?

Very important D
Somewhat important D

Not Important

Hinnin

Not important at all

2.19 Do you currently have difficulty receiving services from the federal government in your preferr
language?

[ ve O
[ v O

2.20 Do you currently have difficulty receiving services from the Government of Nunavut in your pre
language?

[ ve [
[

2.21 Do you currently have difficulty receiving services from the Hamlet of Baker Lake in your prefei

[ ve O
[ v O

2.22 Do you currently have difficulty receiving services in your preferred language from a business ¢
businesses in Baker Lake?

[] ves
[] no

101
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2.23  When you speak Inuktitut, do you mix in English words?

[ v [
[ [

2.24  When you see a newspaper, brochures or documents written in BOTH Inuktitut and English, wt
do you read?

D Inuktitut version D
D English version D

Education Section

3.1 Are you currently enrolled as a full-time or part-time student?

D Yes, full-time D
D Yes, part-time D
D No

3.2 Excluding kindergarten, how many years of elementary and high school have you successfully ¢

No schooling (INTERVIEWER: Skip to question 3.4)

One to five years D
Six []
Seven INTERVIEWER: Skip to question 3.4

Eight

Nine

Ten
Eleven

Twelve

OO0 OOoooo o

Thirteen

33 Did you graduate from high school?
Yes

No

101

3.4 Have you attended any course at a trade school, college, university or other postsecondary inst

[l
[l

Yes

101

No
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35 Have you taken any kind of course from Arctic College or Nunavut Arctic College?

D Yes

If so, in which program(s)?

101

DNO

3.6 Which of these terms best describes your highest level of schooling?

D No formal education D
Elementary school D
Some high school

High school diploma

Some trade, technical or vocational school or business college (e.g. Nunavut Arcti

Himnnin

Diploma from a trade, technical or vocational school or business college (e.g. Nun
College)

If so, in which program(s)?

Some university

Bachelor or other undergraduate degree, or teacher's college
Master's degree

Degree in medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine or optometry

Earned doctorate

Himnnin

Labour Force Section

4.1 Have you worked at a job or business at any time during the past 12 months?

D Yes
D No

4.2 Have you worked all 12 months?

D Yes
D No

In which months did you work?

00 OO

[] september 2008 [] March 2009
[] october 2008 [] April 2009
[[] November 2008 [] May 2009
[[] pecember 2008 [] June 2009
[[] sanuary 2009 [] July 2009
D February 2009 D August 2009
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4.3 LAST WEEK, were you working at a job or business, including self-employment? (regardless of t
of hours worked)

D Yes (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4.4) D
L1 w [l

a) Last week, did you have a job or business from which you were absent?

D Yes, but on temporary lay-off from a job and expects to return
(INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4.5)

D Yes, but on vacation, paid leave, ill, or on strike or lock-out, or absent
reason (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4.5)

[] no

b) Do you have definite arrangements to start a new job within the next four wee

|:| Yes (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4.10)
0 v

c) Are you permanently unable to work because of your age or long-term disabilit

|:| Yes (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4.14)

|:| No (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4.11)

4.4 How many jobs, including self-employment, did you work at last week?

[l
[l

4.5 How many hours a week do you normally work at this job or business? (INTERVIEWER: If this p
more than one job last week, get the information for their main job -- the one at which this per:
the most hours.)

4.6 What is/are the main reason(s) you usually work less than 30 hours per week at this job?

Could only find part-time work

00 OO

Going to school

Caring for own children

Caring for elder relatives

Other personal or family responsibilities
Own illness or disability

Personal preference

Business conditions (self-employed persons only)

COO0O000000

Other -- specify:

4.7 Do you want to work more hours per week?

D Yes
D No

101

page 7
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4.8 When did you start working at this job?
year:

month:

4.9 Do you want a different job than the one you currently have?

[] ves
[] no

4.10 Did you move from one community to another in order to take this job?

D Yes

Where have you moved from, or where are you moving to?

00 OO OO

D A community in Nunavut:

D Elsewhere in Canada:

D Outside Canada

[ v
INTERVIEWER: SKIP TO QUESTION 4:13.

4.11 Did you look for work over the past four weeks? For example, contacted employers, answered

|:| Yes (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4:13) |:|

[ w O
Why have you not looked for work? (INTERVIEWER: Do not read list.)

Own illness or disability

Going to school

Believes no job available (in area or suited to skill)

On the land, hunting or fishing etc.

Unable to find suitable child care

Prefer to care for children

Caring for elder relative

Other personal or family responsibilities

Waiting for recall (former employees only)

Starting a new job within the next four weeks

OOO00O00000000

Other -- specify:
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4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

Last week, was/were there any reason(s) why you could not have taken a job?

D Yes

What was the reason? (INTERVIEWER: Do not read list.)

Own illness or disability

Going to school

Prefer to care for children

Unable to find suitable child care

Caring for elder relative

Other personal or family responsibilities

Already has a job (on lay-off or about to start a job)

On the land, hunting or fishing etc.

COO0O000000

Other -- specify:

[l
[l

[] no

Are you willing to do rotational work at a job site outside of Baker Lake (for example, two weel

two weeks out at an exploration camp)?

[] ves
[] no

When did you last work at a job or business, including self-employment?
D Currently has a job
D between January 2009 and December 2009
D December 2008 or earlier (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4.23)

D Never (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4.23)

Now | would like to ask a few detailed questions about your job or business last week. If you he

last week, please answer for the job you held the longest in the past year.

Who did you work for? (INTERVIEWER: Please obtain the name of the company, agency, gover.

department, etc. -- not the name of the person's supervisor.)

What kind of business, industry or service was this?

What kind of work were you doing? (INTERVIEWER: Give a full description. For example: teach

truck driver, admin clerk, etc.)

00 OO

[l
[l

[l
[l

[l
[l

page 9
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4.18 In this work, what were your most important duties or activities? (INTERVIEWER: Give a full de
For example: teaching grade five, driving a water truck, processing invoices, etc.)

101

4.19 Inthis job or business, were you a paid worker, self-employed or working in a family business v

D Paid worker
D Self-employed

D Working in a family business without pay

D Other -- specify:

101

4.20 During the last year, which months did you work, including paid absences and vacation? (INTE/
Mark 'All 12 months' or specific months. Mark all months in which this person was on vacation
sick leave with pay; was self-employed; worked in a family business without formal pay arrange
worked full-time or part-time; worked for wages, salary, tips or commissions.)

D All 12 months D

Specific months: D
[[] sanuary 2009 [] July 2009
D February 2009 D August 2009
[[] March2009 [] September 2009
[] Aeril2009 [] October 2009
[] May2009 [] November 2009
[] sune2009 [] December2009

4.21 During the last year, how many weeks in total did you work?
Less than 4 weeks D
4 to 12 weeks D

13 to 26 weeks

Hinnin

More than 26 weeks

4.22 How many different paying jobs did you work at during the last 12 months (including current jc

[l
[l

4.23 During the past year, were you involved in making any arts and crafts such as carvings, drawing
jewelry or sewing for sale?

[ ve O

|:| No (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4.27) |:|

page 10
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4.24  Which of the following arts and crafts did you make during the last year?
Carvings

Drawings

101

Jewelry

Sewing

Himnnin

Other -- specify:

4.25 Did you sell any crafts during the last year?

[ ve O

|:| No (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 4.27) |:|

4.26 Which of the following categories best describes your total sales of arts and crafts during the Iz
the last year?

D Less than $1,000 D
[] s1.000t0$4,999 []

|:| $5,000 to $19,999
D $20,000 or more

4.27 What was your personal income in 2008? Include ALL sources of income...

|:| Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $19,999

101

$20,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $79,999
$80,000 to $99,999

$100,000 or more

Himnninin

Country Food

5.1 Last year, from January to December 2009, did you spend time hunting, fishing or gathering (b«
clams, etc.)?

D Yes (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 5.2) D
[] e []

Just to be clear, did you collect ANY berries, eggs or clams, catch ANY fish, or harv
caribou, seals or walrus?

[ ve O

D No (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 5.4) D
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5.2 Which months did you hunt, fish or gather (berries, clams, etc.)? (INTERVIEWER: Mark 'All 12 n
or specific months.)

D All 12 months D

Specific months: D
D September 2008 D March 2009
[] october 2008 [] April 2009
[[] November 2008 [] May 2009
D December 2008 D June 2009
[[] sanuary 2009 [] July 2009
D February 2009 D August 2009

5.3 Which of the following best describes your involvement in harvesting activities?

D A person who engages in all or some of the major harvesting
activities over the year, and whose harvesting activities involves
more than just day-trips or the occasional weekend outing.

1 [

D A person who occasionally, but not regularly, engages in harvesting
activities; and whose participation is usually short-term as day-trips
or weekend outings.

D A person who rarely or never participates in harvesting activities.

5.4 How important a part of your diet is country food?
Very important

Somewhat important

101

Not very important

Hinnin

Not important at all

5.5 How often do you eat country food?
Every day, or almost every day

Several times a week

101

Once a week

2 or 3 times a month

Himnnin

Once a month or less

5.6 Do you have difficulty obtaining as much country food as you'd like?
Yes, most of the time

Yes, some of the time

HiEin
101

No (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 5.8)
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5.7 Why is it difficult for you to get as much country food as you'd like? (INTERVIEWER: Mark all re
categories that apply.)

D Don't have the necessary equipment D

Equipment is broken D

Not enough money for gas and ammunition
Not enough free time
Lack of hunting skills

Disabilities

Himnninin

Other -- specify:

5.8 Where do you get country food from? (INTERVIEWER: Mark all response categories that apply.
D From your own hunting and fishing D
D From hunting and fishing by a member of your IMMEDIATE family D

From hunting and fishing by a member of your EXTENDED family

Shared by a neighbour

Shared by a friend

Purchased from a store

Purchased from a neighbour

Himnninin

Purchased from a friend

Residence & Mobility Section

6.1 Were you adopted? (INTERVIEWER: If so, at what age and by whom?)

D Yes
D No

6.2 In which community did your mother live in when you were born?

101

6.3 How long have you lived in Nunavut?

D Since birth, or since early childhood

00 OO

D Months:

6.4 Have you lived in Baker Lake all of your life?

|:| Yes (INTERVIEWER: Skip to question 6.10)

DNO

101
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6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

Could you tell me all the places you've lived since you were born, from birth until the present c
and why each move took place?

Where did you live exactly one year ago?

And where did you live exactly five years ago?

How many times have you moved from one community to another in the last five years?

00 OO OO

Just to be clear: other than Baker Lake, which communities have you lived in during the last fiv:

10

For your most recent to Baker Lake, why did you move? (INTERVIEWER: If you have an absolut
answer to the question from the interviewee's response to question 6.5, there is no need to ask

Family members moved here D
For personal safety reasons D
Better hunting and fishing opportunities

I no longer wanted to live in the community where | was living.

| wanted to be with someone who lived here.

| obtained work in this community or wanted to look for work here.

Partner obtained work in this community or wanted to look for work here.

Hinnnnninin

Other -- specify:
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6.11 Would you be willing to move to another community in Nunavut for...

... a job, or a better job?

D Yes

... an educational opportunity

[] ves
[] no

6.12  Would you be willing to move to southern Canada for...

00 OO

... a job, or a better job?

D Yes

... an educational opportunity

[] ves
[] no

6.13  Where would you like to be living five years from now -- Baker Lake, or somewhere else?

D Baker Lake (INTERVIEWER: Go to question 7.1)

00 OO OO

D Somewhere else (INTERVIEWER: Specify where.)

6.14 Why would you like to be living there?

[]
L]

6.15 What is the biggest obstacle to you actually being able to be living there five years from now?

[]
L]






Baker Lake Survey -- Individual MONTH 2010

Health Section

7.1 Generally speaking, how happy are you with your life?
D Very happy
D Somewhat happy
D Somewhat unhappy
D Very unhappy

7.2 Generally speaking, how would you describe your overall health?

7.3 Do you have any difficulty hearing, seeing, communicating, walking, climbing stairs, bending, le

or doing similar activities?

[] ves
[] no

7.4 Do you have any physical condition OR mental condition OR health problem that reduces the a

the kind of activity you can do at home?

[] ves
[] no

7.5 Do you have any physical condition OR mental condition OR health problem that reduces the a
or the kind of activity you can do at work, at school, or elsewhere in the community?

7.6 Do you and your family have enough food before each payday?

7.7 Was your household short of food at any point in the last year?

7.8 Do you consider yourself to be living in poverty?

101

[l
[l
[l

[l

[l
[l

00 OO

00 OO

page 16





Baker Lake Survey -- Individual MONTH 2010

Community Involvement Section

8.1 Do you currently participate in any organization as a member? By this | mean any government,
religious, social, or professional organization, as well as organized but unregistered groups sucl

a club.

[l

L]

Yes D

a) What is the name of the organization(s)? D

b) What is your role in the organization?

¢) How long have you participated in this organization?

No

8.2 In the past 12 months, have you done any of the following? (INTERVIEWER: Check all that appl

OOO00oon o

Written or spoken to the Mayor, Hamlet Council, or provincial or
federal representative about a public interest issue? D

Called into the radio about a public interest issue? D
Written a letter to the editor of a newspaper

Signed a petition

Attended a public meeting

Spoken at a public meeting, including a Hamlet Council meeting

Volunteered for a group or organization in Baker Lake

Volunteered for a group or organization outside of Baker Lake (Where?

Posted a comment to a web-based discussion group about a public interest group
example, on Facebook?

8.3 In the last month have you... (INTERVIEWER: Check all that apply.)

Himnnin

Done housework

Looked after your own children

Looked after other children without pay

Looked after other family members, such as parents or grandparents?

Attended to a sick person
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Opinion Section

I’m going to ask you four questions about your life today, and I’d like you to answer each question witt.
‘Very satisfied’, ‘Satisfied’, ‘Dissatisfied’ or ‘Very dissatisfied’.

9.1 How satisfied are you with your ability to eat as much ‘country food' as you would like to?

D Very satisfied D
D Satisfied D

D Very dissatisfied

9.2 How satisfied are you with your ability to spend as much time 'on the land' -- hunting, fishing,
camping, etc. -- as you would like to?

D Very satisfied D
D Satisfied D

D Very dissatisfied

9.3 How satisfied are you with the size of the dwelling you live in?

L]
101

D Very dissatisfied

9.4 How satisfied are you with the condition of the dwelling you live in?

L]
101

D Very dissatisfied

9.5 How satisfied are you with the health services available to residents of Baker Lake?

L]
101

D Very dissatisfied

9.6 How satisfied are you with the school system in Baker Lake?

L]
101

D Very dissatisfied
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I’m going to ask you three questions about Nunavut, and I’d like you to answer each question with eith
‘Very positive impact’, ‘Somewhat positive impact’, ‘Somewhat negative impact’, ‘Very negative impac

or ‘No impact’.

9.7 What kind of impact has the implementation of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement had on yc

Has it had:

Himnnin

A very positive impact on your life? D
A somewhat positive impact on your life? D
A somewhat negative impact on your life?

A very negative impact on your life?

No impact on your life?

9.8 What kind of impact has the creation of Nunavut had on your life? Has it had:

Himnnin

A very positive impact on your life? D
A somewhat positive impact on your life? D
A somewhat negative impact on your life?

A very negative impact on your life?

No impact on your life?

9.9 What kind of impact has the creation of Nunavut had on Baker Lake as a community? Has it ha

Himnnin

A very positive impact on your life? D
A somewhat positive impact on your life? D
A somewhat negative impact on your life?

A very negative impact on your life?

No impact on your life?

I’m going to read two statements to you. Please tell me whether you ‘agree strongly’, ‘agree somewha
‘disagree somewhat’ or ‘disagree strongly’.

9.10 "The creation of Nunavut has given the people of Nunavut a real opportunity to govern our live

Do you:

[l
[l
[l
[l

Agree strongly D
Agree somewhat D

Disagree somewhat

Disagree strongly

9.11 "The Government of Nunavut is having a difficult time maintaining the programs and services t
were available to Iglulingmiut ten years ago."

Hinnin

Agree strongly D
Agree somewhat D
Disagree somewhat

Disagree strongly
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I’m now going to ask you a question about how you feel about your identity. I’'m going to read you a nt
of statements, and I’d like you to tell me which one of them best describes how you feel about yourself
9.12 (INTERVIEWER: To all respondents.)
D | identify most strongly as a resident of Baker Lake D
D | identify most stronly as a resident of the Kivallig region D
D | identify most strongly as a resident of Nunavut

D | identify most strongly as Canadian

9.13  (INTERVIEWER: Only to Inuit respondents.)

D | identify as Inuk, but not Canadian

101

D | identify as more Inuk than Canadian
D | identify as equally Inuk and Canadian
D | identify as more Inuk than Canadian

D | identify as Canadian, not Inuk
And to end this survey, two questions about mining.

9.14 Generally speaking, do you think that mining can take place in Nunavut in an environmentally
responsible way?

D Yes

9.15 Specifically, do you support opening Nunavut to uranium mining?

L]
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