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SECTION 1.0 - ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ 

ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᖓᑕ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖓ (ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) ᐸᓐᓇᐃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᒥᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥᒃ 

(ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ) ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒥᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓ 

ᐃᓂᓪᓚᖓᔪᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓂᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ 

ᐸᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦᑕ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 16, 2009-ᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 3, 2010-ᒥ. 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᓕᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦᑎᒍᑦ.  

ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᖓ. ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᓴᓇᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᓲᓪᓗᓕ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᕙᑖᒍᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖓᑕᓗ ᓴᓇᔪᒪᔭᖓᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓂᒃ. ᓴᓇᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ 

ᒥᑭᓕᕈᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓗᐊᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᔅᓴᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᐅᖏᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗ 

“ᐊᒃᑎᒋᓂᕆᔭᖏᑕ” ᕿᒻᒪᑯᖏᑕ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔫᑉ (ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ), 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᑰᔪᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᑰᔪᑦ.  

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᑐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 23, 2011-ᒥ ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ, ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑏᓂᑰᓪᓗᓂ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ 

ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᓵᓐᖓᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᓐᓂᑰᔪᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖁᑎᑦᑕ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᓪᓗ 

ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦᑕ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᕈᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᓪᓗ 

ᓴᖅᑮᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖁᓗᐊᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᓕᒫᑦᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ. 

1.1 ᓴᓇᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒥᒃ 

ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᖓᑕ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖓᓴ ("ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ") ᐱᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᓐᓄᑦ 70%-ᖓ 
ᐊᓰᓗᐊᒥᑦᑖᓪ ᐊᒻᒪ 30%-ᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᓄᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒡᓚᒡᕕᖃᕝᕕᖓ ᑐᕌᓐᑐ, 
ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔪᒦᑦᑐᖅ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᒡᓚᒡᕕᖁᑎᐊᑕ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᖃᐅᖅᐳᖅ 
ᕿᓂᖅᓴᕝᕕᖓ ᑕ̀ᒫᕝᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᑉᐱᑲᓂ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᓂ, ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᓗ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᒃᑲᐃᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᒡᓚᒡᕕᖏ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ, 
ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒻᒥ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥᓗ. ᐊᓰᓚᒥᑦᑖᓪ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᕆᖃᓯᐅᑎᕙᖏᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᒥᑦ 
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 40 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓪᓗᐊᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓴᖅᑭᑉᐸᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᖏᑕ, ᐊᔪᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ, ᐊᓰᓚᒥᑦᑖᓪ ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᒥᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓛᖑᖃᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᓴᓇᔨᖃᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ 60 ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᔾᔪᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ. ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᑉ 
ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᒪᓂᖃᑦᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, 
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ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᔅᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑎᓗᒍ 
ᓲᓪᓗ, ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᓕᒪᔪᓪᓗ. ᐊᓰᓚᒥᑦᑖᓪ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᓕᒥᓂᒃ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᒧᑦ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒧᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑮᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᔪᒥᒃ.  

1.2 ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐊᕆᔪᒪᔭᖓ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ (ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓ) ᐃᓗᓕᖃᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᓐᖓᑦ 
ᓇᓂᓯᒪᔭᒥᑦ 1 ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ 18 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑖᓐᓯᓄᑦ (Mt/a). ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᒃ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᔅᓴᖓᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᖓᓗ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᕈᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᑎᖅᓴᓕᐊᕕᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓪᓗ 
ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᒧᓪᓗ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖓ. 
ᐱᖓᓱᓪᓗᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᓚᒋᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᑦ - ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᖅ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ, ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕝᕕᖓ 
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᒍᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᔅᓴᖓ ᓂᒋᖔᖓᒍᑦ. ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕝᕕᖓ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᒐᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ 150 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥᒃ ᑕᑭᓂᓕᒃ (km) 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑲᓄᖓ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓ. ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓇᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᔅᓴᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒥ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᓪᓗ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖓᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓂᐅᕋᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᑉᐱᑰᓇ ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ 
ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕝᕕᖓᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑭᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓴᓇᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᖏᓪᓗ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᓄᑦ ᓂᐅᕋᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓕᕈᓂ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓ.  

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖏᑕ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᓗ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᓪᓗᓂ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ. ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᑕᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᒥᓄᑦ ᓇᔅᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕝᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓂᖓᒍᑦ. ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᐅᓕᕈᓂ, 
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓗᓂ 18 Mt/a ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᐃᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓐᖓᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᒪᒐᒥ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕈᑎᑦ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓕᑐᐊᕈᓂ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓ, ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕝᕕᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑐᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᓴᓇᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒥ ᑎᑭᑎᑕᐅᔭᕌᖓᑕ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖓ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᑭᐊᓂᒻᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ 
ᑐᕌᖓᓪᓗᐊᑕᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

1.3 ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕈᑖ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᑦᑕ 

ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᓱᓕ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓲᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᒋᐊᓂᑦ. 
ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᒐᖅᓴᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓕᔾᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓲᓪᓗ ᓴᐃᓃᓯᑦ, ᐃᓐᑎᔭᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᖁᑎᕗᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᕙᐅᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᑦᑎᐊᕙᒻᒥᒃ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᓪᓗ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ.  

ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᓪᓕ, ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑮᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᓂᒃ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᒃ, ᐱᔅᓇᓯᓄᑦ ᒪᑉᐱᕈᑎᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐃᓯᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᓯᐅᑎᒐᔭᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᒍᑦ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ). ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᓴᖅᑮᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ, ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓐᖑᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒍᓯᔪᒪᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒧᑦ-ᑐᓐᖓᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓅᓯᐅᔪᒥᒃ.  



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᔅᓴᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ (ᐊᖏᕈᑦ ᐋᔩᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐅᒍᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᑕᓗ (ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ), ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓐᖓᑦ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᖃᓯᐅᑎᒐᔭᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᓕᒫᒧᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐸᓐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᓕᐊᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕖᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᒐᔭᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓂᒻᒪᐃᒋᐊᒥᒃ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒧᑦ.  

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᖃᓯᐅᑎᒋᕗᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᓐᖏᑎᕆᓂᒻᒥᒃ 
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖃᓐᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᓂᒻᒥᒃ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑑᓗᒻᒥ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕆᓗᓂ.  

1.4 ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᑦᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ  

ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᕙᑎᒥᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᕈᓲᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑕ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ, ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕕᔅᓴᕆᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᓇᐅᑯᓕᒫᓪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐊᔪᓐᓇᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ, ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᑰᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᑰᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑭᑐᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᓴᐴᓗᑕᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᑦᑕ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᖅᑮᕙᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᓲᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ “ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ - ᐸᓐᓇᐃᓂᖅ - 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᓪᓗ - ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑏᓪᓗ - ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ” ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᑐᓂᑦ 
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᑦᑐᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᓕᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 
ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕈᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᒍᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓯᕘᕋᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᒋᐊᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ, ᓄᓇᐅᓪᓗ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.  

ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᔅᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᑲᐅᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᖃᓐᓂᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓᓄᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᑐᐊᖑᒻᒪᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᐸᑦᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᓪᓗ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᓛᖑᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ 
ᕿᓂᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓂᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓᓄᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕚᓪᓗᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᐃᓇᓱᑦᑐ 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᖏᒍᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒥᐅᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᒪᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖓ 
ᕿᒪᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᒐᓗᐊᓐᓂᕈᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᓕᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᖅ.  



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᓴᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓚᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓄᓕᕇᓕᖅᐸᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 1700-ᒥ 
2700-ᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᔪᖃᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᖓᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᓯᒋᐊᓐᓂᕈᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᖓ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
950-ᓗᐊᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᕗᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᖃᓪᓗᓈᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓲᑦ 
ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕋᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᓂᓪᓗ ᑎᑭᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ, 
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  

1.5 ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ ᓵᓐᖓᔭᖃᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᑎᑦᑎᓲᖑᔪᓂᒃ:  

• ᐊᑭᑐᔫᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ. 
• ᐸᓐᓇᐃᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᑦᑐᕈᕈᑎᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᖓ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᒋᔭᖓ 

ᕿᓚᒥᐊᓐᓄᒃ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᐸᒌᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔪᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ. 
• ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑯᑖᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖓ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᓪᓚᕆᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖓᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓪᓗ.  
• ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᓐᓇᖅᑑᑎᑦ (ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖁᐊᖑᓂᐊ, ᓂᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖃᐅᖅᐸᓐᓂᖏᑦ) ᓴᖅᑮᕙᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᓇᓱᐊᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᐊ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᓂᕆᔭᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ.  
• ᓇᓖᕌᕈᑎᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦ-ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᐃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᓱᕐᕌᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ, 

ᓄᖅᑲᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᐅᕋᔅᓴᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒻᒥᒃ.  
 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓕᕋᓱᒃᖢᓂᔾᔪᒃ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᔾᔪᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ. ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᕝᕕᒻᒥ 
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓᓂ ᐅᓪᓘᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖃᐅᖅᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᓯᑯᓯᒪᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᓯᒍᑎᒃ 
ᓂᐅᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑭᓯᐅᖅᑎᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓂᒃ 
ᑳᓐᑐᕌᔅᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᖅᐹᖑᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐊᕆᒍᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᔨᔅᓴᒥᓂᒃ.   

ᒪᕐᕉᒋᕘᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑑᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ:  

• ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒐᔅᓴᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖃᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 

• ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓪᓚᕆᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᒋᔭᖏᓄᓪᓗ.  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑦᑐᐄᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᔭᕆᐊᓕᕗᓪᓗ ᐊᖅᑮᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᔪᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᔅᓴᖓᓄᑦ.  



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

1.6 ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᔅᓴᖓ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᔅᓴᖓᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐊᑕ  

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᖓᔪᓄᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ, ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᐅᑉ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᑎᓴᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᓪᓗᒍ. ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓ, ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 21-ᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 18 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑕᓐᓯᒥᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᓪᓗᑕ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒧᑦ. ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᔅᓴᖓ ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᓐᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᓕᕈᓂ. ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᔅᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᒐᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᖏᒃᑯᓂᒋᑦ, 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᐊᑕ ᑭᖑᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᒐᔭᖅᖢᓂ. 

1.7 ᑕᑯᔪᒥᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ 

ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᖅ, ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓ, ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓᓪᓗ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᔅᓴᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒧᑦ. ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᒥᓂᒃ ᓈᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖁᓪᓗᒋ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᔾᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᑕᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖏᓂᒃ, ᓯᓪᓗᐊᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᑎᓪᓗ 

ᐃᓂᖃᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕝᕕᔅᓴᑦ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒃᑯᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ, ᑕᖕᒫᕝᕕᖏᑦ, ᐃᒪᖃᐅᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᑐᓐᓂᑯᑦ 

ᐃᒥᕋᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑕᕝᕕᓂᒃ, ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᐅᑎᒃᑯᕖᑦ, 

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᖃᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑦᑕᕝᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  

ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ, ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑎᖅᓴᓕᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᔾᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᐱᖁᑎᒃᑯᕕᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕝᕕᖏᓪᓗ ᖄᖅᑕᔫᔅᓴᐃᑦ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᑦ 

ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕝᕕᖓ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ, ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᔾᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᓪᓗ 

ᑲᓕᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕝᕕᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᕆᕗᖅ ᐳᑦᑕᓛᓲᓂᒃ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕝᕕᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᓕᕆᕝᕖᑦ. 

ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᕋᔭᖅᖢᓂ ᐱᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᓂᐅᕋᐃᕝᕕᒻᒥᒃ, ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᐅᑎᑦ/ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᑲᓕᒐᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᑕᒐᐃᕕᖓ ᑲᐃᕙᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏ, 

ᖄᖅᑕᔫᒃᑯᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓ/ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓ ᖄᖅᑕᔫᓄᑦ, ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᐅᑎᒃᑯᕕᓪᓗᐊᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃ.  

ᓇᐸᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᔅᓴᑦ ᐊᑐᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᔅᓴᓂᓪᓗ ᑕᖕᒫᕝᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᓕᕇᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᖕᒫᕝᕖᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᓂᑦᑕᕝᕕᓂᒃ, 

ᓂᕆᕝᕕᓐᓂᒃ, ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑐᓕᕆᕝᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᐱᓐᖑᐃᔭᐃᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᒡᓗᖁᑎᓂᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᓕᕈᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒃ ᑕᖕᒫᕝᕕᕗᑦ 

ᒥᑭᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᒐᔅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒡᓗᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓕᕈᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒃ 

ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᑲᐃᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖓ, ᐊᖅᑯᑖᑕ ᕿᔪᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐊᖅᑯᑖᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᖁᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓲᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᑦᑕᕝᕖᓪᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᔅᓴᖏᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 30-ᓂᒃ ᐃᑳᕝᕕᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ, ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓱᓪᓘᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕈᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᖃᐃᓐᖑᖓᒍᑦ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᐅᔭᕋᐅᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓵᓄᑦ ᑕᓯᑯᑖᑉ ᓯᓇᔾᔪᐊᒍᑦ. ᐃᑳᕈᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᓪᓗᐊᖑᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᓇᒐᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᒍᑦ 

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᓪᓗ ᐃᑳᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓖᕌᕈᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊᒃ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖓ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕝᕖᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔭᕇᕈᑎᒃ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᒃᑲᔭᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

1.8 ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖓ ᐱᐅᔫᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᖃᓗᐊᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖓ ᓯᖃᓕᔭᐅᓗᓂ 

ᒥᑭᓕᕇᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖏᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᖃᓕᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗᐊᑕᓄᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᐅᑉ “ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ”:  

• ᐅᓇ ᑐᐊᐸᑐᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ 6.3 ᒥᓕᒦᑕᒥᒃ 31.5 ᒥᓕᒦᑕᒧᑦ 
(ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᐊᓇᐅᓕᒑᒑᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᓄᑦ ᐊᖅᓴᖏᑎᑐᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ;  

• ᐅᓇ ᓯᐅᕋᐅᔮᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖅ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 6.3 ᒥᓕᒦᑕᒥᒃ (ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 
ᖃᑦᑖᔾᔪᒻᒦᓲᑎᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᓖᑦ).  

ᓯᖃᓕᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑐᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᒡᓗᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐃᓗᖏᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑲᐃᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕋᐃᔪᑦ ᖁᓕᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖅᑯᐃᕝᕕᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑎᑦᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᓕᐅᖁᓇᒍᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖓ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ 

ᐅᖅᑯᐃᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᒥᓪᓗᐊᕈᑎᓅᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒨᖁᓇᒋᑦ.  

1.9 ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕝᕕᖏᑕᓗ  

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᓕᒫᖏᒍᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐃᓂᖃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᖃᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ 

ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᓛᖑᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᕆᔭᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᓛᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒧ 

ᐊᕙᑎᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᑐᒧᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᕕᓃᑦ ᑐᔪᒥᕖᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐲᔭᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓃᕈᑎᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᓄᑦ. ᓯᐅᕋᖅᑕᕝᕖᑦ, ᐅᔭᕋᑦᑕᕝᕖᑦ, ᐊᑐᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑏᑦ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᑕ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᑐᐊᕈᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᓐᓇᓱᐊᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ.  

1.10 ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖓ  

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓂᔅᓴᖓ ᐸᓐᓇᔅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ 18 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑖᓐᓯᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖃᑦᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᒐᓛᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕋᕈᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐱᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖏᑦᑐᓪᓗ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓇᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᓗᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖁᓪᓗᑕᓗ 

ᓂᕆᐅᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᑲᒪᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ 30 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑖᓐᓯᓄᑦ. 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕝᕕᒋᔭᔅᓴᓂᒃ, ᐱᖁᑎᓄᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕝᕕᔅᓴᖃᐅᑎᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᒍᑦ.  

ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ, ᐊᕙᑖᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᕿᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᖄᐹᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᒍᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᓪᓗᐊᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᑐᓇᖅ 

ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑐᑦ 1-ᑎᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᕿᓂᖅᓴᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᕙᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᒧᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑮᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᕿᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖏᓐᓇᕈᒪᒐᔭᕈᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕈᓂ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᕈᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐊᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

SECTION 2.0 - ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ  

ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᓚᕆᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ. ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ, 

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ ᖃᓂᔅᓴᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓵᓐᖓᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕝᕕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑐᖃᖃᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᑐᖃᒥᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖓ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᒻᒪᖔᖏᑕ. ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓵᓐᖓᔭᖃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒻᒥᒃ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᒃᑲᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᑭᓇᒥ-ᑭᓇᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᐊᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ, 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᐊᔾᔪᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖃᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑕ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᓪᓗ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᓕᒫᖅ, ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐃᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ.  

ᑐᕌᖓᔭᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓇᓱᒃᖢᑕ, ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᔭᖃᖅᖢᑕ ᐅᐃᒍᓯᓇᓱᒃᖢᑕᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓂᒃ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᖅᑭᔅᓱᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᕗᖅ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᒃᖢᓂᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ.  

ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑭᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᕆᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓲᓪᓗ ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᑕᕿᐊᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᐃᓂᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓ 

ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᔅᓴᖓ, ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖓ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᔅᓴᖏᒍᑦ. 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ 

ᑕᒪᐃᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ) ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑎᒥᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ, ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒨᖓᔪᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓅᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐅᕈᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᔅᓴᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓂᔅᓴᖓᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦᑕ ᑕᕐᕇᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᓄᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔪᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖏ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓂᔅᓴᖓᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ ᓅᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ.  

SECTION 3.0 - ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ  

3.1 ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖓ 

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖃᓐᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᑦᑎᐊᕈ ᓯᒻᒥᖃᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᕕᓂᐊ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᓯᒻᒥᖃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓ. ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐅᔭᕋᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᒻᒥᐅᑕᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ 

ᓯᒻᒥᐅᑉ ᐊᓂᐊᔭᖏᑦ ᑰᖏᑕᓗ. ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᐊᓂᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᖄᕈᑎᓂᕕᓂᐊᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᕈᓐᓂᕕᓂᐊᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒍᖅᑕᖅ ᑲᒥᑎᐅᑉ ᑎᕆᔅᓯᐅᑎᖓ, ᐅᔭᕋᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᑲᑕᓐᓂᑯᑦ ᕿᖅᓱᖅᑲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒦᓐᖔᓐᓂᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᖅᓱᖃᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ 

ᕿᖅᓱᖃᓐᓂᑯᓂᓪᓗ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᑦᑑᕗᑦ 540 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓇᐸᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᓇᑎᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᒍᑦ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 240-540 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᕋᓱᒋᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ.  

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓ ᐃᓂᓪᓚᖓᔪᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᒍᑦ. ᓯᓚᖓ ᐸᓂᐅᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᖁᒐᔪᓗᐊᕋᓂ ᓄᓇᖏᑕᓗ 

ᖁᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᖓ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒧᑦ 500 ᒦᑕᒥᒃ, ᐊᐅᒃᐸᓐᓂᖓᑕ ᖄᐹᖓ 2 ᒦᑕᓪᓗᐊᖅ 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᐅᓐᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒐᔪᓐᓂᖓ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᑲᑎᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖁᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᖓ, 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᐃᓲᖅ ᓄᓇ ᒪᓐᖑᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑰᑲᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᔫᓂᒥᒃ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᒻᒥᒃ ᑰᑦ ᑯᕈᖏᓪᓗ, ᐊᖏᓛᓪᓚᕇᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓇᑎᒃ, ᖁᐊᓲᑦ 

ᐃᒪᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᓪᓚᕆᒃᑯᑦ. ᐅᖅᑰᓯᒐᔪᖏᓐᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐃᔾᔪᖓᑕᓗ ᐸᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓗᐊᓐᖏᓚᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖅᓱᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᑰᓐᓄᑦ ᑰᕈᓄᓪᓗ 

ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ.  

ᓄᓇᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᖓᒍᑦ ᑕᐅᕕᔾᔪᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᐸᓗᒃ ᑖᓲᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᑲᓴᒃᖢᓂ 24-ᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓄᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆᒥᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆᒧᑦ 

ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓪᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᑖᓐᖏᑲᐃᓐᓴᖅᖢᓂ. ᐅᑭᐅᓪᓚᕆᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᑯᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᐳᑖᓗ ᐸᓐᓇᑰᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖅᓯᒐᔪᑦᑐᖅ, ᐃᓚᖓ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᓐᖏᑦᑎᐊᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ. ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖔᖓᒍᑦ ᒪᐃᒥᑦ ᐋᒡᒐᓯᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᒃᖢᓂ ᖁᐊᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓃᖅᖢᓂ 

ᓯᓚᖓ ᔪᓂᒥᑦ ᐊᒡᒐᓯᐅᑉ ᓄᓐᖑᐊᓄᑦ. ᑕᖅᑭᖏᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ ᐊᒡᒐᓯᐅᓪᓗ ᒪᖁᒐᔪᓛᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆᒧᑦ, ᖃᐅᒪᓂᖓ 

ᓂᒡᓚᓱᓐᓂᖓᓗ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᓂ, ᐅᒃᑐᐱᕆᐅᑉ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓕᖅᖢᓂ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐱᒋᐊᓐᓂᖓ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᒐᔪᒃᖢᓂ ᑕᖅᑭᖓᓐᓂᒃ.  



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐱᐅᓂᖓ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᐱᑭᑦᑑᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᖓ ᐃᓄᑭᑦᑑᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᑎᑐᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᑰᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᐊᕙᑖᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᕗᑦ ᐃᒪᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᓐᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᓯᔭᓐᒥᒃ, ᐊᓘᒥᓇᒥᒃ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᓪᓗ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, 

ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᖅᑎᑦᑎᐸᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᖓᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᑦᑕ ᐃᒥᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᒪᒪᖏᔾᔪᑎᐊᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᑦ ᓲᓪᓗ ᑳᑦᒥᐊᒻ ᒨᑯᕆᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᖁᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒪᖃᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

3.2 ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᕌᓗᓐᖏᓚᑦ ᑕᑉᐸᐅᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᓲᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ “ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᑦ” 

ᓇᓂᓯᔪᖃᓚᐅᓐᖏᓚᖅ ᐊᕝᕕᐊᕈᑎᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ. 

ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᖅᑯᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ, ᐊᒪᕈᑦ, ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᑦ ᑲᔪᖅᑐᓪᓗ, 

ᑎᕆᐊᑦ, ᐅᑲᓖᑦ ᐊᕕᓐᖓᐃᓪᓗ. ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐳᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᓐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᒍᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓄᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ, 

ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ, ᐊᕝᕖᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᐊᐃᕖᓪᓗ. ᐋᓪᓗᖃᓚᐅᓲᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕝᕕᓂᒃ ᓲᓪᓗ ᑎᑳᒡᒍᑦ.  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖏᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑲᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᑲᐃᕙᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᒪᕉᑎᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᐃᕙᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ 60- 70-ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᕕᓂᖓ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᒍᑦ 1980 – 2000-ᒧᑦ, ᕿᒪᕉᑎᓯᒪᓂᑰᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ 1940 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᑯᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᔾᔮᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒫᖏᒍᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᓲᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓅᑦᑕᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᓪᓗ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓅᑦᑕᖅᑎᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᒥᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᔭᔅᓴᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ.  

ᑎᑭᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᖑᓐᓂᒃ, ᒥᑎᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᖅᓴᐅᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔾᔨᖅᑑᑦ. 

ᓂᕿᑐᖅᑏᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑳᔫᓂᒃ, ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔾᔪᑦ, ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑕᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᕖᑦ, ᐅᒃᐱᔾᔪᐊᓪᓗ. ᐅᓄᓗᐊᕋᑎᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑭᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᑐᒨᓇ ᐃᒪᖏᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᕗᑦ 

ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᐸᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᓇᐅᔭᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

ᒪᕐᕈᓪᓗᐊᑖᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒥᖏᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ: ᐃᖃᓗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᕋᓛᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᓄᑎᓪᓗᐊᔾᔪᐃᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᓰᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᒍᑦ 

ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᓱᔪᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑕᓰᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕋᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᓯᑯᑖᑉ ᐃᖃᓗᖏᑕ ᖃᓂᔅᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓵᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 

ᐃᖃᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᑲᓇᔪᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᒻᒥᐅᑕᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᖏᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, 

ᑲᓇᔪᑦ, ᐆᒐᓪᓗ ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

3.3 ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᕕᓂᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᒻᒪᑐᖄᓗᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦ. ᐅᓄᖅᑑᕗᑦ ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᖃᕝᕖᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᔪᓪᓗ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᐊᕙᑖᒍᑦ ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕝᕕᔅᓴᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖏᒍᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᑰᔪᑦ.  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᓂᔅᓴᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ, ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ 

ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᔾᔪᒻᒥᑦ (280 km), ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ (415 km), ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ (192 km), ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ (155 

km), ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᓪᓗ (160 km). ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᒥᒍᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ 

ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ, ᓂᕿᑐᖃᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑎᒥᖓᒍᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᖃᐅᓯᖏᒍᓪᓗ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᑦ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᓂᑭᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒻᒥᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒻᒥᓪᓗ, ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ 

ᓂᕿᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑉᐱᐊᔾᔪᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥᐅᓄᓪᓗ, ᐃᓚᖓᒍᓪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒻᒥᑦ.  

ᑖᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ-ᑐᓐᖓᔪᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖅ ᐊᖏᓛᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓅᓯᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑕ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓴᖓᓂ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᓪᓗ ᑕᐅᑐᓐᖑᐊᖅᑕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᓂᕿᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑭᖃᓪᓗᐊᕋᔭᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ $12 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ $20 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑖᓚᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᐃᓐᓇᖓᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᓪᓗᐊᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ 350-ᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓪᓚᕆᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓕᒫᒧᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑉᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ.   

ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᑕ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᓲᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᐅᒐᒥᓂᒃ ᒥᖅᓱᖅᑕᒥᓂᓪᓗ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᖅᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑕ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᐸᓗᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ $83 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑖᓚᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ.  

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᓅᓯᒥᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒥᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᓪᔨᓪᓚᕆᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖁᓕᐅᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ 

ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ, ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦ ᓲᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᕈᓯᑦ, ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᒌᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒌᑦᑎᐊᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ, ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖓ.  ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᕗᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᕆᓂᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᓪᓚᕇᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑯᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᒪᑯᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓵᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖃᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᖢᐃᑦᑑᓂᒻᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᓄᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑑᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 70%-ᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑲᖅᖡᑦ 25 ᐊᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᖃᖏᓂᐊᓗ 

ᓴᖅᑮᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᖅᑐᒦᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒥᐅᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᒪᔪᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖓᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᓂ 

ᖃᖓᑕᔭᕆᐊᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓐᖏᓚᑦ. 
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ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᐃᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ, 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓪᓚᕆᐅᑉ ᑐᖓᐅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᓄᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᓲᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ. ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᓪᓗ, ᐅᓄᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ 

ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᐊᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᒐᔪᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ. 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᖃᖅᑐᖅᑕᓕᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐅᓄᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐊᖅᐸᓯᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᓐᖏᓚᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᕈᒪᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ.  

ᐊᓐᓇᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᓐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓖᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᒐᔭᒃᐳᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᓗᐊᔾᔮᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᐃᒐᔭᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᖅᓴᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᕿᓂᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓇᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒋᔭᐅᒐᔪᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ.  

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᖢᒍ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖅ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕝᕕᔾᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ¼ ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 1/3 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᑦ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᓴᕝᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᓪᓗ 

ᐸᐃᑉᐹᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᒪᑦᑎᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᔾᔨᓪᓗᐊᐸᓗᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᒍᕋᐃᑦ 12-ᒥ ᐃᓱᓕᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ. ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ. ᓇᓗᓇᓐᖏᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᔪᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓪᓚᕆᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ.  

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 90%-ᖏᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖁᑎᖏᑕ. 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᓕᓪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᑰᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓂᒃ. 

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᕿᑎᖓᓄᑦ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓲᑉ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ. ᓴᓇᔨᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 

ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑭᓪᓗᓂ.  

SECTION 4.0 - ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓄᓪᓗ 

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ 
ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓᒍᑦ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, 
ᐊᖏᔪᒻᓚᕆᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕆᕗᒍᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᓕᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ. 
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᓚᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᑯᑐᖃᓐᓂᓪᓗ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᓕᐅᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
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ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓛᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓇᑦᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᓪᓗ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓵᓐᖓᔭᐅᔪᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ “ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ (VECs)” ᐊᒻᒪᓗ “ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒋᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᑦ 
ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔭᖏᑦ (VSECs)” ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᓕᐊᖑᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ.  

4.1 ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ  

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ VEC-ᖑᓂᕋᖅᑕᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓂᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᓖᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᒍᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ VEC-ᖑᒧᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓐᓂᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓛᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ  

ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᖏᔫᑎᑦ ᓂᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓱᕐᕌᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓵᓐᖓᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᔅᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ - ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᓴᓗᒪᓂᖓ, ᓂᐱᖃᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑦᑐᑑᖅᑐᓪᓗ  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ - ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᔾᔪᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᓪᓗ ᖁᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᖓ; ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ; ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓂᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓪᓗ; ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖃᖏᑦ – ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒥᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗ; ᐃᒥᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓂᖓ; ᐃᖃᓗᖏᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ – ᑐᕙᖅ; ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᓐᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ; ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᓪᓗ; ᐳᐃᔩᑦ  

4.2 ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ  

ᐅᑯᐊ VSEC-ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑕ ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑕ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᑕᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ.  

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ: ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ; ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑏᓪᓗ; ᐃᓄᖏᑕ ᖃᓂᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ: ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᐅᑎᖏᑦ; ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᑦ; ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖓ; ᒐᕙᒪᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᓂᓪᓗ; ᐃᓅᓯᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᓪᓗ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᑦ: ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᓇᐸᖓᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖅ; ᑳᓐᑐᕌᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᓄᓪᓗ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑐᑦ; 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ, ᑖᒃᓰᔭᐅᑏᑦ ᓂᖏᖅᑕᐅᑏᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ 

4.3 VEC-ᓗ VSEC-ᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᒪᔭᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐊᖑᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ 
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ VEC VSEC-ᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑯᓕᒫᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓂᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ. ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᖢᑕ ᐃᓚᐅᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᑕ-ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ. ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᔭᖏᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᒍᑦ 
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕋᔭᒻᒪᖔᖏᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒥᑦ. 
ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᓂᖅᑯᒐᔅᓴᐅᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕝᕕᐅᑎᔅᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒎᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐊᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐸᓐᓇᑦᑕᖏᑕ 
ᒥᑭᓕᕆᓇᓱᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓪᓗ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ. 
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᑐᓃᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔭᑦ.  

4.3.1 ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ VEC-ᓄᑦ 

ᓇᑭᓐᖔᓐᓂᖓ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓᑕ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᔭᒐᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᓪᓗᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑕᔅᓴᐅᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐊᕆᔪᒪᔭᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓗᐊᔾᔮᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓇᓂ. ᐅᑯᐊ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓛᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᓴᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓᓗ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ.  .  

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ - ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ; ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓂᖓ; ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᔪᑦ ᐃᒃᑐᑑᖅᑐᓪᓗ 

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᓚᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑲᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒧᓪᓗ 
ᐃᑎᔫᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖁᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᖓ ᐸᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᒐᔭᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓴᐅᑉ 
ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓕᓐᓂᕈᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᕙᒻᒪᑕ ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᓂᐊᑎᑉᐸᑦᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᖅ ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᒥᑭᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᓂᐊᑎᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᓪᓗ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᒍᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᓂᐊᔪᑦ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ, 
ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᔾᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᑕᖕᒫᕝᕖᓪᓗ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐳᔪᒻᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᓃᓐᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐳᔫᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ 
ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦᑕ ᐳᔫᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᓄᑦ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓲᓪᓗ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒧᑦ ᒪᓴᑦᑎᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᕙᓗᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᒧᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᒥᓪᓗᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐳᔫᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᑉᐹᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ ᐳᔪᓪᓘᔪᓂᒃ.  

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓂᑦᑑᒐᔭᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᓗᐊᕋᔭᕋᓱᒋᓇᑎᒍᑦ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᑐᑯᑐᕝᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᕗᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑏᑦ ᓴᓇᔾᔪᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓗᐊᔾᔮᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ: ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ, ᐃᔾᔪᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᓪᓗ ᖁᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᖓ; ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ; ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓂᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓪᓗ; ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᖁᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᔾᔪᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓚᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᖓᒍᑦ ᓂᓚᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᖄᖅᑯᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᒍᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖃᓐᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓᑕᓗ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕈᓐᓇᓐᓂᓕᒫᖏᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓪᓚᕆᒋᐊᖃᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᔅᓴᐅᑉ 
ᐸᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᖢᓂ ᑰᕝᕕᖃᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᖅᓱᓐᖑᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓴᓇᐅᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓐᖑᓕᕈᓂ.  



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓂᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐊᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᑯᐊᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ 
ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᓐᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᒍᑦ. ᓈᓴᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᒐᔭᒻᒪᖔᑦᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᔪᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᕿᔭᐅᒐᔭᒻᒪᖔᖏᑕ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓴᑦᑎᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕈᓂ ᐊᖅᑯᑖ ᓴᓂᕌᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᔪᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᐅᔭᐅᓗᐊᕋᔭᓐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ.  

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓪᓚᕆᑦᑕᕗᑦ ᓂᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓱᕐᕌᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓐᓂᔅᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ 
ᓂᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ. ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᕝᕕᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑳᕌᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 
ᕿᓐᖑᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓛᒃ ᐱᕐᕈᑦᑐᖃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᑐᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᐸᓪᓗᒃ 
ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑎᔾᔪᐊᒧᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᔾᔮᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ 
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᔅᓴᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᓗᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ. 
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᓐᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᓐᓄᓪᓗ, ᓱᒃᑲᓴᓗᐊᓐᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᕿᒫᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ. ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑏᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒦᑦᑐᖃᕈᓂ ᓴᓂᕌᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ. 
ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᑯᐊᓄᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᓕᕌᖓᑕ, ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᖅ ᑲᑦᑐᖅᓯᓗᓂ 
ᓄᖅᑲᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓂᒍᕋᓱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑳᓐᓂᕆᔭᒥᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᑳᕝᕕᓕᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᑳᕈᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᒪᓂᕋᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐅᖃᓗᕋᐅᔭᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐲᔭᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᑳᕈᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.   

ᐅᓄᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᒥᒃ, ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ, ᐊᓯᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓲᓂᒃ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓗᐊᕌᓗᔾᔮᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᓛᓄᑦ ᓲᓪᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔾᔪᐃᑦ, ᑲᖑᐃᑦ, ᒥᑏᑦ ᖃᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗ. ᓯᕗᓂᐊᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᓴᓇᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ, ᐃᕙᕝᕖᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓪᓗ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒪᕉᑎᖏᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᕗᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᓂᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᕋᔭᕋᑎᒃ.  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖃᕝᕕᖏᑦ - ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖅᓱᖓ ᐃᓱᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗ; ᐃᒥᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓂᖓ; ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᑦ  

ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᐅᕙᒌᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ 
ᓴᓇᐅᔭᒪᓂᔅᓴᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᓯᖏᑕᓗ ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᒪᖁᑖ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᒻᒪᖔᑦ.  

ᐃᒥᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᕗᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᒥᕕᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᑦᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᒧᑦ 
ᐊᓇᓪᓗᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒥᕕᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯ ᓴᓗᒪᓕᓪᓗᓂ ᑯᕕᔭᐅᕙᓪᓗᓂ 
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑰᒐᓛᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᖁᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᐅᑎᒃᑯᕕᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᓯᕆᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᐴᓗᑕᖃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᒦᑦ ᐅᐊᓴᕈᑎᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖄᖅᑎᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᓂᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᕝᕕᐊᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ. ᑐᐊᕕᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᖃᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᓂᒻᒧᑦ 
ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓐᖓᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᓈᒻᒪᓛᖑᔪᒥᓪᓗ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᑯᕕᔪᖃᑲᓪᓚᓐᓂᕈᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒥ.  



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᑦᑕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᓴᐃᔭᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᒥᖅ ᐅᐊᓴᐅᑎᓐᓂᕈᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᖏᓂᒃ, 
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᐅᕋᖅᑕᕝᕕᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᑦᑕᕝᕕᑦ ᑰᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ. 

ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖓ ᐃᑳᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᑲᓪᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᖃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᑳᕆᐊᓕᕗᑦ 
ᐃᖃᓗᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ. ᑰᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑳᕈᑏᓪᓗ ᓇᐸᔪᑦ ᑰᕈᓐᓄᑦ ᑰᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐋᓚᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔭᖏᑦᑕᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑦ ᓴᓐᖑᐊᓪᓚᒍᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓵᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᕗᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᑕ ᑕᓰᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐊᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕋᑦᑎᒍᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᒐᔭᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᕝᕕᐅᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓴᓂᖅᑯᕝᕕᖃᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓂᕿᔅᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᑐᑎᔭᕗᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ.  

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ - ᑐᕙᖅ; ᑕᕆᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᓐᓂᖓᑕᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ; ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᖅᑐᓪᓗ; ᐳᐃᔩᑦ  

ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᐊᕆᕗᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᖁᓪᓗᒍ. 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓇᓪᓗᕕᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᐃᒦᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᑯᕕᓐᓂᑦ ᖄᖅᑎᕆᕝᕕᓂᓪᓗ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᑕ ᑯᕕᔭᐅᓂᔅᓴᖏᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓯᓚᕈᔪᒻᒧᑦ ᑰᒐᓛᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔭᖏᕝᕕᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒥᕕᓂᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᖅᓴᔅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ.  

ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑰᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ 
ᑯᕕᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒧᑦ. n=4n7u4 syc3b3t5 wm3u4 w4bdtccb3ix3g5 wqCoCz7u4 w4Wr5g3Jxj5. 

W4bdtcExccb3g5 sux3Jx6 S4b8iz xetx3ymNhx3LA. bmN w4bdbsJ6 f=/scb3ix33g6 w4Wr5g3Jxj5 

trnoixoCz7u4. bmN wm6 x5pQtxcb/q5bz Gw4raizA5 xml ckwg8izA5H bmg7m wmz8i4. 

Cspn3bsc3ymJ6 xml csp/syml8i w4Wr5g3Jx2 w7mz8i5 ckwottlx/g6. whmlt/symJ6 bmN wm6 

w4bdtQ/sJ6 dWD3bttgwNExc1iq8i4 bmgm dWDEqb18i4. xg3bsMExc3g8i4 xe4yymJc3g6 xgxZoEp8i5 

bmuz nSpymix3g7u4, wMc3L8i bmN wm6 w4bdtQ/sJ6 nlm,3n3bscb3ix3g6 f=/sMiz8i. ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᑦᑕᖅᑯᑎᑦ ᐃᒥᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᐊᑐᓚᖑᔪᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᓂᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ, ᐅᒡᔪᐃᑦ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ, ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᓪᓗ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᑦ, ᐊᕝᕖᓪᓗ.  

ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᑉᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᒍᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᒍᑦ. 
ᑐᕙᖅ ᐱᐅᓛᕆᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᓇᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᔾᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒡᓗᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᓐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᔾᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᑦᑎᐊᖃᓕᓲᑦ ᒪᔾᔨᒥ 
ᐃᐳᕈᒥᓪᓗ ᓇᑦᑎᐊᖃᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᐅᔪᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᓐᓄᑦ. ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᔅᓴᓗᐊᕋᑎᒃ 
ᓯᑯᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓂᓪᓗ ᓯᑯᒃᑰᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᑦᑎᐊᖃᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᑦᑎᐊᒥᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᒻᒧᑦᑐᖅᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᒪᖓᑕ ᑐᕙᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᑐᕙᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᑕ ᐃᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥᓪᓗ. ᐅᓄᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᔪᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 
ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᓇᑦᑎᓐᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᒻᒪᑕ ᑐᕙᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑑᑉ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓗᐊᕋᔭᕋᑎᒃ.  

ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖃᕆᕗᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᓵᓐᖓᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᒍᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓃᒐᔪᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᕋᑎᒃ. ᐊᐃᕖᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᔪᕆᕗᑦ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᒍᑦ ᑕᑉᐱᑲᓐᖓᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᒥ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᔪᑦ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐆᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᓵᒐᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᓂᐱᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕋᓱᒋᓐᖏᑕᕗᑦ. 
ᐊᓯᖏᒍᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐅᒡᓕᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓄᑦ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᓐᓄᑦ 
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕋᔭᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᕌᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᕆᔭᖓᑕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᕆᔭᖓᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖅ 
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑦ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᒍᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᔾᔫᑉ ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ. 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᐅᒡᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᒐᔪᒃᑭᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᒍᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᖃᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᖑᕝᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᕈᓂᒋᑦ. ᐅᒡᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᑦᑎᐊᖃᓕᓲᑦ ᒪᔾᔨᐅᑉ ᕿᑎᖓᓂᑦ ᒪᐃ ᐱᒋᐊᓐᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐊᓐᓄᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᒐᔭᖅᖢᓂ ᓯᑯ ᐊᐅᓚᔭᓐᓂᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᒡᔪᐃᑦ 
ᕿᓚᒥᐊᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᕇᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᐅᒡᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐅᒡᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᖃᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ.  

ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᒍᑦ ᐊᕝᕕᐊᕈᑎᔭᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑕ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 
20,000-ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᔩᖃᑦᑕᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᒃ ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑕᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᖓᓐᓂᒃ. ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ 
ᐅᒋᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᓂᖓᒍᑦ. ᐃᓛᓐᓂᓚᐅᓱᖓᖅ ᑐᒑᓖᑦ 
ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓚᐅᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᐅᑮᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᒪᕕᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑲᓛᓪᖠᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᐅᑉ. ᑭᒡᓕᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓇᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ 
ᐊᕙᑎᖏᒍᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒑᑦ ᕿᒪᕉᑎᓗᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ 
ᐊᖅᑯᓵᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ). ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᖏᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᓐᖑᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᒍᑐᐊᖅ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᖃᑲᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᒻᒪᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᓱᖔᓗᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ.  

ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᓄᓐᖏᑦᑐᒻᓚᕆᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ 
ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑕᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᖓ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᑮᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ. ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ, 
ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᓃᓲᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ, ᓴᓂᕋᔭᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᒍᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᔪᓚᐃᒥᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒧᑦ. 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓂᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ ᕿᒫᔭᒻᒪᑕ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓂᓪᓗ ᓯᑯᒃᑰᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᒫᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ ᓱᖏᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᐸᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᐃᓚᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᕆᓂᒻᒥᒃ. 

ᐊᕝᕖᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓃᓲᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᑕᒪᐃᑕ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᑯᓪᓗ. ᐊᕝᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕝᕕᐊᓛᖃᕝᕕᒃ 
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᒍᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᕕᐅᓪᓗ 
ᐅᑮᕝᕕᒋᒐᔪᒃᑕᖓᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕝᕖᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᓪᓗ, ᐊᕝᕖᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐳᐃᒐᔭᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᓚᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᑯᓗᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ 
ᐊᕝᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ.  

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᑉᐳᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒡᔭᖏᑕ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᒍᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑳᒃ, ᕋᐅᓕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᕋᐃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᒍᑦ. ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᑎᓯᓕᐅᕝᕕᐅᓲᖑᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓄᓐᓄᑦ. ᓇᓄᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᑮᕙᒃᑭᕗᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ. 
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᐃᕝᕙᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᖃᕋᓱᒋᒍᓂᐅᓪᓗ. ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᑕ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓐᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᓴᓗᒪᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᑕᖕᒫᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᒋᐊᕆᔪᓐᓇᒻᒪᑦ 
ᓇᕆᐊᖅᑐᖃᕋᔭᓐᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᒻᒥᒃ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ. ᓇᓄᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᖢᑕ ᓇᓄᖃᒐᔪᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᕗᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᖁᓇᒋᑦ.  

4.3.2 ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ VSEC-ᖑᓂᕋᖅᑕᓄᑦ 

ᓇᑭᓐᖔᓐᓂᖓ  

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑎᖏᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᒻᒥᐅᖑᔪᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᐊᓗ 
ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔪᑦ ᓂᖏᖅᑕᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐸᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕆᕗᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᑐᔪᒃᑰᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ-ᑎᑭᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ-ᐊᐅᓚᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓯᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᖢᐃᑦᑑᓕᓐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᓲᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᓛᖑᒻᒪᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᒋᐊᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᒐᔭᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ. 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᓇᒃᖢᒍ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᕗᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᔅᓴᖃᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑎᒍᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑎᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ. 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ: ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ; ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑏᓪᓗ; ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓂᒪᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗ  

ᓴᖅᑮᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᒃᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ, 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓴᐅᑉ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᑰᕗᑦ. ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓅᓇ ᓄᒃᑕᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᔾᔮᕋᓱᒋᓐᖏᓚᕗᑦ 
ᑕᑯᓇᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ 
ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᓐᖏᑦᑕᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᖏᓂᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 
ᑕᐃᒪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᕆᔭᖏᒍᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᔅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᒻᒧᑦ 
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᔅᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᔅᓴᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᔅᓴᓄᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓐ, ᑲᑭᕙᒃ ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᔅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐃᓂᒻᒥᓪᓗ ᑕᑯᔅᓇᕈᐃᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ-ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐃᓂᒻᒧᑦ, ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖏᑦ, 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᖅᓴᐅᑏᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒧᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᖓᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕝᕕᖓᓂᓪᓗ. ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒥᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 18 ᑐᖔᓂᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒥ 
ᐃᑲᔪᐃᒐᔭᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᐃᓅᓯᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᒪᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖃᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ.  

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᑦᑕᓐᓃᑦ/ᐊᐅᓛᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᓪᓗ ᓱᖑᐃᑎᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖃᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᑦ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᖏᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕋᓱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ. ᓇᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓐᓃᑦ 
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓂᓪᓗ ᒪᑐᐃᕈᔾᔪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ.  

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓇᕈᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖓᔮᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓄᑦ 
ᓇᔅᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓂᐅᕕᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓵᓐᖓᓇᓱᒃᑕᕗᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐋᖓᔮᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖓᔮᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒥᐊᓗᓪᓗ 
ᐱᑕᖃᖁᔭᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ. ᐊᔫᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕆᕗᑦ.  

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ: ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᖏᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᐅᑎᖏᑦ; ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᑦ; ᓄᓇᒦᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ; ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᓯᕗᓕᐊᕆᓂᓪᓗ; ᐃᓅᓯᖃᕈᓯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᐃᓪᓗ  

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᒃᑯᓂ ᐱᓕᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕝᕕᐅᒐᔭᒻᒪᑦ. ᕼᐋᒻᓚᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒪᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᑯᐊᓄᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᓵᖅᓯᓂᖅ 
ᐊᑭᓕᖃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔪᓐᖏᓐᓂᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᓕᕆᔪᒪᔭᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᒥᑦᑕᕝᕕᐊᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᒥᑦᑕᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕋᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐸᓐᓇᔅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᒥᑦᑕᕝᕖᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓂᒃ. 
ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᖁᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑭᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᕆᓗᑎᒃ. ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑎᓗᒍ, 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑖᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ.  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᔨᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᐅᓴᕗᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ 
ᒐᕙᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᖃᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ. ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒧᑦ ᐋᔩᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᖅᑕᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓛᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᒌᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓂᒻᒧᑦ.  

ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᒥᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᓇᒥᕈᓘᔭᖅ ᐊᑭᓐᖓᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕗᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᖓᓂ, ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔭᖏᒍᑦ. ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᒻᒥᒃ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ 
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  

ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᖃᕝᕖᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᓂᓪᓗ 
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓚᕆᔅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖏᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓐᖓᑐᖄᓗᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ. ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᖃᕝᕕᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐅᐃᕙᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᑦ ᓅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓐᖑᐊᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᓖᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᓄᓪᓗ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔪᔅᓴᓂᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᖃᖅᕖᑦ.  



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᓵᓐᖓᔭᖃᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᕿᓐᖑᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑖᓄᓪᓗ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖ ᑐᕙᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᕈᓲᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᒃᐲᑦ ᒥᔅᓵᓄᑦ. ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᓂᒍᕝᕕᔅᓴᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᕝᕕᐅᑉ 
ᓄᓇᓕᒋᔭᖏᑕ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓᓂ ᓂᕆᔭᔅᓴᓂᒃ 
ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᔅᓴᒥᓪᓗ ᓂᒍᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕝᕕᐅᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᕋᓱᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᑦ: ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᓇᐸᖓᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖅ; ᑳᓐᑐᕌᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᓄᓪᓗ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑐᑦ; 
ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ, ᑖᒃᓰᔭᐅᑏᑦ ᓂᖏᖅᑕᐅᑏᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓄᒻᒨᖓᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᓂᕌᒍᓪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᐅᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᓯᓂᐊᒻᒪᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓ ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᕆᓗᓂᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐱᔅᓇᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᕈᔾᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕈᑎᖏᒍᓪᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓴᓂᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᓂᐅᕕᕋᕈᑎᓂᒃ 
ᓂᐅᕕᖅᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕈᑕᐅᓲᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ 
ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒧᑦ.  

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓕᕈᓂ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓄᓪᓗ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᓐᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊᒍᑦ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓂᖏᖅᑕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ. ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒻᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᓯᑎᒍᑦ, ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᓰᔭᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᖏᑕ 
ᑖᒃᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓯᑲᐅᑎᒋᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓲᑏᑦ 
ᑭᖑᓂᖔᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓕᕈᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᖓ.  

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᒥᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒃᖢᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᔅᓴᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᖁᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ, 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓅᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᐊᒐᖏᑦ, 
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᓯᒪᒻᒪᖔᖏᑕ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕆᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ-ᓇᐸᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᕘᓪᓗ.   

SECTION 5.0 - ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔪᑦ, ᑲᓂᒪᖃᖅᑐᓕᕆᔪᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓕᕆᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ  

ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᔪᒪᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᖃᓂᒪᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓂᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᑕ 

ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑕᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔪᒪᔭᖓ ᑎᑭᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓗᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓂᓪᓗ, ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ, ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᓄᓪᓗ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᑐᐊᕈᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᔭᖓ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᒃ (ᐊᖏᕈᑎᐊ) ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐋᔩᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.  



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ, ᖃᓂᒪᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᒻᒧᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ (EHS) ᑐᓐᖓᕕᐅᕗᖅ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐱᐅᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᓲᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ EHS-ᖓ 

ᑎᒍᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᕘᕋᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᓃᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᐅᖅᖢᑎᓪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ 

ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᑲᒪᒋᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᒻᒥᒃ  

ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᖏᑦ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᑦᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᓇ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ.  

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᑎᖃᕈᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᓪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓕᒫᓄᑦ 

ᑲᓐᑐᕌᑦᑎᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒍᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᓄᓪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

ᐊᑐᓛᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓵᓐᖓᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᐊᕕᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᔅᓯᒪᓂᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᓪᓗ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓴᖅᑭᔾᔮᕋᓱᒋᓐᖏᑕᕋᓗᐊᕗᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑯᕕᔪᖃᓐᓂᕈᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᒍᑦ, 
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑯᕕᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖅᓴᔅᓴᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᐅᑏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᐅᔭᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᔅᓴᒥᓂᒃ 
ᑎᑭᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᖓ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᐅᓂᑯ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ 
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓚᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᑯᕕᔪᒧᑦ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑲᓛᖦᖠᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᔭᖓᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖓ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 
ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓪ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᒍᑦ ᔫᓂ, ᔪᓚᐃ, ᐊᒡᒐᓯ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒻᒥᒃ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐅᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᒍᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᖏᑕ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᔭᖓᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᐅᓛᖑᒐᔭᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᒥᒃ ᔪᓚᐃᒥᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒧᑦ 
ᑐᕙᖃᖏᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ.  

SECTION 6.0 - ᓯᓚᑖᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᖢᒋᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᖓ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ, 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᖏᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᖓ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᓴᖅᑮᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᑦ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᓱᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᒃ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᒍᑦ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑲᑐᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᓱᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᔭᑦᑕ ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕋᔭᕈᑦᑕ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᑕ ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᔾᔮᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓐᖏᓚᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᔭᕋᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ.  

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓯᓚᑖᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐳᐃᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᑭᐊᓄᑦ, 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓗᐊᕋᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖃᕝᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᒐᕙᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

SECTION 7.0 - ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᓄᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓂᑰᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓵᓐᖓᔭᐅᓂᑰᔪᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔭᖃᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᓖᕌᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑕ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ.  

ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᔪᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᕆᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᐊᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒋ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐊᕙᑖᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᓕᒫᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᒐᔭᕆᓪᓗᓂ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕈᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᖢᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᖑᔪᓄᓪᓗ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᐅᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᒃᑯᓂ ᓴᖅᑭᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᖓᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ.  

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᖃᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᖏᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒥᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᕈᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᓐᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ 

ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥᓇᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᔾᔪᑎᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔫᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓲᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓂᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑕᕌᖓᒥᒃ.  

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᓕᒫᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᓂᖅ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐃᓂᔅᓴᖓ ᓄᑖᓪᓚᕆᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖓᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᔅᓴᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᖃᓛᑦ ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᑦᑕᖏᑕ ᑐᕙᖏᑦ ᕿᒪᕉᑎᓯᒪᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᔭᖏᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓂ ᑐᕙᒃᑯᑦ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᓲᓪᓗᓕ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᑐᕙᖓᒍᑦ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᖏᑦ.  

SECTION 8.0 - ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐊᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖏᑕ 

ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᒻᒧᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑕ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑕᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ. ᐅᓄᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᔅᓯᒪᕗᒍᑦ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᒃᖢᑕ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓂᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᓵᓐᖓᔭᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔭᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᖏᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒧᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᓱᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᒥᑭᓛᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᓐᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᕋᓱᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᔅᓴᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓴᓇᔪᒪᓯᒪᔭᖓ ᐆᒃᑐᕈᑎᒋᔭᖓᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᖏᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᔅᓴᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦᑕ 

ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᖃᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒍᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᐸᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓕᒪᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᓕᐊᑦᑕ.   

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒻᒥᐅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᓕᐊᖑᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ (VECs) ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒻᒥᐅᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᔾᔮᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ. 

ᐱᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ  

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᒃᑐᐃᓂᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓰᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐱᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᐸᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑮᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᓪᓗ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑖᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᕗᑦ, ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐋᔩᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕᓗ, ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐊᒧᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ. ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᔪᖃᓐᓂᖓ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒃ 

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑕ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕆᒍᑎᒃ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᑦ ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᖅᑯᑖ, ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᓪᓗ ᐊᖅᑯᑖ, ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕝᕕᑦ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕖᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒧᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑮᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᓄᓴᖏᒍᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᐸᒍᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑑᒃ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᓯᒐᔭᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᖓᑕ ᐃᑎᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᖃᓯᐅᑎᒐᔭᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᐸᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒻᒧᓪᓗ.  

SECTION 9.0 - ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐊᓐᓂᕋᐃᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑉ 

ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᒧᑦ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᓚᕆᐊᒍᑦ. ᖃᔅᓯᒐᓚᐅᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑖᑕ, ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᒻᒧ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᖏᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᖓᑕ ᐊᑑᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ 

ᐱᖁᔭᖅ. ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᕆᑎᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒻᒥᒃ 

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᖁᔭᐅᒍᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᕆᔭᖓ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᓕᐅᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᓪᓗ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔭᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᓂᓪᓗ.  

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦᑕ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 16, 2009-ᒥ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 3, 2010-ᒥ ᑭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᖏᒍᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓃᓐᓂᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᔪᑦ:  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 1: ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᓪᓗᐊᖏᑦ - ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᓲᓪᓗ ᖁᓛᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᔭᕗᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ, ᓇᑭᓐᖔᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒧᑦ, ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦᑕ. 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 2: ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᖅ, ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓲᑦ - ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᐃᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᓪᓚᕆᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᑰᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔫᑉ ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑕ ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ.  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 3: ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ - ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖓᖏᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖅᑐᔫᑎᔅᓴᑦ, ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᖏᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒥᑦ, ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᔅᓴᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓄᑦ, 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
   

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᔅᓴᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ/ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᐊᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᖏᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᔅᓴᑦ ᐅᓄᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᔅᓴᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᑰᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ.  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 4: ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ - ᓴᖅᑮᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᔅᓴᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᓄᓪᓗ.  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 5: ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ - ᐃᓚᖃᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᑭᓐᖔᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ ᐳᔪᓪᓕᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᓂᐊᑎᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᖅᑰᓯᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 

ᐊᓂᐊᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓪᓗᐊᒧᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᔾᔪᐊᒧᓪᓗ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᖔ ᓯᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᓂᐱᖃᓐᓂᖏᒍᓪᓗ.  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 6: ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ - ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᑭᓐᖔᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᔅᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅ ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑦ 

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ, ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᓪᓗ.  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 7: ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ - ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓖᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᑭᓐᖔᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᔭᐅᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑦ 

ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑰᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᒥᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓂᖓᑕᓗ 

ᓱᕐᕌᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 8: ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ - ᓵᓐᖓᔭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᔭᐅᓇᓱᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᑯᒧᑦ ᑐᕙᒧᓪᓗ, ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᓐᓂᐊᓄᓪᓗ, 

ᐃᖃᓗᖏᓄᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᖏᓄᓪᓗ.  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 9: ᑲᑐᖅᓱᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᕕᓃᑦ – ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ 

ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᔅᓴᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᕙᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥᓪᓗ 

ᑕᑯᔅᓇᕈᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᒪᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦᑎᒍᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ ᐱᕐᕈᓗᕝᕕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ, ᐱᕐᕈᓗᐊᕿᔪᖃᕈᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᖃᓄᑎᒋᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᒃᑲᔭᓐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐱᔪᒥᓇᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᓕᐊᖑᔪᒪᔫᑉ (ᓲᓪᓗ, ᓯᓚᕈᔪᒻᒧᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓱ, 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓯᓚᑎᒑᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓯᓚᑖᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔪᑦ).  

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊ 10: EHS-ᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ - ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖅᑕᖅ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ 

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑳᓐᑐᕌᑦᑎᖏᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᓄᑦ. 
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 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.1 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ 

VEC ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ (ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ 
(ᓃᑦ) 

ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᖓ  

ᐳᔪᓪᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐅᖅᑰᓯᑎᑦᑎᔭᑦᑐᑦ 
(GHG) 

• ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᒃ 
GHG ᐊᓂᐊᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

• ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᖓ 

• ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎ  

• ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᒃᑯ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᐃᓂᖅ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒥᒃ  

• ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐳᔪᓪᓗᒃ GHG 
ᐊᓂᐊᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᓯᓚᖓ ᓯᓚᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓂᖓ 

• ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ:  

o ᑲᑎᑕᑦ ᐳᒃᑕᔪᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᖓᒍᑦ 
(TSP), ᐆᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐳᔪᖅ 
(SO2), ᐃᐱᓂᐊᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐳᔪᖅ (NO2), 
ᐊᓂᖅᓵᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐳᔪᖅ 
(CO). 

 

• ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑲᑕᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᒪᒃᑯᐊ:  

o ᓯᐅᕋᐅᑉ ᐳᔪᖓ, 
ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 
ᓄᖑᓴᐃᔭᑦᑐᒥᒃ (PAI). 

• ᐱᐅᓛᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑕ ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᓂᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ 

• ᐊᑐᓐᓂᕗᑦ ᐳᔪᓪᓗᓕᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧ ᐃᒐᓯᐅᑎ 

• ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᓴᕈᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᖏᑦ 

• ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᓯᖃᓕᕆᕝᕖᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᖁᑎᖏᑦ 
ᓯᓚᒨᖓᖏᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᓯᓚᒥᒃ ᒥᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᓪᓗ 
ᒥᓪᓗᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐳᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

• ᐳᔫᖅᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᒪᓴᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖅᑯᑖ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕝᕕᒋᔭᕗᑦ  

• ᓂᐅᕕᕋᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐊᓂᐊᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐳᔪᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐱᖁᑎᒋᔭᒥᓄᑦ (ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓚᐅᑎ, ᐆᒻᒪᖅᑯᑎᖏᑦ, 
ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᖏᑦ)  

• ᐃᒋᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓐᓂᖏᑦ (ᐃᑯᐊᓪᒪᐅᑎ) 

• ᐊᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓ, ᑐᐊᐸᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᖅᑯᓯᐅᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ  

• ᓴᓇᔾᔪᑎᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ  

• ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ:  

o ᑲᑎᑕᑦ ᐳᒃᑕᔪᑦ 
ᐃᑭᐊᖓᒍᑦ 
(TSP), 
ᐆᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐳᔪᖅ (SO2), 
ᐃᐱᓂᐊᓐᓇᖅᑐ
ᖅ ᐳᔪᖅ (NO2), 
ᐊᓂᖅᓵᓐᓇᖏᑦ
ᑐᖅ ᐳᔪᖅ 
(CO). 

 

• ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ 
ᑲᑕᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᒪᒃᑯᐊ:  

o ᓯᐅᕋᐅᑉ ᐳᔪᖓ, 
ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆ
ᐊᓕᒃ 
ᓄᖑᓴᐃᔭᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
(PAI). 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

 

 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.1 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ 

VEC ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ (ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᓂᐱᖃᓐᓂᖅ 
ᐃᑦᑐᑑᖅᑐᓪᓗ 

ᓂᐱᖃᓐᓂᖅ 
ᐃᑦᑐᑑᖅᑐᓪᓗ 
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᖏᒍᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓂᔾᔪᑏᑦ  

• ᓂᐅᕕᕋᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᓂᐱᖃᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔾᔪᑎᓕᒫᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᖏᓪᓗ 

• ᑐᑯᑐᕝᕕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᖅ– ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᓪᓗ  

• ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᖏᒍᑦ 
ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᔾᔪᑏᑦ  ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ, 
ᐃᔾᔪᑦ  
ᖁᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓪᓗ  

ᓱᕐᕋᔅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ 

• ᓄᓇᖓ ᓱᕈᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

• ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕿᓪᓕᓂᖓ 
ᓄᖑᓴᔭᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗ  

• ᐊᐅᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄ 
ᐊᕿᓪᓕᔪᖅ ᑲᑕᓐᓃᓪᓗ  

• ᓄᓇᖓ ᓅᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ  

• ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᖁᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑏᓪᓗ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖓᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᒍᑦ  

• ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓄᑦ  

• ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓂᖏᒍᑦ ᑰᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑳᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᔾᔨᒍᑎᒃ 
ᑰᒃᑕᖓᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖄᒥᑦᑎᒍᓂ ᑰᑉ ᓯᓇᔾᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ  

• ᑰᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐃᒪᓱᖃᖁᓇᒍ ᓇᐅᒃᑯᓕᒫᖅ  

• ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᒥᒃ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
(ᓱᕋᑦᑎᕆᔪᑦ 
ᐃᑉᐱᓐᓂᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐ 
ᓄᓇᖏᓂᒃ) ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖏᑦ 
• ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑕᓗ 
ᐊᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

• ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᒃᑰᖓᓂᖓ 

• ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᓯᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

• ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖓ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓗᓂ/ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᔅᓴᖓ 

• ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐲᖅᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ (PDA) 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
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ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
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ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ 
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ (ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ 

ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᔾᔪᑦ 

ᑲᖑᐃᑦ 

ᒥᑏᑦ ᕿᖓᓖᓪᓗ 
ᖃᖅᓴᐅᑦ 

ᐊᒃᐸᐃᑦ 

ᕿᓂᖅᑖᖅ 
ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ 

• ᑎᖕᒥᐊ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖏᑦ 
ᓴᕋᑦᑎᖅᑕᑦ  

• ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  
• ᑐᖁᕋᓐᓂᖏᑦ  
• ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ 
• ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖏᒍᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᔪᑦ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖏᑦ / ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᕆᓂᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ  

• ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᒃᑰᖓᓂᖓ 
• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᖃᐅᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ 
• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖓ 
• ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᑲᐃᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
• ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᐅᓲᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ 
• ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᓕᒫᒥᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᓂᖓ 

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᖃᓪᓗᒍ 500 ᒦᑕᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᖓᔪᒥᒃ 
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᐊᑕ ᕿᒪᕉᑎᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ  

• ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖃᕝᕕᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴ 
• ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓂᓕᒫᒥᓄᑦ, ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓛᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ 

ᒥᑦᑕᖅᑐᕝᕕᔅᓴᖏᑕ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᕆᐊᕈᑎᓪᓗ  
• ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐅᐃᒍᖓᓂ 10ᑲ-11 ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎ 
ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓ   

• ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  

• ᑐᖁᕋᓐᓂᖏᑦ  
• ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.1 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ 

(ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓂᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᑦᑕᖏᓪᓗ  ᑐᒃᑐᑦ 

• ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᖏᑦ 

• ᓇᕈᕕᖃᕈᓐᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
• ᑐᖁᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

• ᕿᓐᖑᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓴᖅᑎᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᓪᓚᕆᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

• ᐃᓱᖃᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑦ 
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕈᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒪᔅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐴᓪᓚᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᒻᒥᓂᒃ, 
ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓂᔾᔪᑎᖃᓐᓂᐊ ᓱᒃᑲᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ 
ᓄᖅᑲᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᒻᒪᑦ.  

• ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᓐᓂᖏᑦ 300 
ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ, ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑕᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᓂᖓ 
ᐱᔭᕆᑐᓗᐊᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 
ᖁᑦᑎᓐᓂᖅᓴᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ.  

• ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᖁᔨᖏᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.  

• ᐊᐳᑏᔭᐃᓂᖅ ᒪᓂᖅᑭᔅᓴᐃᓂᓪᓗ ᓯᕕᖓᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ 
ᓴᓂᕋᖏᑕ ᐊᐱᒐᔪᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᐅᓪᓗ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑖᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᕿᒫᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕋᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ 
ᓇᓕᕌᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 

• ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ ᐊᖅᑯᑖᑕ ᑎᓐᖓᕕᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ ᖄᒥᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᐅᕋᐅᓂᖅᓴᓕᒻᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᓕᕈᑎ 
ᖁᐊᐃᔭᕿᖁᓇᒋᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖄᒥᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖓᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓ 
ᐊᔾᔨᖃᕋᓱᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ.  

• ᐊᔭᖏᔭᑎᑦᑎᔭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔫᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᖅᑯᓵᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᐃᖅᓱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ.  

• ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᖏᑦ 
• ᓇᕈᕕᖃᕈᓐᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
• ᑐᖁᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.1 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᒥᖏᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᓗ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ (ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᐃᒪᖅᑐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 
ᑰᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᓯᒻᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐃᒪᖅᑐᓐᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓ 

• ᐃᒪᑭᓪᓕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒥᑦᑕᕝᕖᑦ 
ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᒪᖅᑐᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ 
ᐊᓈᓗᖃᕝᕕᕕᓂᐊᑕ 
ᓴᓗᒪᓕᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓄᑦ  

• ᑰᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᒍᑦ 
ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᕿᔾᔪᑎᖏᑕ ᐃᒥᐅᑉ  

• ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᒪᖅᑕᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᒥᒃ  
• ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐃᒥᒻᒧᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓ ᐃᒥᖅᑐᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᑦ 

ᓈᓴᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 
• ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᐃᒥᖅᑐᓗᐊᓐᖏᔾᔪᑏᑦ  

• ᑰᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᒍᑦ 
ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᓐᓂᖃᓐᓂᐊᓗ  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓱᓐᓂᖃᓐᓂᖏᓗ 

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᔾᔪᐊᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ 
ᑎᑭᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᐃᒥᒻᒥᒃ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔩᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ 

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᔾᔪᐊᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ 
ᑎᑭᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᐃᒥᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓱᓐᓂᕆᓲᖏᑕ 

• ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᑦ/ᐅᔭᕋᑦᑕᕝᕕᑦ ᓯᐅᕋᖅᑕᕝᕕᓪᓗ 
30 ᒦᑕᒥᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᖃᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᒃ  

• ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᐅᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐲᔭᖁᓇᒍ 
ᐃᒥᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᓯᓚᕈᔪᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖑᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᖏᓂᒃ  

• ᐃᓕᐅᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᖀᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ/ᑰᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᖃᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ   

• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᒍᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ 
• ᓯᑯᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᑯᐊᖏᑕᓗ ᑰᑉ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
• ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ BMP-ᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖄᐹᖏᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ 
• ᐊᓈᓗᖃᐅᑎᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ 
• ᓴᓇᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᒥᖅᑐᕈᑎᕕᓂᖏᑕ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᕝᕕᖓ (ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓕᒃ, 

ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᐊᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᕝᕕᖏᓂᒃ, 
ᖄᖅᑎᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ) 

• ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᖏᑕ 
ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᓴᐃᔭᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᒥᒻᒥᒃ 
ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖏᑕ 
ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᐊᓂᓪᓗ   

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᔾᔪᐊᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ 
ᑎᑭᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᐃᒥᒻᒥᒃ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔩᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ 

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᓄᑦ, 
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᓄᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᔾᔪᐊᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ 
ᑎᑭᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᐃᒥᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓱᓐᓂᕆᓲᖏᑕ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.1 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᒥᖏᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᓗ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ (ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

   

• ᐃᑳᕝᕕᓕᐊᖏᑕ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
• ᑭᖑᕝᕖᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ HADD 
• ᓈᒻᒪᓛᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑳᕈᑎᑦ ᑰᕈᓄᑦ/ᑰᓐᓄᑦ 

(ᑰᕝᕕᓖᑦ, ᐃᑳᕈᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ) 
• ᐊᔭᖏᕝᕕᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᕈᓐᓇᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓄᑦ 

ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ ᑰᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓱᔾᔪᓐᓄᑦ (ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ)  
• ᑰᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
• ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ ᑰᕈᑦ ᑰᓐᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᓐᓇᖏᒃᑯᓂ 
• ᐅᔨᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑰᑭᓪᓕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᕈᑎᓕᒑᒍᓂ 
• ᖄᖅᑕᔫᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᐅᔪᑦ 

ᖄᖅᑎᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᓇᐅᒐᖏᑦ  
• ᓱᕈᐃᔭᑦᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᑰᒍᔾᔭᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᓴᓇᐅᔭᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 

ᒪᓴᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ/ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕕᓕᐊᒥᑦ 
• ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᐅᑎᖃᖅᕖᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᑦᑕᐅᔭᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᖃᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᖃᓪᓗᓂ (ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᓖᑦ ᑯᕕᔾᔭᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ)  
• ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖃᐅᑎᑦ - ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᓕᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᐅᑏᑦ 
• ᐅᖅᓴᔅᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᒪᓴᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑯᕕᒐᓛᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᕙᓗᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
• ᑐᐊᕕᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ  

  

 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.1 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᒥᖏᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᓗ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ (ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦ, 
ᐃᖃᓗᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ, 
ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᑦ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

• ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ 

• ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓅᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

• ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓇᔪᒐᖓ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

• ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᓐᓂᖏᑦ  

• ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᑦ/ᐅᔭᕋᑦᑕᕝᕕᑦ ᓯᐅᕋᖅᑕᕝᕕᓪᓗ 
30 ᒦᑕᒥᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᖃᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᒃ  

• ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᐅᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐲᔭᖁᓇᒍ 
ᐃᒥᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᓯᓚᕈᔪᒻᒧᑦ ᓄᖑᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᖏᓂᒃ  

• ᐃᓕᐅᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᖀᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ/ᑰᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 
ᐃᒪᖃᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  

• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᒍᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ 
• ᓯᑯᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᑯᐊᖏᑕᓗ ᑰᑉ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 
• ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ BMP-ᖑᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖄᐹᖏᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ 
• ᐊᓈᓗᖃᐅᑎᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ 
• ᓴᓇᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᒥᖅᑐᕈᑎᕕᓂᖏᑕ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᕝᕕᖓ (ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓕᒃ, 

ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᐊᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᕝᕕᖏᓂᒃ, 
ᖄᖅᑎᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ) 

• ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᖏᑕ 
ᓯᓚᐃᓐᓇᒻᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᓴᐃᔭᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᒥᒻᒥᒃ 
ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᖏᑕ 
ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᐊᓂᓪᓗ   

• ᐃᑳᕝᕕᓕᐊᖏᑕ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ  
• ᑭᖑᕝᕖᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ HADD 
• ᓈᒻᒪᓛᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑳᕈᑎᑦ ᑰᕈᓄᑦ/ᑰᓐᓄᑦ 

(ᑰᕝᕕᓖᑦ, ᐃᑳᕈᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ) 
• ᐊᔭᖏᕝᕕᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᒧᓐᖓᕈᓐᓇᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓄᑦ 

ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ ᑰᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓱᔾᔪᓐᓄᑦ (ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ)  
• ᑰᕈᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 
• ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ ᑰᕈᑦ ᑰᓐᖏᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᓐᓇᖏᒃᑯᓂ 
• ᐅᔨᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑰᑭᓪᓕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᕈᑎᓕᒑᒍᓂ 

• ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ 

• ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓅᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

• ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᓇᔪᒐᖓ ᓱᕈᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

• ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.1 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᒥᖏᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᐊᓗ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ (ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

   

• ᖄᖅᑕᔫᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖄᖅᑎᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᓇᐅᒐᖏᑦ  

• ᓱᕈᐃᔭᑦᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᑰᒍᔾᔭᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᓴᓇᐅᔭᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 

ᒪᓴᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ/ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕕᓕᐊᒥᑦ 
• ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᐅᑎᖃᖅᕖᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᑦᑕᐅᔭᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᓄᓇᒦᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᖃᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᓗᖃᓪᓗᓂ (ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᓖᑦ ᑯᕕᔾᔭᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ)  
• ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖃᐅᑎᑦ - ᐃᑭᐊᖅᖠᓕᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖃᐅᑏᑦ 
• ᐅᖅᓴᔅᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᒪᓴᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑯᕕᒐᓛᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᕙᓗᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
• ᑐᐊᕕᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 

  

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ (ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᖓ  ᑐᕙᖓ 

• ᓱᕋᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᑐᕙᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᓵᖓᒍᑦ  

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖓ 
ᑐᕙᐃᔭᕆᐊᓐᓂᖓ 
ᓯᑯᓇᓱᐊᓐᓂᖓᓗ  

• ᑐᐊᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᕙᒃᑰᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᔪᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᓕᒫᖏᒍᑦ 

• ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑐᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᕙᒃᑯᑦ  

• ᓱᕋᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᑐᕙᐅᑉ 
ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᓵᖓᒍᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᒍᑦ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.1 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ (ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᒥᖓ 
ᐃᓱᓐᓂᖃᓐᓂᐊᓗ  

ᑕᕆᐅᖅ  
ᐃᓱᓐᓂᕆᓲᖏᓪᓗ 

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᓃᑦ ᐃᒥᖏᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓱᓐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑰᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᒥ 
ᕿᓐᖑᐊᓂᓪᓗ  

• ᐱᕐᕈᓗᐊᕿᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᓕᐅᔾᔨᔪᓪᓗ 
(ᓲᓪᓗ, ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᑯᕕᔪᑦ)  

• ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᓯᓚᕈᔪᒻᒧᑦ ᑰᒐᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᓲᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᑎᒍᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ  

• ᐊᓈᓗᖃᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᒥᖅᑐᕈᑎᕕᓂᖏᑕ 
ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᕝᕕᖓ (ᑭᓂᖅᑐᓕᒃ, ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᐊᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ, 
ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦ ᑲᒪᕝᕕᖏᓂᒃ, ᖄᖅᑎᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ) 

• ᑐᐊᕕᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᑯᕕᔪᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ, 
ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑕ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕝᕕᖓᓄᑦ OPEP-ᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ 
ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᖓᑕ OPEP-ᖓ; SOPEP ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᒫᓄᑦ  

• ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᑕᑯᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ -
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒧᑦ ᑯᕕᓯᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ  

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᓃᑦ ᐃᒥᖏᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓱᓐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑰᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᒥ 
ᕿᓐᖑᐊᓂᓪᓗ  

• ᐱᕐᕈᓗᐊᕿᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᓕᐅᔾᔨᔪᓪᓗ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ ᓇᔪᒐᑦ 
ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓪᓗ  

ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ ᓇᔪᒐᑦ 
• ᓴᐃᓕᔪᓐᓃᓐᓂᖓ 

ᓯᔾᔭᖅᐸᓯᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ 
ᓇᔪᒐᖅ  

• ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒦᑦᑐᑦ  
• ᐊᓯᐅᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖅ 

ᓵᖓᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᕆᕝᕕᑦᑕ 
ᑕᕆᐅᖏᒍᑦ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐃᖃᓗᑦ  

• ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓂᒃ, ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑕ 
ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ, 
ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑐᓪᓗ  

• ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒦᑦᑐᑦ  
• ᑭᖑᕝᕖᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ HADD  
• ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒧᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᑦ  

• ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑕ 
ᓇᔪᒐᖏᓂᓪᓗ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.1 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖓ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓛᑦ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ (ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) 

ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ 

ᓇᑦᑏᑦ 
• ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓯᑯᓯᐅᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ/ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᓯᑯᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

• ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ 
ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗ 
ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᐱᖃᓐᓂᖅ 
ᓴᓇᔪᓄᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓄᑦ 
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᓄᓪᓗ  

• ᑐᓵᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

• ᓂᐱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᖅ 
ᑐᓴᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓪᓗ  

• ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐴᓪᓚᑎᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑎᒧᑦ 
ᖄᖅᑎᕆᓂᒧᓪᓗ 
ᓴᓇᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

• ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᐅᔭᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᒥᒃ 
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐃᖅᑲᖓᒍᑦ  

• ᓱᕐᕌᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓗᒍ ᑐᕙᖓ ᐅᓯᓕᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᒻᒥ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᕌᒍᓪᓗ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᖓᒍᑦ  

• ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓴᓇᐅᔭᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᐅᔭᓂᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᒍᑦ 
ᐳᐃᔨᑭᓛᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᖏᓛᓂᒃ - ᐃᐳᒥ ᔪᓂᒧᑦ (ᖄᖅᑎᕆᔪᑦ, ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 
ᐃᑭᐊᖓᔪᑦ ᑲᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᖃᖓ ᐃᑎᓯᐅᒥᓪᓗᒍ ᐳᐊᕐᕆᔭᐃᔾᔪᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ)  

• ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᑰᔪᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᔪᑦ 
ᒥᑭᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᓂᐱᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ (ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ 
ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᖓ 100 kPa ᐃᒃᑐᑑᕈᑖ ᐃᓱᖓ, 
ᖄᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᕙᑖ ᐳᐊᐃᓛᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓴᐴᓗᑕᓕᒃ)  

• ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᓂᐱᖃᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᖓᒍᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐅᐸᔾᔭᐃᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖄᖅᑎᕆᕝᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓄᑦ 

• ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᓱᕐᕌᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖃᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ 
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑐᐊᕌᖓᒥᒃ - ᑲᑦᑐᕆᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑕ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᖓᓄ ᐃᓯᕌᖓᒥᒃ 

• ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᓄᖅᑲᐃᔪᓐᓇᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᒥᑭᓛᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᐱᖅᓯᒪᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ  
ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᒥ ᕿᓐᖑᐊᓂᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᕆᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

• ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᖁᓛᒍᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᓐᓂᐊ 
ᑐᖓᐅᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 450 ᒦᑕᒥᒃ, ᓯᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐊᔪᓐᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓᒥᒃ 

• ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᐊᖅᐸᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓇᓱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᓪᓗᑎᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ 

• ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᓐᓂᖓ ᓄᓘᔮᑉ ᒥᑦᑕᕝᕕᖓ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒃ 
ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓅᑉ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᐅᑎᖏᓄᑦ 
• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕝᕕᓕᓛᑦ ᓴᓗᒪᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕿᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ, ᓴᓂᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ 

ᑐᖁᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
• ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᔨᒥᒃ ᑕᖕᒫᕝᕕᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
• ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᒫᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᓇᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᓴᐃᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ  

• ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓯᑯᓯᐅᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ/ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᓯᑯᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

• ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓂᐱᖃᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᑦ, 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓄᑦ 
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᓄᓪᓗ  

• ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐴᓪᓚᑎᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᓯᑯᓯᐅᖅᑎᒧᑦ 

• ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᑉ ᓂᐱᖓᑕ 
ᐊᑭᐊᔭᖏᑦ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐅᒡᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐊᕝᕖᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ  

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 

• ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓯᑯᓯᐅᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ/ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᓯᑯᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

• ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓂᐱᖃᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᑦ, 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓄᑦ 
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᓄᓪᓗ 

• ᑐᖃᓴᖅᑕᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓂᖏᓄᑦ  

• ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓯᑯᓯᐅᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ/ 
ᐅᕝᕙᓗ ᓯᑯᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

• ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓂᐱᖃᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᑦ, 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓄᑦ 
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᓄᓪᓗ  

• ᑐᖁᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓇᓄᖅ 
ᐃᓅᓕᐊᖃᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.2 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ 

VSEC ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ 
(ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᐃᓄᖃᓐᓂᖏᑕ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑕ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

• ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓅᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ 
ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  

• ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᐃ 
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ  

• ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ  

• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᕋᓕᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ  

• ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑕ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒻᒥᐅᖏᑦ 

• ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑕ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ 
“ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕝᕖᑦ” (ᐃᒃᐱᐊᔾᔪᒃ, 
ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ, ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ, 
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᓪᓗ)  

• ᐃᖃᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᐋᑐᕚᓗ 
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᒻᒥᓗᑎᒃ 
“ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕝᕖᒃ” 

• ᓇᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᐊᓂᑦ 
ᐊᑭᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ “ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕝᕖᑦ” 
ᖃᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒧᑦ 

• ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓅᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖏᑕ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᔅᓴᑦ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑏᓪᓗ 

ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᓲᑦ 

• ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᑐᖏᒍᑦ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ  
• ᐃᑲᔪᐃᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᖏᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓖᑦ  
• “ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ” 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ 
• “ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᕐᕋᒍᑏᑦ” 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ 

• ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑕ 
ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᓖᑦ  

ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ 
ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᖅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗ 

• ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᓄᓪᓗ 

• ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐅᔭᕈᓐᓇᕈᑎᓂᒃ   

• 18-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎ 

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ 
ᐸᓐᓇᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ 

• ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

• ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒍᑎᖏᑦ 

• ᐱᔫᒥᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᑎᓄᓪᓗ 

• ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐅᔭᕈᓐᓇᕈᑎᓂᒃ   

ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.2 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ 

VSEC ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ 
(ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

   

• ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᖅᓴᐅᑏᑦ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

• ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

  

ᐃᓅᓯᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓪᓗ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 

• ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔫᑉ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓕᐅᓐᓂᖅ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᓐᓂᖅ 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  

• ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕝᕕᖏᑦ 
• ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕈᑎᔅᓴᑦ  
• ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ 
• ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

• ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔫᑉ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓕᐅᓐᓂᖅ  
• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᓐᓂᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥᓄᑦ 
ᐳᖅᑎᓂᖅᓴᒨᕈᑎᑦ 
ᐃᓕᓴᕋᔅᓴᐅᔪᓪᓗ 
ᐊᖑᔪᖅᑳᕈᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ  

• ᓄᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᒻᒧᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᑦ 

• ᐊᑐᓃᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ 
ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎ 

• ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ/ 
ᖁᒻᒨᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᑦ 

• ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ  

• ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᒥᓪᓗ 
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕝᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᒧᑦ 
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᔅᓴᑦ  

ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᓐᓂᖅ 
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᒪᑭᒪᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖅ  

ᓄᓇᖓ 
• ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖏᑦ 

ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

• ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᕈᑎ 
• VEC-ᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᑦ 
• ᓄᓇᒦᓐᖓᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᓪᓗ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᑦ 
(ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ VSEC) 

• ᐊᖏᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᓐᓂᖓ 
ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 

• VEC-ᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ 
• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᕈᓂᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.2 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ 

VSEC ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ 
(ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ 

• ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᕚᓪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑐᓄᑦ 
• ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗ 
• ᐊᒃᖢᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᓗ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᕈᓲᑎᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ 
• ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᔅᓴᑦ 
• ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖏᑦ 
• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᓄᓪᓗ 

ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᐅᑏᑦ  

• ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᑕᓗ  

ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓰᑦ 

• ᐊᒃᖢᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 
• ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᓯᒪᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑐᑦ  

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑏᑦ 
• ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖁᑎᔅᓴᑦ 
• ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᐃᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ  

• ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ 
ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᓕᐊᖑᓲᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᐊᒐᕆᔭᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓰᑦ 

• ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᖅᑐᑦ (GDP) 

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᔫᒥᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ  

• ᑕᕝᕗᖓᓪᓚᕆᒃ ᓴᓂᕌᒍᓪᓗ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ 

• ᑖᒃᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ 
• ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ ᓂᖏᖅᑕᕈᑎᓂᒃ  

• ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᕆᔪᑦ 
ᐱᔅᓇᓯᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ  

ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓯᖏᒍᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᔾᔪᓯᖏᑦ
ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓐᓂᓪᓗᐃᓂᖅ 
ᐋᖓᔮᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

• ᓱᕋᒍᑏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒧᑦ  

• ᐊᑭᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᓱᕐᕋᒍᑎᓄᑦ  

• ᐃᓱᒪᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᓱᕐᕋᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᔫᖅᑭᔾᔪᑎᓄᓪᓗ 

• “ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᕐᕋᒍᑏᑦ” 
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ 

• ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓇᔅᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᓇᒋᑦ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐃᑲᔪᑎᔅᓴᖅ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᐅᑎᖓ  

• ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ - ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓱᕐᕋᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐃᓄᖏᑕ ᐊᔫᖅᑭᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

• ᐱᐅᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ – ᓵᓐᖓᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᒻᒥᑦ 
ᖃᓂᒪᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓃᓪᓗ, 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᕈᑎ 
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᕚᓪᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ   

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.2 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ 

VSEC ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ 
(ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

 

ᕿᑐᓐᖓᕆᔭᑦ 
ᐃᓅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᒡᓗᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᖏᓂᒃ 
ᓂᕿᑖᕈᑎᖏᓂᓪᓗ  

• ᓱᕈᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖅ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

• ᑐᑭᓯᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ 
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ, ᐃᓅᓯᒻᒧᑦ, 
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᒻᒧᓪᓗ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᑎᔅᓴᖅ 
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᐅᑎᖓ  

• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑏᑦ 
• ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ 

• ᖃᓄᐃᓐᖏᑉᐹᓪᓕᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᕈᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ 
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᓂᖏ 

• ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓃᓐᖏᑲᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᓄᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

• ᑐᑭᓯᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ 
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

• ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᑲᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᖅ (ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᒃ 
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕋᖅᑐᑦ)  

• ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ 
ᐱᖁᑎᔾᔪᐊᖏ
ᑦ 
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕈᑎᖏ
ᓪᓗ  

ᕼᐋᒻᓚᑦ ᑎᒍᓯᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᓯᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᓇᓖᕋᕆᓂᖅ  
• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ  

• ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐃᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓵᓕᓂᖅ 
• ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐃᓂᖅ 
• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᒻᒪᓐᓂᖅ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᓇᓖᕋᕆᓂᖅ 
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐ  

• ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  
ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᔅᓴᐃᑦ 
ᐱᔅᓇᓯᓕᓐᓄᓪᓗ 
ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᔪᑦ  

ᐱᔅᓇᓯᓄᑦ 
ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᔪᑦ 

• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᐅᕕᕋᖅᑎᖏᑦ - 
ᐱᔅᓇᓯᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᔅᓴᒧᑦ  

• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᐅᕕᖃᖅᑎᖏᑦ 
- ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᖅᐸᑦᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᐅᑎᓪᓗ 

• ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᔅᓇᓯᖃᖅᑏᑦ  

• ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᖅ 
• ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐱᔅᓇᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᖁᓗᒋᑦ 
• ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑕ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔾᔪᑎᖏᓂᒃ  
• ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ  
• ᒪᑐᐃᕈᑎᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔅᓇᓯᓖᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕈᑎᓂᒃ  

• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᐅᕕᕋᖅᑎᖏᑦ - 
ᐱᔅᓇᓯᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᔅᓴᒧᑦ  

• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᐅᕕᖃᖅᑎᖏᑦ - 
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᖅᐸᑦᑕᖏᑦ 
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᐅᑎᓪᓗ 

• ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐱᔅᓇᓯᖃᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.2 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ 

VSEC ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ 
(ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᓯᕗᓕᖏᑕ 
ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᕕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᓖᑦ 
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ 

• ᐸᕝᕕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ 
ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᖃᐅᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

• ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖃᕋᑎᒃ ᑎᒍᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᑦ 
ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

• ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᑕ ᐊᓐᓂᓐᓇᕈᑎᖏᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᑯᑦ  

• ᓯᕗᓂᐊᑕ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ 
ᓴᓂᖅᑯᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ, 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ SDR-ᒧ 
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᑕ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒋᐊᓐᓂᖓᑕ, 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᓇᓂᓯᔪᖃᑲᓪᓚᒃᑯᓂ 

• ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓂᖅ, ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑯᓯᕆᓂᖅ 
ᓄᓇᓪᓗ ᐅᐸᒋᐊᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᒐᕙᒪᑦ 
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᑭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᐊᖅᓯᓂᖅ, ᐃᓄᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ 
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᓂᒃ, 
ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ, 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 
ᓇᓂᓯᔪᖃᑲᓪᓚᒃᑯᓂ  

• ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᑦᑕᓐᓂᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᖅᑯᒻᒨᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ 
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᔪᖃᓐᓂᖓ  

• ᓇᓂᓯᑲᓪᓚᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᖓᒍᑦ  
• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᓐᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᖃᓐᓂᖓ 

ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᒥ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ 
ᐃᖅᑕᓐᓂᓴᖃᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᒦᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ 
ᓄᓇᐅᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖏᑦ  

• ᐊᓯᔾᔪᕈᑎᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᓲᓯᖏᓄᑦ  

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᒐᓲᓯᖏᓄᑦ 

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᓯᖏᓄᑦ  

• ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᑕ 
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ  

• ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑐᐃᔪᓄᑦ VEC-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ 
(ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ VEC-ᒧᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓃᑦ) 

• ᐊᓯᔾᔪᕈᑎᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᓲᓯᖏᓄᑦ  

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᒐᓲᓯᖏᓄᑦ 

• ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓲᓯᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.2 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ 

VSEC ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ 
(ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᓄᓇᒦᓐᖔᖅᑐ
ᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᓪᓗ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏ
ᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓪᓛᓐᓃᑦ 
ᑕᖕᒫᕝᕕᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ 

• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᕈᓂᖅ 
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᖅᓱᑲᑦᑕᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᕈᓂᖅ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 
ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ 

• ᐳᔪᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᔪᑦ 

• ᐃᑉᐱᒋᓂᖏᒍᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓗ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᑉ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑖᒍᑦ  

• ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᓴᓂᐅᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ  

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᖓᑦ 
ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᖓ 

• ᐱᔭᕆᑦᑑᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᑳᕈᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ 

• ᐅᐃᒍᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᑦ 
ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᓂᒃ  

• ᑕᖕᒫᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᔅᓴᓗᐊᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᓄᑦ  

• ᐊᖅᑯᑎᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

• ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᔅᓴᖓᓄᑦ 
ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

• ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᓐᓂᖅ 
ᓴᓇᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒥᒃ  

• ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᑉ 
ᐃᑲᕝᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ  

• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᕈᓂᖅ 
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᖅᓱᑲᑦᑕᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᕈᓂᖅ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 
ᕿᓐᖑᐊᑉ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ 

• ᐳᔪᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᓂᐱᖅᑯᖅᑐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ 
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᔪᑦ 

• ᐃᑉᐱᒋᓂᖏᒍᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓗ 
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᖏᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᑉ 
ᐊᖅᑯᑖᒍᑦ  

• ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᓴᓂᐅᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ  

• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᖓᑦ 
ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓂᖓ 

• ᐱᔭᕆᑦᑑᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᑳᕈᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ 
ᐊᑐᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᐅᑎᔅᓴᐃᑦ 

• ᐅᐃᒍᕆᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᑦ 
ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᓂᒃ  

• ᑕᖕᒫᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᔅᓴᓗᐊᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᔾᔪᐊᑉ 
ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, 
ᐱᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖅᓱᒥᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖅᓱᒥᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

• ᐱᔨᑦᓯᓐᓂᖅ - ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᒥᓗ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓃᑦ... 

• ᐱᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᐅᓐᓂᖅ - ᑐᓴᐅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ 
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕈᑎᓂᓪᓗ...  

• ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖅ - ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ 
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᖅ 

• ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᒍᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ 
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ 

• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ 
• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᑕᕆᐅᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ 
ᐊᓐᓂᕈᓲᑎᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᒥᓄᓪᓗ 
ᕿᒪᐃᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐊᖏᔫᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

 



 ᓄᓘᔮᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 

 ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 
  

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᔅᓴᖅ 1-12.2 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᑰᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ-ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖏᑦ 

VSEC ᐊᑐᓛᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕ 
(ᑏᑦ) 

ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ(ᓃᑦ) ᒥᑭᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᔅᓴᑦ ᕿᒻᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᑦ (ᓃᑦ) ᐊᑦᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖓ 

ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔅᓴᑦ, ᑖᒃᓰᑦ 
ᓂᖏᕈᑎᐅᔪᓪᓗ  

ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᓂᒃ 
ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎ 

• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᓰ 
ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᓴᓂᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

• ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᑦ 
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑕ 
ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᓂᖓᑕᓗ ᑖᒃᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ   

• ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

• ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᓰ ᐃᓯᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓪᓗ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  

• ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑕ 
ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᓂᖓᑕᓗ ᑖᒃᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ 
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ   

ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 

ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᓂᓪ
ᓗ 

ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
ᓯᕗᓕᐅᕆᓂᓪᓗ 

• ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᖅ 
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ  

• ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᑦᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ 
ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑏᑦ  

• ᐃᓚᐅᓂᕗᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓇᓂᒃ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᒍᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ 
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᑦ 
ᓴᓇᔭᔅᓴᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᓗᒋ 
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ 
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

• ᐃᓂᓪᓚᖓᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒧᑦ 
ᐊᑐᕋᔅᓴᓕᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 
ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔪᒪᔫᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᓄᑦ  

• ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ  
• ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᑦᑎᔅᓴᓄᑦ 

ᐱᓕᒻᒪᔅᓴᐅᑏᑦ 

ᐊᖏᔫᔪᖅ - 
ᐱᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ 
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SECTION 1.0 PROJECT SUMMARY 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation (Baffinland) has prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the proposed development of its Mary River Project.  The Project is located on northern Baffin Island, in 
the Nunavut Territory, in the Canadian Arctic.  The Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) issued 
guidelines for the preparation of this EIS on November 16, 2009 and an amendment to the guidelines on 
November 3, 2010.  These guidelines outline the information that Baffinland should include in its EIS.  

The EIS is part of the environmental assessment process established for a project under the Nunavut 
Land Claims Agreement.  Under this environmental assessment process, the proponent of a project, such 
as the Mary River Project, describes the surrounding environment and the proposed development.  
Potential effects are then predicted and mitigation plans are developed.  The severity or “significance” of 
residual effects (effects remaining after mitigation measures have been applied), are evaluated based on 
established criteria and expert opinion. 

A draft EIS was submitted on January 23, 2011 and has been the subject of extensive review, technical 
meetings and numerous requests for additional information.  The Final EIS responds to the issues and 
concerns raised through this year-long review period.  The Final EIS will now be reviewed by the federal 
and territorial government agencies, Inuit organizations, local communities and other stakeholders.  This 
Executive Summary provides the main highlights from the complete document. 

1.1 THE PROPONENT 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation ("Baffinland") is owned 70 % by ArcelorMittal and 30 % by Iron Ore 
Holdings LP.  Baffinland’s head office is located in Toronto, Ontario, Canada.  In addition to its head 
office, Baffinland maintains a year-round presence at its exploration camp at the Mary River site, and 
community liaison offices in Iqaluit, Igloolik, and Pond Inlet.  ArcelorMittal is one of Canada's leading 
suppliers of iron ore to steel markets around the world, generating some 40 per cent of Canada’s total 
production.  Recognized for the excellence of its products, the skills of its employees and its leadership in 
the industry, ArcelorMittal is one of the world's largest steel companies, operating in more than 60 
countries.  The Company’s engineering and environmental teams have a wealth of Arctic development 
experience.  Baffinland is also developing key partnerships with companies who have specific northern 
experience, for example, in shipping and ice-breaking.  ArcelorMittal is putting in place all the ingredients 
necessary to ensure that the project is developed in a sustainable manner and will deliver a success story 
for Nunavut and all Canadians. 

1.2 THE PROJECT 

The Mary River Project (the Project) consists of mining iron ore from the reserve at Deposit No. 1 at a 
production rate of 18 Million tons per year (Mt/a).  The Project includes the construction, operation, 
closure, and reclamation of an open-pit mine and associated infrastructure for extraction, transportation 
and shipment of iron ore.  There are 3 main project locations – the mine site, Milne Port north of the mine 
site, and Steensby Port south of the mine site.  Milne Port is connected to the mine site by an existing 
road.  A railway of approximately 150 kilometers (km) will be constructed to connect the Mine Site to 
Steensby Port.  For the construction period, supplies and equipment required for construction at the Mine 
Site and the northern portion of the railway will be received through Milne Port.  Likewise, construction 
equipment and supplies for Steensby Port and the southern portion of the railway will be received at 
Steensby Port.   
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It is expected that Steensby Port facilities and the Railway will take four years to construct.  During 
construction, supplies will be brought to both Milne Port and Steensby Port during the open water season.  
Once the Railway is operational, 18 Mt/a of iron ore will be transported by railway and shipped from 
Steensby Port.  Shipping of iron ore will occur year round and will require vessels with icebreaking 
capabilities.  When Steensby Port is operational, Milne Port will only be used occasionally for the delivery 
of oversized equipment for the Mine Site.  The main destination for the iron ore is European steel makers. 

1.3 NEED FOR THE PROJECT 

The world needs iron ore to continue to build and develop the materials our society uses every day.  
Global iron ore demand is expected to increase as countries such as China, India, and other emerging 
areas continue to grow and develop while the economies of western countries continue to improve.  
Baffinland proposes to develop the Project to supply high quality iron ore to world markets and provide an 
acceptable profit for its investors. 

For the people of Nunavut, the Project will contribute to the development of infrastructure, skills, jobs, 
business opportunities, and will provide increased revenues to the Government of Nunavut and the Inuit 
birthright corporation (Nunavut Tunngavik Inc.).  The Project is expected to bring many benefits to local 
communities, by supporting both the traditional lifestyle of Inuit, as well, the generational shift occurring in 
the Inuit community as youth show an interest to participate in the wage-based lifestyle. 

The Inuit Impact and Benefits Agreement (IIBA), presently being negotiated between Baffinland and the 
Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA), will ensure that benefits from the Project flow to nearby Inuit 
communities and the Qikiqtaaluk Region of Nunavut.  The development of the Project is consistent with 
the Nunavut Planning Commission’s broad planning principles, policies, and goals as well as the 
Government of Nunavut’s strategy for mining development.  The Project should help to attract additional 
investment to the region. 

The Project also contributes to Canada’s northern strategy for strengthening Canada's sovereignty in the 
North, protecting the country’s environmental heritage, promoting economic and social development in 
the region, and improving Northern governance.  

1.4 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT APPROACH 

Baffinland will carry out the Project in an environmentally and socially responsible manner.  The needs 
and values of others, particularly hunters and trappers, will be respected throughout development and 
operation of the Project.  Baffinland will comply and, where it is economically and technically feasible, 
exceed Nunavut and federal regulatory requirements by applying technically proven and cost-effective 
environmental protection measures for each part of the Project.  Baffinland’s decision-making will be 
guided by sound management principles where the sequence of “Policy – Planning – Implementation and 
Operation – Checking and Corrective Actions – Management Review” are systematically followed.  At 
each of these stages community involvement will be an important part of the process.  An approach that 
emphasizes learning as you check the effects of actions will allow Baffinland to continuously improve and 
adapt quickly to changing conditions.  Baffinland is committed to precaution to avoid and/or reduce 
potentially adverse effects of its operations to ensure the safety of its employees, the well-being of the 
residents of Nunavut, and the protection of the natural environment. 

Baffinland has adopted progressive employment and business principles that will guide the Company 
through the life of the Project.  Safety for employees is a cornerstone of all decisions.  Baffinland will 
provide a work environment that will attract, develop, and retain qualified personnel and maximize Inuit 
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participation.  To the extent possible, the company will hire employees from the five communities closest 
to the Project (Igloolik, Pond Inlet, Clyde River, Arctic Bay, and Hall Beach).  Baffinland will work closely 
with the Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA) and others to deliver necessary training to employees and 
support community programs which will increase the benefits of the Project and provide local residents 
with skills that will continue to be important for them beyond the life of the Project.  

The construction workforce will range in size from 1,700 to 2,700 persons.  The estimated workforce 
during the operation phase is about 950 persons.  Workers from Nunavut communities will work a rotation 
of two weeks at the site followed by two weeks off.  Southern workers will likely work the common remote-
site construction schedule of four weeks on and two weeks off.  

All workers will be transported to and from Project sites by air.  Baffinland will provide air transportation 
from the five closest communities in the North Baffin region as well as from Iqaluit and a southern 
location.  Other locations may be considered in the future. 

1.5 PROJECT CHALLENGES 

The development of a major mining project in a remote location of Nunavut faces several important 
challenges: 

• High costs associated with building and operating a mine operation and transportation infrastructure 
in the Arctic. 

• Logistical challenges associated with the construction and operation due to the limited seasonal 
access to the site and lack of existing transportation infrastructure. 

• Long winters and extreme cold affects efficiency of construction crews and operations. 

• Difficult geotechnical conditions (permafrost, ice lenses) require specialized design and construction 
techniques. 

• The competitive nature of the steel-making industry demands a steady, consistent, and secure supply 
of iron ore. 

In order to satisfy these requirements, the Project must ensure a reliable and consistent shipping 
operation throughout the year.  It is expected that one ship will load ore at Steensby Port on average 
every two days throughout the year including the ice covered period.  Shipping frequency will increase 
during the open-water season when sea-lifts will provide annual re-supply and extra vessels may be 
chartered to ship additional ore.  Winter shipping of ore is essential and the Project includes a fleet of ice 
breaking ore carriers capable of reliably meeting the shipping schedule. 

There are also 2 additional important factors to consider: 

• The Project must provide real and measurable benefits for Baffinland shareholders, as well as, for 
Inuit landowners, local communities and land users. 

• Baffinland’s revenues depend on the world commodity prices for iron ore. 

Together these challenges and factors have shaped Project design and implementation strategy. 
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1.6 PROJECT SCHEDULE AND PROJECT LIFE 

The Project is divided into a number of phases.  First, the construction from start to beginning of operation 
will take an estimated four years.  The operational phase, based on current ore reserves, would span 
21 years at the production rate of 18 Mt/a.  Closure of the facilities is expected to be carried out over a 
three to five year period and post-closure monitoring will follow for an additional five years.  If closure 
objectives are not met, post closure would extend beyond five years. 

1.7 HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PROJECT 

The Mine Site, Milne Port, and Steensby Port are the three major Project sites.  Each site will have all the 
facilities it needs to operate effectively including maintenance and administrative buildings, warehouses 
and laydown areas, ore stockpiles and associated runoff management facilities, camps, water supply, 
wastewater treatment plants, waste management facilities including landfills, power generation, fuel 
depots, telecommunication facilities, and airstrips. 

In addition to these facilities, the Mine Site includes the open pit mine, the fleet of trucks to support the 
mining, facilities to prepare and store explosives, a waste rock pile, ore sizing facilities, ore loading 
facilities for both trucks and rail cars.  Milne Inlet Port also includes a floating freight dock and truck 
maintenance facilities.  Steensby Port will include a freight dock, a two berth ore loading dock with 
associated material handling/loading facilities, a rail car dumper and associated conveying equipment, an 
explosives storage/preparation facility,  the main fuel depot, and a rail maintenance shop.  . 

Permanent and temporary camps of varying sizes will be built at each of these three sites as well as at 
several points along the rail line.  The camps will include dormitories, cafeterias, medical and leisure 
facilities.  During the operation phase the number of people that can be accommodated in camps will be 
reduced.  These camps will be of modular construction and will be built at the beginning of the 
construction phase and later downsized for the operation phase. 

The railway consists of a rail embankment, wooden ties, and steel rails.  The railway construction will 
require the construction of a temporary access road and several quarries.  About 30 bridges will be 
constructed for the railway, two tunnels, and extensive rock cuts along Cockburn Lake.  Level crossings 
will be prepared at key areas along the railway’s length to enable hunters and caribou to cross the tracks 
safely.  

Once the railway and port facilities are complete, the Steensby Port will operate year-round and will be 
accessed by a specially built fleet of very large, ice breaking ore carriers.  

1.8 ORE PRODUCTS 

Since the Mary River iron ore is of a very high-grade, there is no need to have a process plant (or mill) on 
site, resulting in no tailing being generated. As such, no tailings pond will be required. This is 
accomplished by crushing and screening of the ore to produce two iron ore “products”: 

• a lump ore product in which the pieces of ore are between 6.3 mm and 31.5 mm in size (about 
golf ball size), and 

• a fine ore product, in which the pieces of ore are less than 6.3 mm in size (about pea size).  

Crushers and screens will be installed inside buildings, and conveyors will be covered and equipped with 
wind ventilation hoods to reduce wind exposure and the potential for dust generation.  All ventilation ducts 
will be routed to dust collectors which will limit dust emissions. 
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1.9 CLOSURE AND POST-CLOSURE 

Throughout all phases of the Project, Baffinland will plan and conduct operations in a manner designed to 
return the Project sites to a safe and environmentally stable condition.  Baffinland will undertake ongoing 
reclamation activities throughout the mine life.  Temporary facilities required for the construction camps 
will be decommissioned and removed at the end of their useful life.  Borrow areas, quarries, temporary 
roads and other disturbed sites will be stabilized to limit erosion of ground surfaces and rehabilitated once 
they are no longer required.  Environmental and safety monitoring will continue as long as necessary. 

1.10 POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 

The current Project has been designed for an estimated 18 Mt/a of iron ore.  Annual production rates can 
vary with factors such as market conditions, ore grades and unanticipated events.  To ensure that any 
peak activity levels remain safe and that some extra flexibility exists to handle unforeseen events, the 
Project infrastructures are designed for a capacity of 30 Mt/a.  All Project sites are thus capable of 
accommodating additional stockpiles, material handling equipment and personnel.  

As well, regional exploration over the past two years has enabled Baffinland to identify additional iron ore 
deposits that appear, based on surface sampling, to be of similar high-grade iron ore as Deposit No.1.  
While these other deposits have not yet been thoroughly evaluated, Baffinland’s regional exploration 
program points to considerable potential for additional development.  Having the mine and associated 
shipping, road, and railway infrastructure in place will facilitate such future development in the region.  A 
significant expansion of the Project would trigger additional review processes.  

SECTION 2.0 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

There has been ongoing and extensive consultation with many communities and organizations that have 
an interest in the Project.  Engagement has included the public, local, and regional Inuit organizations, the 
Government of Nunavut, and federal agencies.  There has been a particular focus on the Inuit 
communities near the Project sites.  

Inuit of the Baffin Region enjoy a rich oral tradition.  This tradition has influenced how Baffinland has 
engaged local communities.  The company has focused on establishing a presence in the region through 
local Community Liaison Officers, held numerous face-to-face meetings with community members and 
arranged site tours where possible.  Since the main language through the north Baffin region is Inuktitut, 
with a number of regional dialects across Baffin Island, translation using local interpreters has been an 
important element in supporting effective communication.  In all instances, detailed records were 
prepared for the various meetings and other in-person discussions. 

There have been specific efforts at assembling, recording and integrating traditional knowledge into 
project design decisions.  Inuit knowledge of the area is extensive and extremely valuable especially 
when integrated into scientific studies and understanding.  

In addition, community acceptance and preferences were important factors considered in the evaluation 
of project alternatives such as the use of Milne Inlet, the location of the Steensby Port, the shipping route 
in the Foxe Basin and the work rotation schedule. 

Following the submission of the Draft EIS, there have been numerous interactions with many government 
agencies both federal and territorial, the regional Inuit Association (QIA) and other interested parties with 
many individual meetings, workshop sessions and written submissions.  Through these efforts the overall 
understanding of the project and its potential effects are increasingly better understood and these efforts 
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feed into improvements in project design.  The content of the Final EIS reflects the outcomes of these 
discussions and analysis and moves the project design forward to the next phase. 

SECTION 3.0 PROJECT SETTING 

3.1 PHYSICAL SETTING 

The landforms and the iron ore deposits in the Mary River Project area are associated with widespread 
past and current glaciation on Baffin Island.  Surface geology consists of locally abundant sediment 
deposits from glaciers and rivers.  The North Baffin region containing the Mary River area lies within the 
Committee Belt, a granite-greenstone terrain mixed with sedimentary and volcanic rock.  Occasional 
outcrops of granitic and sedimentary rock formations occur.  The mountains to the east are older than 540 
million years old, and the lowland plateaus to the west are about 250 to 540 million years old. 

The Project is situated in the Northern Arctic Ecozone.  The climate is semi-arid and permafrost coverage 
is continuous extending to a depth of 500 metres, with an active layer of up to 2 metres.  The extremely 
cold temperatures of the region, combined with the permafrost, result in a short period of runoff that 
typically occurs from June to September.  All rivers and creeks, with the exception of the very largest 
systems, freeze completely during the winter months.  Due to the combination of low temperatures and 
the low capacity of the soil to hold moisture, vegetation is minimal and surface water is abundant.  The 
region is dotted with thousands of small lakes and streams. 

The region experiences near 24-hour darkness with less than two hours of twilight from November to 
January.  During the winter months the treeless topography and fine powdery snow produce blowing 
snow conditions, resulting in restricted visibility.  There is continuous daylight from May to August and 
frost-free conditions occur from late June to late August.  The months of July and August usually 
experience the greatest precipitation.  From September to November, temperature and the number of 
daylight hours decrease, and by mid-October the mean daily temperature is generally well below 0oC.  
The highest snowfall typically occurs during this period.   

Air quality is very good and noise levels are low in the Project area as is typical of a remote environment.  
Freshwater quality measurements in the Mary River area indicate naturally elevated concentrations of 
dissolved oxygen, aluminium, and iron.  As well, significant dissolved solids lead to increased turbidity of 
the water.  Some average values for pH, as well as cadmium and mercury in the fresh water environment 
are currently greater than levels recommended by the guidelines of Canadian Council of Ministers of the 
Environment. 

3.2 BIOLOGICAL SETTING 

Plant life is relatively sparse in much of the Project area and is generally consistent with the plants that 
usually occur in arctic regions.  No plant species considered to be “rare” in Canada were found to occur in 
the survey locations. 

Terrestrial mammals in the region include barren-ground caribou of the North Baffin herd, wolf, arctic and 
red fox, ermine, arctic hare, and lemmings.  Marine mammals are found in abundance in the region, 
including polar bears, narwhals, beluga whales, bowhead whales, several species of seals, and walrus.  
Killer whales and northern bottlenose whales were found in small numbers. 

North Baffin caribou are currently present at low densities and their numbers seem to vary in accordance 
with a 60- to 70-year cycle.  The last period of caribou abundance in the area was 1980 to 2000, and the 
previous period of low abundance was in the 1940s.  Caribou are expected to remain at low numbers for 



 MARY RIVER PROJECT 
 Executive Summary 

 February 2012 
 

Executive Summary 

the next couple of decades.  However, there is evidence that caribou do occur throughout the entire 
region.  While some populations of caribou migrate between preferred habitats in summer and winter, 
North Baffin caribou appear to be non-migratory and are likely to be found relatively equally in many 
locations throughout the Project area. 

Migratory bird species observed in the Mary River area include snow geese, ducks, eiders, loons, and 
mergansers.  Raptors found include rough-legged hawks, peregrine falcons, gyrfalcons, and snowy owls.  
Relatively low densities of songbirds and shorebirds were recorded throughout the region.  There are also 
numerous sea birds in the area of the shipping route including thick billed murres and many types of gulls. 

There are two fish species in the freshwater environment: arctic char and a minnow species named 
nine-spine stickleback.  The inland waters near the Project mainly contain landlocked arctic char, though 
sea-run char are present in a lake next to Steensby Port and up the Cockburn River system next to a 
portion of the railway.  Fish in the marine waters include arctic char, sculpin, and Atlantic lumpfish at 
Steensby Inlet, and Arctic char, sculpin and Greenland cod at Milne Inlet. 

3.3 SOCIO-ECONOMIC SETTING 

The Baffin Region of Nunavut has a rich and visible archaeological heritage dating many thousands of 
years.  There are many archeological sites both small and more significant, particularly around Milne Port 
and Steensby Port but also along some sections of the rail line. 

The five communities of northern Baffin Island in the immediate vicinity of the Mary River Project, listed 
alphabetically, include Arctic Bay (280 km), Clyde River (415 km), Hall Beach (192 km), Igloolik (155 km), 
and Pond Inlet (160 km).  Each of these communities has long term social, economic and environmental 
ties to the Project area.  For many of these North Baffin households, harvest of country food provides an 
important contribution to their overall well-being, both physical and cultural.  In all five communities, 
caribou, ringed seal, and arctic char are of major importance.  In addition, walrus is a significant species 
in Hall Beach and Igloolik, while narwhal is a key component of the harvest among households in 
Arctic Bay, Pond Inlet, and to a lesser degree, Clyde River.  

The land-based economy is a major part of the livelihoods of many residents of the North Baffin.  
Harvesting from the land and sea is estimated to produce food worth between $12 million and $20 million 
per year in this region.  The amount of work to harvest this food is estimated to be 350 full-time jobs.  

In addition, residents of the region earn money through sales of arts and crafts, through employment, and 
from various government social programs such as Income Support.  The personal income reported by 
residents of the five North Baffin communities amounted to $83 million per year. 

The Inuit of the North Baffin region have experienced tremendous social and cultural change over the 
course of a few decades.  In particular, initiatives such as residential schools, have affected family 
integrity and by implication, social cohesion.  Elders are becoming increasingly engaged in community life 
and in promoting the learning of traditional culture for the younger generation.  At the same time, a shift 
toward western middle-class expectations appears to be taking place among Inuit youth.  These 
communities have experienced dramatic population growth over the last 20 years.  Over 70 % of the 
population is under the age of 25.  Underemployment and lack of opportunities are contributing to social 
stress. 

Demand amongst residents for wage employment is very high.  People want to work, even when this 
work requires flying to remote locations away from the community.  However, job opportunities in the 
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North Baffin are limited.  Inuit employment in North Baffin is characterized by many individuals earning 
small levels of income, well under what full-time work would pay, and a small number earning full-time, 
year-round incomes.  Most residents working in full-time jobs in Iqaluit do so year-round.  In North Baffin, 
many more full-time workers are engaged in these jobs for only short periods.  Women who work full-time 
jobs in North Baffin are more likely to work year-round than are men. 

Still, there are good-paying, full-time, year-round employment opportunities available.  These are often in 
government and the “public sector” and require levels of education and kinds of experience that many 
residents do not have.  Community Elders recognize that the communities need to position themselves to 
enter the wage economy. 

The number of jobs occupied by women has generally increased at a greater pace than those occupied 
by men.  However, women in the region are working mostly in the public sector.  The past public sector 
growth is not likely to continue and this suggests that as young women start to look for employment, they 
may need to find work in sectors not traditionally filled by women. 

Approximately one-in-five jobs in North Baffin and in Iqaluit require a university education.  One-quarter to 
one-third of jobs in the region require college or apprenticeship levels of training and skills.  A similar 
number require high school education and/or occupation-specific training.  The remainder can be 
accessed by unskilled workers with on-the-job training.  Clearly the opportunities for employment are 
much more limited for those who do not have good education or training. 

The Government of Nunavut relies on federal transfer payments for at least 90 % of its revenue.  
Government employment is a mainstay of the wage economy with many of Nunavut's small businesses 
and retail outlets established to support government needs, or those of public servants.  Government jobs 
in administration, education, and health areas account for about half of all employment earnings in the 
territory.  Construction employment has also been growing to support the development of government 
infrastructure.  

SECTION 4.0 PROJECT INTERACTIONS AND EFFECTS ON VECS AND VSECS 

Public consultations have enabled Baffinland to identify the key interests and concerns of the 
communities and stakeholders of the Project.  As well, extensive scientific baseline studies were carried 
out to establish current conditions.  Interviews with many Inuit Elders provided valuable insight into their 
traditional knowledge of the region.  Through these studies and consultations the Project team was able 
to clearly identify the key areas for assessment and review.  These areas of focus are identified in the EIS 
as the “valued ecosystem components (VECs)” and “valued socio-economic components (VSECs)” of the 
Project.  

4.1 Valued Ecosystem Components 

The VECs include both the natural environment and the wildlife that depends on the health of that 
environment.  The VECs can be grouped in theme areas related to key components of the environment.  
Significant indicator species were identified and provided a focus for the assessments. 

Atmospheric Environment – Climate change; Air quality; Noise and vibration. 

Land Environment – Landforms, soil and permafrost; Vegetation; Terrestrial wildlife and habitat; Birds. 

Freshwater Environment – Surface water and sediment quality; Water quantity; Freshwater fish, fish 
habitats and other aquatic organisms. 
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Marine Environment – Sea ice; Marine water and sediment quality; Marine habitat and biota; Marine 
mammals. 

4.2 Valued Socio-economic Components 

The VSECs are related to the well-being of the people, their communities and the overall social and 
economic health of the area. 

People: Population demographics; Education and training; Human health and well-being. 

Community: Community infrastructure and public service; Cultural Resources; Resources and land use; 
Governance and leadership: Livelihood and employment; Cultural well-being. 

Economy: Economic development and self-reliance; Contracting and business opportunities; Benefits, 
taxes and royalties. 

4.3 VECs and VSECs Interaction with the Project 

Through the review process the interactions of the Project with the various VECs and VSECs were 
identified and where appropriate, key indicator species were identified and analyzed.  Extensive studies 
combined with traditional knowledge were used to establish the pre-Project conditions.  Using scientific 
understanding, experience from past developments and traditional knowledge predictions are made on 
the effects of various interactions.  Where negative Project interactions could not be avoided, plans were 
developed to minimize or offset these effects.  

Taking into account the adjustments and mitigation measures included in the Project to limit negative 
effects, residual effects of the Project were then assessed for their significance on the biophysical and 
socio-economic environments.  The EIS presents the outcomes of these assessments.  A summary by 
theme area follows. 

4.3.1 Project Effects on VECs 

Introduction 

The Project design sought to minimize the interactions of the Project with the natural environment and to 
implement measures to minimize the potential negative effects of interactions.  With these measures in 
place, the effects of the Project on the natural environment overall was assessed as not significant.  The 
following sections summarize key project interactions and mitigation measures that will be implemented.  

Atmospheric Environment - Climate change; Air quality; Noise and vibration 

Climate change is predicted to have little effect on the very cold and deep permafrost conditions in area 
over the planned life of the Project.  The Project facilities will also be designed to account for any changes 
in site conditions induced by climate change.  On the other hand, project activities will produce 
Greenhouse gases even though many project design elements will minimize their levels.  Although these 
GHG emissions are a significant increase compared to current Nunavut levels, these emissions are very 
small compared to those on a national scale and add very little to overall GHG emissions for Canada. 

Ore handling, as well as driving on access roads, and emissions from power plants, trucks, and camp 
incinerators will reduce air quality through the generation of dust and other emissions.  The use of low-
sulphur arctic diesel fuels and ensuring modern emission controls on equipment will reduce these 
emissions.  As well, air pollution controls such as dust suppressants, enclosing facilities and the use of 
dust-collection equipment will prevent significant effects on air quality. 
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Project activities will increase noise levels but these will be limited to areas close to the activities.  As well, 
the use of mufflers and regular maintenance of engines and equipment will prevent significant noise 
effects.  

Land Environment: Landforms, soil and permafrost; Vegetation; Terrestrial wildlife and habitat; 
Birds 

Sensitive landforms in the Project area include frozen soils that contain ice lenses or areas that could shift 
under pressure.  Sensitive landforms will be mostly avoided and appropriate engineering designs will be 
used to protect the sensitive areas in situations where such landforms cannot be avoided.  In addition, 
site preparation will include adequate drainage to prevent water pooling during thaw periods.  

The design of all Project facilities minimizes the amount of land that the Project needs to disturb.  Thus 
the amount of vegetation that is affected is minimal compared to the amount of vegetation cover in the 
region.  Numerical modelling was done to predict the amount of dust that could settle on the vegetation in 
the area and these studies concluded that the dust suppression actions would prevent significant dusting 
of plants. 

Caribou are the main indicator species used to assess potential effects on terrestrial animals.  The main 
project interaction with caribou would be when caribou cross the road or rail line.  Although it is possible 
that individual caribou could be involved in collisions with trains or trucks these numbers are expected to 
be limited and will not be significant compared with total numbers in the region.  Several measures are in 
place to avoid collisions with caribou.  Strict speed limits will be in place for trucks and trains, thus 
decreasing the probability of collision.  Trucks will be required to stop if wildlife is observed on or next to 
the road.  Trains cannot stop to avoid collisions with caribou, but during seasons when large herds of 
caribou return, the train can cease operation until caribou move through the area.  Crossings will be 
provided in specific locations (historical trails) for easy movement of animals across the track and snow 
banks will be reduced where needed to allow caribou to cross.  

There are many birds through the region and a very small, but not significant, amount of habitat loss for 
migratory birds is expected to result from Project activities.  These are not expected to lead to effects on 
populations of key species such as peregrine falcons, snow geese, eiders, and loons.  Prior to initiating 
Project activities, nests and nesting areas will be identified and avoided where possible until fledging 
occurs.  

Freshwater Environment – Surface water and sediment quality; Water quantity; Freshwater fish, 
fish habitats and other aquatic organisms  

A number of proven mitigation measures have been included in the Project to reduce potential effects on 
water quality, freshwater fish, fish habitat, and other aquatic organisms.  Specific Management Plans 
detail the many ways that water will be protected. 

Water use will be reduced to the minimum necessary and all used water will be tested and treated as 
required before it is released back to the environment.  Modern sewage treatment facilities will ensure 
that all discharged water meets or exceeds established standards.  Run-off water from fuel storage and 
maintenance facility areas will be contained and wastewater from truck and rail maintenance facilities and 
explosives equipment-washing facilities will meet established standards before being discharged to the 
natural environment.  An Emergency and Spill Response Plan will be in place and will ensure that there is 
prompt and appropriate  clean-up of any spills should they occur. 
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The potential for acid-generating drainage from the waste rock pile, ore stockpiles or quarries is very low, 
but will be carefully managed, treated where needed and monitored through the life of the Project. 

The roads and railway cross a large number of watercourses, and a portion of these contain fish habitat.  
Culverts and bridges for stream and river crossings will be designed to limit barriers to fish movement.  
Because railways cannot turn sharp corners, building sections of the railway into the edge of several 
lakes will be unavoidable.  While some fish habitat will inevitably be lost, a compensation plan has been 
proposed to offset this unavoidable loss.  This plan will be further developed and finalized in consultation 
with Fisheries and Oceans Canada and the Qikiqtani Inuit Association. 

Marine Environment – Sea ice; Marine water and sediment quality; Marine habitat and biota; 
Marine mammals 

Near-shore including port activities will be carefully managed to protect the marine environment.  All 
sewage and wastewater from maintenance facilities and explosives will be treated before discharge and 
runoff from Project areas will be contained, monitored, and treated to meet water effluent quality 
requirements before discharge.  Fuel transfers will take place following the Canada Shipping Act 
regulations. 

Ship routing will minimize disruption to the ice patterns and no waste will be discharged into the sea by 
ships.  Ore carriers will carry ballast water during their inbound trips to Steensby Port. This water is 
required in order to keep the vessels stable and at an even draft. The water is pumped overboard as the 
vessels approach Steensby Port. Ballast water will only be slightly different (in temperature and salinity) 
from the water in the Inlet. Modeling has shown that discharge will not alter the quality of water in 
Steensby Inlet. There is an important concern that ballast water could result in the unintended 
introduction of invasive species to such receiving waters. There are strict protocols developed by 
regulatory agencies that will protect against this concern, including mid-ocean transfer of ballast water 
and treatment of the ballast water prior to discharge. Ships will meet all future regulatory requirements for 
the treatment of ballast water using methods identified by Transport Canada.  Such practices will limit the 
risk of introduction of invasive species.  

The key marine mammal species include ringed seals, bearded seals, walruses, narwhals, beluga 
whales, and bowhead whales.   

Ringed seals are present year-round along both the northern and southern shipping routes.  Landfast ice 
offers preferable seal habitat for making breathing holes and lairs.  Females give birth in March and April 
and nurse their pups for five to eight weeks.  Ringed seals are generally quite tolerant of on-ice industrial 
activity and shipping.  However, ringed seals are thought to be susceptible to disturbance during periods 
when they are giving birth and nursing their pups.  Icebreakers will transit a small proportion of landfast 
ice in Steensby Inlet along the shipping corridor and at the dock site.  Small numbers of ringed seal 
mortalities could occur as a result of icebreaking activity.  However, the interaction of the Project with the 
ringed seal population will be limited to the shipping lane and will not affect the population overall. 

Walrus occur year-round in the area and are present in relatively high numbers in northern Foxe Basin.  
Traditional knowledge reports that walruses regularly are present in Steensby Inlet in small numbers.  
Walruses also occur in Hudson Strait.  Along the shipping route from Steensby, walruses that are in the 
open-water or hauled out on ice may be aware of the noise from the vessels many kilometers away but 
will not likely be disrupted by this distant noise.  Based on behaviour in other situations, walruses at 
terrestrial haul-out sites are not predicted to be affected by Project activities.  The potential interaction of 
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the Project with the walrus population will be limited geographically to areas near the shipping route and 
the shipping route itself was chosen to avoid the largest concentrations of walrus that occur west of Koch 
Island.  Ongoing monitoring will be important to detect any unexpected effect on walrus and to implement 
any additional needed mitigation measures. 

Bearded Seals are common in the region throughout the year and primarily occur in areas with shallow 
water and pack ice where ice pans are sufficient for haul-out sites.  The pupping period varies through the 
period from mid-March to early May.  The ship track in the mobile pack ice will quickly disappear because 
of the movement of the ice by winds and tides and it is likely that bearded seals will re-use this area of 
ice.  The overall interaction of the Project with the bearded seal population will be limited.  

Narwhals are present along the shipping route from Milne Inlet primarily during the open-water period 
where about 20,000 animals summer in the Eclipse Sound and Milne Inlet area.  Narwhals are thought to 
calve and feed in this summering area.  Relatively few narwhals have been present in Foxe Basin but 
narwhals are thought to overwinter in the eastern portion of Hudson Strait.  Limited observations in the 
Project area indicated that narwhals do not seem to respond to vessels (including the passage of an ore 
carrier).  The interaction of the Project with the narwhal population will be mostly limited to the shipping 
activities in Milne Inlet.  These shipping activities are not extensive and will occur only during the early 
construction period and rarely afterward.  

Beluga whales occur in the region year-round although there are relatively small numbers of belugas 
present in Eclipse Sound and Milne Inlet during the open-water period.  Hudson Strait has been identified 
as an overwintering area for beluga.  In Foxe Basin, small numbers of belugas are present in the vicinity 
of Igloolik, Hall Beach, and likely Steensby Inlet during July to early September.  Studies show that 
belugas avoid icebreakers and vessels travelling in areas of ice at greater distances than they would for 
vessels travelling in open water.  Belugas will likely habituate to frequent shipping, including ice breaking. 

Bowhead whales are present along the proposed shipping route during summer and fall.  A bowhead 
nursery area has been identified in a small area in northern Foxe Basin.  Hudson Strait has been 
identified as a primary wintering area.  Based on studies of bowhead response to ships and icebreakers, 
bowheads will likely avoid at least the immediate area around ships thus it is expected that the interaction 
of the Project with the bowhead whale population will be limited.  

Polar Bear occur in the area throughout the year and are abundant in northern Foxe Basin, including the 
shorelines of Steensby Inlet and Koch, Rowley, and Bray islands.  Elders noted that the southeastern 
portion of Steensby Inlet provides good denning habitat.  Polar bears also overwinter in Hudson Strait.  
Polar bears are expected to avoid ships and port sites however they may also approach these areas 
where they sense activity.  Project personnel will be educated about bear safety and the strict 
management of waste will reduce the chances of human-bear interactions. Polar bear monitors will be 
hired to ensure worker safety.  

4.3.2 Project Effects on VSECs 

Introduction 

The Project will provide many potential social and economic benefits to the residents of North Baffin.  
These will arise from employment and training opportunities as well as from opportunities for businesses 
and from payments made to government and Inuit organizations.  Careful planning is needed in order to 
improve the ability of people to attain these opportunities.  Individuals and families will also require 
support as they cope with the challenges associated with the fly-in/fly-out style of life and with the wealth 
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and financial responsibilities that come with this lifestyle.  The assessment of valued socio-economic 
components is an important way to identify issues and develop appropriate mitigation measures.  Overall 
the Mary River Project represents important and significant socio-economic benefits to Nunavut. 

People: Population demographics; Education and training; Human health and well-being 

The potential for the Project to cause non-Inuit migration into communities, as well as the potential for 
Inuit to move out of the communities as a result of the Project was assessed.  Neither of these 
possibilities is identified as significantly affecting the composition and numbers of the North Baffin 
populations or the community social fabric.  

Baffinland’s education and training commitments will help upgrade the skills of North Baffin residents.  
Baffinland is committed to supporting training programs that will enable residents of nearby communities 
to develop the skills needed to qualify and perform jobs at every level of the Project operation.  Baffinland 
has been actively pursuing education and training partnership initiatives.  In particular, Baffinland, the 
QIA, Qikiqtaaluk Corporation, and Kakivak Association have agreed to develop and promote the delivery 
of mine-related training, training related to economic and community development, labour market 
research, curriculum development, career development, and other related activities for the benefit of Inuit 
in the communities associated with the Project.  A similar agreement has been signed with the 
Government of Nunavut and Arctic College.  As well, a minimum age of 18 for Project employment will 
serve as an incentive for students to complete high school.  Experience gained at work will also help 
improve overall life skills.  

The challenges associated with fly-in/fly-out work are recognized.  Steps will be taken to help workers and 
families to succeed in this type of work environment.  Orientation and training will be provided to help 
workers and families adapt to the work rotations and improve money management practices.  The shorter 
two-week work rotations will limit the period of absence of workers from their families and communities 
and provide opportunities for individuals to participate in traditional activities during two-week periods off 
work. 

Concerns are sometimes raised about the potential effects of the Project on the transport of illegal 
substances through Project sites and on the affordability of such substances.  To counter the possibility of 
increased substance abuse the company has a strict no drug–no alcohol policy.  Addiction counselling 
will also be available.  

Community: Community infrastructure and public service; Cultural Resources; Resources and 
land use; Governance and leadership: Livelihood and employment; Cultural Well-being 

The Project is expected to create competition for skilled workers.  Hamlets have expressed concern that 
they may face difficulty in hiring the people they need to deliver local services.  However, employment 
experience and ongoing training will significantly improve labour force capacity helping to equip local 
residents with the qualifications and experience.  As a result, increased competition for workers will be 
balanced by increased capacity. 

The Project will be making use of the public airstrips at Iqaluit and at the five nearest communities for 
transporting workers to and from worksites.  The Project’s transportation plans will be designed to avoid 
placing demands on the airport’s facilities beyond its capacity.  Some increased demand for infrastructure 
is also expected to arise indirectly due to the Project.  For example, increased wealth might lead to more 
vehicles and a need for road improvements. 
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Education and training as well as on-the-job work experience and counseling will develop leadership skills 
that will significantly improve local governance.  The participation of community residents and leaders in 
agreement negotiations with Baffinland and in initiatives to identify key indicators for regional monitoring 
programs has already contributed to local community leadership development.  

Measures will be taken to respect and preserve the culture of Inuit employees while they are working.  
Policies that encourage respect of other cultures and diversity are in place.  Baffinland supports the use 
of Inuktitut onsite, for signage and in work units.  Traditional country foods will be provided in the Project 
cafeterias.  Policies encouraging safety, employment equity, and, preventing harassment will be strictly 
enforced.  

Archaeological sites have been identified in Project areas that contain features and artifacts representing 
substantial degrees of area use throughout the human past to the present.  A number of important 
archaeological sites will be avoided by relocating Project infrastructure, and others will require protection 
through excavation, mapping, and artifact retrieval by a licensed archaeologist.  Baffinland’s Cultural and 
Heritage Resource Protection Management Plan outlines the policies and procedures for management of 
archaeological sites. 

The Project will interact with existing land uses by Inuit.  Measures to support these activities include 
check-in procedures at Project sites and a focus on public safety for the Milne Inlet Tote Road and the 
Railway.  The ship track through the landfast ice in Steensby Inlet is expected to affect existing on-ice 
travel routes during the winter.  To mitigate this, Baffinland proposes to establish a clear and safe detour 
route around the port site.  Baffinland will accommodate travellers at Steensby Port and provide meals 
and additional fuel as required by hunters passing through the area.  Baffinland will continue to work with 
communities in order to evaluate options for establishing other safety measures. 

Economy: Economic development and self-reliance; Contracting and business opportunities; 
Benefits, taxes and royalties 

Direct and indirect economic growth generated by the Project will create new opportunities for 
employment and business.  The Project will enhance labour force capacity and may increase Inuit 
business capacity.  Businesses may gain opportunities to expand through the supply of business services 
to the Project as well as indirectly through an expanded market for consumer goods and services.  
Baffinland will help Inuit firms, and in particular smaller Inuit firms located in communities in the Baffin 
Region to develop capacity to bid on and carry out contracts for the Project. 

The Project will provide substantial cash payments to Inuit organizations and to government.  These will 
arise through the Inuit Impact and Benefits Agreement with QIA as well as through royalty payments for 
the iron ore made to NTI.  Payments to the Government of Nunavut will arise from fuel taxes, property 
taxes, and taxes on the profits earned by Baffinland.  Some of these payments will start as early as the 
construction phase, while other payments will not kick in until later in the operations phase. 

Through its contribution to human skills, to household wealth and to economic growth, the Project will 
support achievement of overall economic development goals, including progress toward improved self-
reliance of individuals, communities, and the territory. 

SECTION 5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL, HEALTH AND SAFETY MANAGEMENT 

Baffinland is committed to protection of the health and safety of employees and the environment, and to 
ongoing community involvement and participation in the Project.  The Project will meet or exceed the 
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requirements of all applicable Nunavut and Canadian laws, regulatory requirements, agreements, 
permits, and licences.  In addition, on conclusion of the EIS process, Baffinland will complete an Inuit 
Impact and Benefits Agreement (IIBA) under negotiation with the QIA. 

Baffinland’s Environment, Health, and Safety (EHS) Management System is the framework for adaptive 
management based on international best practices.  The EHS embraces the Precautionary Principle and 
Sustainable Development.  Within this framework individual plans have been developed to address all 
aspects of the company’s activities and contain the detailed mitigation measures and monitoring to be 
implemented throughout the life of the Project in order to eliminate, limit or minimize adverse effects.  All 
Baffinland employees and contractors are required to comply with these management plans.  The 
reporting and documentation requirements for these management plans, auditing, and process of 
management review and revisions are all specified in the EHS Management System. 

The accountability for safety and environmental protection is shared among all employees and 
contractors and Baffinland is committed to providing the necessary training and awareness programs for 
effective implementation of its policies and management plans.  These training programs will be 
documented, procedure manuals will be maintained, and retraining schedules will be established.  
Baffinland’s Human Resource Management Plan outlines these commitments. 

One of the key management plans is focused on Emergency Preparedness and Response.  In the 
unlikely event that a major diesel fuel spill would occur along the shipping lane, such a spill would have a 
significant environmental effect.  However, refuelling of fuel depots is a well mastered routine activity in 
Arctic communities.  Furthermore, Baffinland will receive fuel only during the open water season.  A 
recent study published by the National Energy Board looked at the effectiveness of oil spill recovery 
techniques for the Beaufort Sea and the Davis Strait under a range of weather conditions. The study 
concludes that for the central Davis Strait during the months of June, July, August and September, at 
least one method of response intervention would be available given the expected weather and wave 
patterns.  This study confirms that for the Mary River Project, the optimal months for fuel delivery are 
indeed during the July to September ice-free period in Foxe Basin. 

SECTION 6.0 TRANSBOUNDARY AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Consideration was given to potential cumulative effects from reasonably foreseeable projects, and the 
main potential cumulative effects are thought to arise if development of the Mary River Project would lead 
to  further iron ore production up to twice the currently proposed production rate.  Other projects in the 
area will have only minor cumulative effects.  A doubled production rate of one or more other deposits 
would increase effects to a number of valued ecosystem and socio-economic components, but not to the 
extent that any of the cumulative effects are expected to be significant. 

Transboundary effects to marine mammals will occur as a result of shipping, however, because the 
effects to marine mammals within the study area are not significant, the transboundary effects are 
similarly not significant.  Socio-economic effects will occur in other jurisdictions of Canada as a result of 
employment of the Project by people living outside of Nunavut.  

SECTION 7.0 CONCERNS OF THE COMMUNITIES 

Through the past years a number of community concerns have been raised and addressed.  Some of the 
key issues are related to the essential balance between development and maintaining traditional 
lifestyles. 



 MARY RIVER PROJECT 
 Executive Summary 

 February 2012 
 

Executive Summary 

SOCIAL-CULTURAL CHANGE 

The socioeconomic benefits offered by the Project will inevitably trigger social changes for the Inuit of the 
neighbourhood communities and Nunavut as a whole.  The increased purchasing power of employees as 
well as the redistribution of wealth generated by Project activities has the potential to accelerate the 
changes currently being experienced by the Inuit society and families.  Although such changes are 
inevitable and will continue to occur, with or without the Project, the rate and direction of such changes 
remain legitimate concerns for many Inuit.  

Concerns were expressed on the overall effect of the Project on harvesting and land-use activities that 
could arise from the combined interactions of the Project on a wide range of factors.  These interacting 
effects have been carefully considered and the potential for beneficial outcomes on harvesting activities 
appears to be more likely than overall negative outcomes.  Baffinland will continue to work with 
communities to undertake collaborative monitoring and address issues as they arise. 

YEAR ROUND SHIPPING 

Although shipping is common through the Arctic, year-round shipping is new to the area and the shipping 
route to Steensby is very new.  The community input on the proposed shipping route through Foxe Basin 
and Hudson Strait has been taken into account.  The shipping route was determined using this input to 
avoid areas of highest walrus population and to remain as far as possible from areas communities use.  
Where there is a recognized disruption in travel patterns through landfast ice in Steensby Inlet Baffinland 
will continue to work with Inuit to establish safe alternate travel routes. 

SECTION 8.0 CONCLUSIONS OF THE EIS 

The EIS for the Mary River Project includes a thorough environmental impact assessment of Project 
development plans.  The EIS is based on extensive studies of the biophysical and socio-economic 
environments.  Many consultations have been undertaken to identify and address the concerns and 
interests of local communities, regulatory agencies, and other interested stakeholders and to benefit from 
the knowledge of the Elders in the region.  The EIS has addressed the topics identified by NIRB in the 
guidelines provided for the Project. 

The Project will be designed to meet all relevant regulatory requirements and to avoid, limit, and, 
minimize negative effects where possible and to enhance socio-economic benefits.  Baffinland is 
confident that it has proposed a Project that will provide positive economic returns to investors and 
benefits to the people, the Government of Nunavut, and Inuit organizations.  A comprehensive 
management and monitoring system has been developed to ensure that the commitments in the EIS will 
be respected.  Baffinland is committed to ongoing consultations with stakeholders and will address public 
concerns throughout the life of the Project. 

NO SIGNIFICANT NEGATIVE IMPACTS ON THE BIOPHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

The environmental assessment concludes that residual effects of the Project on the valued ecosystem 
component (VECs) of the biophysical environment will be not significant.    

POSITIVE SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

Assessments of potential effects on the socio-economic environment have concluded that there will be 
significant positive effects on local employment and skills development and that significant revenue will 
accrue to the Government of Nunavut.  The IIBA, currently under negotiation between Baffinland and the 
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regional Inuit association, will ensure that benefits from the Project flow to nearby Inuit communities and 
the Qikiqtani Region of Nunavut.  A major Project benefit will be a growing territorial economy that will 
increase economic stability in Nunavut.  Increasing the number of ongoing mining projects in Nunavut will 
help stabilize the territorial economy. 

Over the long term, the road, railway, and port infrastructure built by the Project will provide opportunities 
to access further mineral deposits in the North Baffin region and could improve access for Inuit harvesting 
and tourism.  The two ports will provide opportunities for additional commercial uses and the bathymetry 
information collected by the Project will provide important information for shipping lanes through Foxe 
Basin.  

SECTION 9.0 FORMAT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The EIS is part of the environmental assessment process established for a project under the Nunavut 
Land Claims Agreement.  A number of regulatory processes apply to this Project, including conformity to 
the North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan, an environmental review by NIRB and an environmental review 
under the Canadian Transportation Act.  NIRB coordinates these reviews, as well as a public review 
necessary to potentially amend the land use plan to accommodate Project needs.  In addition, the project 
will meet requirements from several federal and territorial agencies to permit certain activities and will be 
subject to all relevant legislation and regulation. 

The Final EIS complies with the requirements of NIRB as outlined in the Guidelines for the Preparation of 
the EIS issued on November 16, 2009 and subsequently amended on November 3, 2010 and also 
responds to numerous issues raised in the initial review period This EIS consists of  the same 10 volumes 
as were in the Draft EIS, as follows:  

Volume 1: EIS Main Document - provides an overview of the EIS, including a summary of the proposed 
Project, background and need for the Project, baseline studies, effect assessment methods and results, 
as well as the management and mitigation plans to meet commitments in this EIS. 

Volume 2: Consultation, Regulatory Context, and Assessment Methodology - presents results of 
extensive consultation, describes regulatory requirements, and presents methods used to undertake 
assessments of potential effects on the biophysical and socio-economic environments. 

Volume 3: Project Description - describes the proposed Project, including estimated schedule, facilities 
and infrastructure included in the Project, construction, operation, and closure and post/closure activities, 
estimated workforce, and alternatives considered to the Project and within the Project. 

Volume 4: Human Environment - presents results of socio-economic background studies and potential 
effects of the Project on nearby communities and the people of these communities. 

Volume 5: Atmospheric Environment - includes results of background atmospheric studies, an 
assessment of the Project’s GHG emissions relative to Nunavut, Canada and the world, and potential 
effects of the Project on air quality and noise levels in the region. 

Volume 6: Terrestrial Environment - describes results of background studies and potential effects of the 
Project on the terrestrial environment, including sensitive landforms, vegetation, birds, and caribou. 

Volume 7: Freshwater Environment - presents results of background studies and potential effects of the 
Project on the freshwater aquatic environment, including flow and quality of water, and effects on fish and 
fish habitat. 
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Volume 8: Marine Environment - addresses results of background studies and potential effects of the 
Project on the marine environment, including sea ice, water and sediment quality, fish and marine 
mammals. 

Volume 9: Cumulative Effects and Other Assessments – assesses cumulative effects of the Project 
considering past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities in the region that might also 
cause effects on valued components assessed in the EIS.  Other assessments included an evaluation of 
potential accidental events, their potential effects, and likelihood of occurrence of these events, effects of 
the environment on the Project (i.e., extreme weather, climate change), and effects that extend beyond 
the boundaries of the Nunavut Settlement Area (transboundary effects). 

Volume 10: EHS Management System - presents Baffinland’s comprehensive management system and 
related management plans that will be established to limit and mitigate any potentially negative effects 
and enhance benefits of the Project on its employees, contractors, residents of Nunavut, and the natural 
environment.
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects 

ATMOSPHERIC ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Climate 
change  

Greenhouse 
Gases (GHG) 

• Increased GHG 
emissions 

• Climate change 

• Arctic grade diesel fuel 
• Rail transportation of ore 

• Increased GHG 
emissions 

Not significant 

Air quality Air quality 

• Increased 
concentrations of: 
o Total Suspended 

Particulate (TSP), 
sulphur dioxide 
(SO2), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), and 
carbon monoxide 
(CO). 

 

• Increased deposition 
of: 
o Dust, potential acid 

input (PAI). 

• Apply best management practices for 
limiting air emissions 

• Use of low sulphur Arctic grade diesel 
fuel 

• Limit speed on roads 
• Ore crushing facilities are enclosed, 

vented and equipment with dust 
collection equipment 

• Apply dust suppressant as required in 
high traffic areas and stockpiles 

• Procurement policy on emissions from 
equipment (incinerator, generators, 
vehicles) 

• Waste segregation (incineration) 
• Where possible, use of granular 

material for road construction 
• Regular maintenance of equipment and 

vehicles 

• Increased 
concentrations of: 

o Total Suspended 
Particulate (TSP), 
sulphur dioxide (SO2), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
and carbon monoxide 
(CO). 

 

• Increased deposition 
of: 

o Dust, potential acid 
input (PAI). 

Not significant 

Noise and 
vibration 

Noise and 
vibration levels 

• Sensory impact on 
wildlife 

• Procurement policy for noise for 
equipment and vehicles 

• Use of mufflers – regular maintenance 
of engines and equipment 

• Sensory impact on 
wildlife 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Landforms, 
soil and 
permafrost  

Sensitive 
landforms 

• Soil contamination  
• Soil structure alteration 
• Soil destabilization and 

erosion 
• Thaw weakening and 

settlement 
• Creep settlement 

• Siting of facilities and alignment of roads 
and railway 

• Design foundations suitable for site 
conditions 

• Design stream crossing structures for 
extreme flood event 

• Ensure adequate drainage and prevent 
pooling of water 

• No residual effect 
(disturbance of sensitive 
landforms) after 
mitigation 

Not significant 

Vegetation Vegetation 
• Loss of vegetation 

abundance and 
diversity 

• Limit physical footprint of facilities 
• Limit areas of access for vehicles 
• Progressive reclamation / closure 

• Loss of vegetation limited 
to Project Development 
Areas (PDA) 

Not significant 

Birds 

Peregrine 
Falcon 
Snow Goose 
Common and 
King Eider 
Red-throated 
Loon 
Thick-billed 
Murre 
Lapland 
Longspur 

• Destruction of nests 
• Habitat loss  
• Mortality 
• Influences on health 
• Sensory disturbance 

• Employee awareness / environmental 
induction program  

• Minimize footprint of facilities  
• Conduct nest search prior to start of 

activities  
• No hunting policy  
• Avoidance of areas of large 

concentrations of foraging or moulting 
birds   

• Avoidance of known nests or nesting 
areas   

• To the extent possible, enforce closure 
of a 500 m radius of the nest until 
fledging occurs   

• Habitat loss 
• Mortality 
• Influences on health 

Not significant 

Species at Risk 
Ivory Gull 
Ross’ Gull 
Red Knot 
Harlequin Duck 
Short-Eared Owl 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures 
Residual 
Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Birds 

Peregrine 
Falcon 
Snow Goose 
Common and 
King Eider 
Red-throated 
Loon 
Thick-billed 
Murre 
Lapland 
Longspur 

• Destruction of nests 
• Habitat loss  
• Mortality 
• Influences on health 
• Sensory disturbance 

• Nest-specific management plans  
• To the extent possible, develop appropriate aircraft 

approach and departure flight paths  
• Refer to mitigation measures outlined in Appendix 

10D-11 Terrestrial Environment Management Plan 

• Habitat loss 
• Mortality 
• Influences on 

health 

Not significant 

Species at Risk 
Ivory Gull 
Ross’ Gull 
Red Knot 
Harlequin Duck 
Short-Eared Owl 

Terrestrial 
wildlife and 
habitat  

Caribou 
• Habitat loss 
• Restriction of 

movement 
• Mortality 

• Use of dust suppressant on Tote Road during 
growing season 

• Speed limits for trucks and trains which will provide 
more time for caribou to get off the road or rail, and 
will increase the chance of a truck being able to 
stop before a collision with a caribou. 

• The train is expected to operate 300 days per year, 
so seasonal stoppages are possible if large groups 
of migratory caribou return to the area. 

• Baffinland has a no hunting policy for all personnel 
while working on site. 

• Snow management that will grade snow banks 
along railway and roadway so that caribou are able 
to easily cross the transportation corridor without 
being blocked by steep snow banks. 

• Habitat loss 
• Restriction of 

movement 
• Mortality 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures 
Residual 
Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Terrestrial 
wildlife and 
habitat 

Caribou 
• Habitat loss 
• Restriction of 

movement 
• Mortality 

• The railway embankment will be constructed of 
finer fill material at the five identified trails for 
easier caribou movement across the railway 
embankment.  The finer fill will replicate natural 
trail conditions. 

• Physical barriers from trains will be reduced by 
limiting train traffic to four passes per day. 

• Habitat loss 
• Restriction of 

movement 
• Mortality 

Not significant 

FRESHWATER AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

Water 
quantity 

Water quantity 

• Reductions in water 
quantity due to water 
withdrawals 

• Increases in water 
quantity due to effluent 
discharges 

• Redistribution of water 
flows in the natural 
environment due to 
diversions 

• Permit required for water withdrawal 
• Measurement of withdrawal quantities as per 

Water License 
• Implement measures to reduce water 

consumption 

• Redistribution 
of water flows 
in the natural 
environment 
due project 
use 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

FRESHWATER AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Surface 
water and 
sediment 
quality 

Water and 
sediment 
quality 

• Changes in water 
quality due to 
point-source, non 
point-source and 
airborne 
emissions 

• Changes in 
sediment quality 
due to point-
source, non point-
source and 
airborne 
emissions 

• Siting of facilities/quarries at least 30 m from stream 
or water body 

• Install range of sediment and erosion control 
structures 

• Install diversion/collection channel or containment 
berms where appropriate 

• Routine inspection and maintenance 
• Ice and freshet management  
• Implementation of BMPs for surface water 

management 
• Sewage treatment  
• Wastewater treatment plant (oily water, truck wash, 

maintenance facilities, explosives equipment wash 
water) 

• Management of potentially acid generating rocks 
from waste rock pile, ore stockpiles, quarries and 
mine 

• Changes in 
water quality 
due to point-
source, non 
point-source 
and airborne 
emissions 

• Changes in 
sediment 
quality due to 
point-source, 
non point-
source and 
airborne 
emissions 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

FRESHWATER AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Surface water 
and sediment 
quality 

Water and 
sediment 
quality 

• Changes in water 
quality due to point-
source, non point-
source and airborne 
emissions 

• Changes in 
sediment quality 
due to point-source, 
non point-source 
and airborne 
emissions 

• Minimize footprint of stream crossing 
• Compensation plan for HADD 
• Appropriate design of stream/river crossing structures 

(culvert, bridges, etc.)  
• Limit barrier to movement with site specific design of 

rocky ramps at culvert crossing (where required)  
• Channel enhancement where required  
• Maintain minimum flow in impacted streams where 

possible  
• Monitor low flow stream, fish salvage if necessary  
• Fish barrier for extremely low flow streams  
• Use of explosives in or near streams/water bodies as 

per DFO Guidelines  
• Prevent discharge of contaminants 
• All hazardous materials stored on impermeable 

surface/secondary containment 
• Tank farm and large storage tanks placed in 

secondary containment structures (lined and 
impermeable) 

• Smaller tank – double wall ISO-containers 
• Refuelling on impermeable surfaces and runoff 

contained 
• Emergency and Spill Response Plan 

• Changes in water 
quality due to 
point-source, non 
point-source and 
airborne 
emissions 

• Changes in 
sediment quality 
due to point-
source, non point-
source and 
airborne 
emissions 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

FRESHWATER AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Freshwater 
fish, fish 
habitat, and 
other aquatic 
organisms 

Arctic char 

• Effects on Arctic 
char health 

• Effects on Arctic 
char movement 

• Effects on Arctic 
char habitat quality  

• Arctic char mortality 

• Siting of facilities/quarries at least 30 m from stream or 
water body 

• Install range of sediment and erosion control 
structures 

• Install diversion/collection channel or containment 
berms where appropriate 

• Routine inspection and maintenance 
• Ice and freshet management  
• Implementation of BMPs for surface water 

management 
• Sewage treatment  
• Wastewater treatment plant (oily water, truck wash, 

maintenance facilities, explosives equipment wash 
water) 

• Management of potentially acid generating rocks from 
waste rock pile, ore stockpiles, quarries and mine 

• Minimize footprint of stream crossing 
• Compensation plan for HADD 
• Appropriate design of stream/river crossing structures 

(culvert, bridges, etc.)  
• Limit barrier to movement with site specific design of 

rocky ramps at culvert crossing (where required)  
• Channel enhancement where required  
• Maintain minimum flow in impacted streams where 

possible  
• Monitor low flow stream, fish salvage if necessary  
• Fish barrier for extremely low flow streams  
• Use of explosives in or near streams/water bodies as 

per DFO Guidelines  
• Prevent discharge of contaminants 

• Effects on Arctic 
char health 

• Effects on Arctic 
char movement 

• Effects on Arctic 
char habitat 
quality  

• Arctic char 
mortality 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

FRESHWATER AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

VEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) 
Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Freshwater 
fish, fish 
habitat, and 
other aquatic 
organisms 

  

• All hazardous materials stored on impermeable 
surface/secondary containment 

• Tank farm and large storage tanks placed in 
secondary containment structures (lined and 
impermeable) 

• Smaller tank – double wall ISO-containers 
• Refuelling on impermeable surfaces and runoff 

contained 
• Emergency and Spill Response Plan 

  

MARINE ENVIRONMENT 

Sea ice  Fast ice  

• Disruption of shore 
fast ice in Steensby 
Inlet 

• Potential change to 
timing of shore fast 
ice break up and 
formation 

• Minimize width of shipping lane through fast ice to the 
extent  possible  

• Reduce vessel speed through fast ice 

• Disruption of 
shore fast ice 
along shipping 
route in Steensby 
Inlet 

Not significant 

Marine water 
and sediment 
quality 

Marine water 
and sediment 
quality 

• Changes in water 
and sediment quality 
in Steensby and 
Milne Inlets 

• Accident and 
malfunction (e.g. oil 
spill) 

• Site runoff water management as per management 
plan 

• Hazardous substances contained within impermeable 
areas as per Waste Management Plan 

• Sewage treatment and wastewater treatment plant 
(oily water, truck wash, maintenance facilities, 
explosives equipment wash water)  

• Emergency and Spill Response Plan, Milne Port OPEP 
and Steensby Port OPEP; SOPEP for all ships 

• Ship on-board waste management - no discharge at 
sea 

• Changes in water 
and sediment 
quality in 
Steensby and 
Milne Inlets 

• Accident and 
Malfunction  

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

MARINE ENVIRONMENT 

VEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) 
Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Marine 
habitat and 
biota 

Marine habitat • Disruption of marine 
coastal habitat  • Minimize footprint of marine structures  

• Loss marine 
coastal habitat for 
ports 

Not significant 

Arctic char  
• Effects on Arctic 

char health, habitat 
quality, and mortality 

• Minimize footprint of marine structures  
• Compensation plan for HADD 
• Appropriate design of marine structures 

• Effects on Arctic 
char health and 
habitat 

Not significant 

Marine 
mammals 

Ringed seals 

• Habitat change 
resulting from 
icebreaking and/or 
ice management  

• Disturbance caused 
by airborne and/or 
underwater noise 
from construction, 
shipping, and aircraft  

• Hearing impairment 
and/or damage 
caused by noise 
from construction 
activities 

• Masking of 
environmental 
sounds caused by 
vessel and 
construction noise 

• Mortality from 
collisions with 
vessels and blasting 
during construction 

• Dock structures were designed to minimize the 
footprints in the marine environment 

• Minimize ice disturbance at ore dock and along 
shipping route 

• Schedule dock construction activity during period of 
low mammal occurrence – April to June (blasting, pile 
driving, dredging) 

• Use proven mitigation measures to reduce noise and 
noise propagation during construction ( DFO’s 
guideline overpressure limit, bubble curtain system for 
blasting) 

• Discourage marine mammals from the blast area with 
potential use of acoustic deterrent device 

• Vessels will maintain a constant course and speed 
whenever possible - reduce vessel speed in Milne Inlet 

• Vessels will minimize idling of engines when docked at 
Milne and Steensby ports 

• Aircraft will be operated at a minimum altitude of 450 m 
over marine areas, when weather conditions allow 

• Aircraft will be prohibited from flying low over marine 
mammals for sightseeing or photography 

• Primary use of Mary River airstrip during the Operation 
Phase 

• Educate workers about bear safety 

• Habitat change 
from icebreaking 
and/or ice 
management 

• Disturbance 
caused by noise 
from construction, 
shipping, and 
aircraft overflights  

• Mortality from 
icebreaking 

• Masking caused 
by shipping noise 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

MARINE ENVIRONMENT 

VEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) 
Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Marine 
mammals 

Bearded seals 

 

• Work areas kept clean of food scraps, garbage, 
and toxic materials 

• Use of bear monitor at camp sites 
• Use of bear deterrent devices 

 

Not significant 

Walruses Not significant 

Beluga whales Not significant 

Narwhals Not significant 

Bowhead 
whales 

Not significant  

Polar bears 

• Habitat change 
resulting from 
icebreaking and/or 
ice management  

• Disturbance caused 
by noise from 
construction, 
shipping, and aircraft  

• Mortality from 
human-bear 
interactions 

• Habitat change from 
icebreaking and/or 
ice management 

• Disturbance caused 
by noise from 
construction, 
shipping, and aircraft 
overflights  

• Mortality if a bear is 
killed in defense of 
human life 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects  

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) 
Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Population 
demographics  

Demographic 
stability 

• In-migration of a small number 
of workers from south will 
have effect on the 
demographic make-up of 
communities 

• Migration of non-Inuit Project 
employees into the North 
Baffin LSA 

• Migration of non-Inuit into 
North Baffin for indirect jobs 

• Inter-community Inuit 
migration 

• Out-migration from the North 
Baffin 

• Designation of North 
Baffin communities as 
“Point of Hire” (Arctic 
Bay, Clyde River, Hall 
Beach, Igloolik, and Pond 
Inlet) 

• Iqaluit and a southern 
hub are also designated 
“Point of Hire” 

• Free transportation from 
“Point of Hire” to Mine 
Site 

• In-migration of a small number 
of workers from south or other 
Nunavut communities will have 
effect on the demographic 
make-up of communities 

Not 
significant 

Education 
and training 

Life skills • Improved life skills amongst 
young adults 

• Work readiness training 
• Supportive work 

environment 
• Employee and family 

assistance program 
• “No drug, no alcohol” 

policy 

• Improved life skills amongst 
many LSA residents  

Significant - 
positive 

Education and 
Skills 

• Incentives related to school 
attendance and success 

• Opportunities to gain skills 

• Minimum age of 18 yrs 
for Project employment 

• Career planning 
• Priority hiring for Inuit 
• Upgrading opportunities 
• Summer experience 
• Career counselling 
• Training 

• Incentives related to school 
attendance and success 

• Opportunities to gain skills 

Significant - 
positive 
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Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects (Cont’d) 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) 
Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Livelihood 
and 
Employment 

Wage 
Employment 

• Creation of jobs in the LSA 
• Employment of LSA residents 

• LSA points of hire 
• Recruitment strategy 
• Inuit hiring policy 
• Management 

commitment 

• Creation of jobs in the LSA 
• Employment of LSA residents 

Significant - 
positive 

Job 
Progression 
and Career 
Advancement 

• New career paths 

• Individual career support 
• Inuit hiring / promotions 

policy 
• Management 

commitment 

• Expanded employment and 
career development options 

Significant, 
positive 

Economic 
Development 
and Self-
reliance 

Land 

• Increased pressure on the 
land  

• Changes to human 
engagement in land-based 
economy 

• Lease agreement 
• VEC-related measures 
• Resources and Land Use 

measures (see VSEC) 

• Increased industrial utilization 
of land 

• VEC-related residual effects 
• Harvesting and travel residual 

effects 

Not 
significant, 
negative 

People 

• Increased opportunities for 
youth 

• Improved education and 
training 

• Increased wealth and well-
being 

• Inuit recruitment strategy 
• Education and training 

program 
• Community support fund 
• Employee and family 

assistance program  

• Increased human capacity and 
well-being 

Significant - 
positive 
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Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects (Cont’d) 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) 
Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

 

Community 
Economy 

• Increased wealth in 
community  

• Rotational absence of 
residents 

• Increased local business 
opportunities  

• Money management 
orientation 

• Community Fund 
• Monitoring to support 

decision-making 

• Improved ability to achieve 
strategic community 
development objectives 

Not 
significant, 
positive 

Territorial 
Economy 

• Expanded economic activity 
(GDP) 

• Increased diversity of territorial 
economy 

• Direct and indirect 
investment in the 
economy 

• Payment of taxes 
• Payment of resource 

royalties 

• Growth in the economy and 
related job creation and 
business expansion 

Significant, 
positive 

Human health 
and well-
being 

Substance 
abuse 

• Transport of substances 
through Project sites 

• Affordability of substances 
• Attitudes towards substances 

and addictions 

• “No drug – no alcohol” 
policy 

• Measures to prevent 
transportation through 
sites 

• Employee and Family 
Assistance Program 

• Negative - increased ability to 
afford substances will have 
effects on substance abuse 

• Positive – focus on health and 
safety, employee assistance 
and counselling will increase 
awareness of employees 

Not 
significant, 
negative and 
positive 

Well-being of 
children 

• Changes in parenting 
• Increased household income 

and food security 
• Overall effects on children 

• Orientation and training 
related to fly-in/fly-out 
adaptation, health, well-
being 

• Employee and Family 
Assistance Program 

• Money management  
training 

• Community support fund 

• Improved well-being of children 
Significant - 
positive 
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Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects (Cont’d) 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) 
Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

 
Community 
social stability 

• Absence from 
community during work 
rotation 

• Orientation and training related to fly-in/fly-
out adaptation 

• Short rotation (two week in / two week out) 

• Absence of residents 
while they are working at 
Project will have effect 
on community social 
stability 

Not 
significant 

Community 
infrastructure 
and public 
service 

Recruitment 
and Retention 
of Hamlet 

• Competition for skilled 
workers 

• Labour force capacity 

• Early start for skills training 
• On-going training 
• Employment experience 

• Competition for skilled 
workers may lead to 
temporary effects on 
municipal services. 

• Long term improvement 
in labour force capacity 

Not 
significant, 
negative.  

Significant, 
positive 

Contracting 
and 
business 
opportunities  

Opportunities 
For Business 

• Expanded market -
business services to 
Project 

• Expanded market -
consumer goods and 
services 

• Increased 
entrepreneurial capacity 

• Inuit contracting strategy 
• Cooperation with QIA to build Inuit 

capacity 
• Establish a fund to support and build 

capacity 
• Management assistance to Inuit 

designated firms 
• Opportunities for local entrepreneurs to 

work with Project 

• Expanded market —
business services to 
Project 

• Expanded market —
consumer goods and 
services 

• Increased 
entrepreneurial capacity 

Significant, 
positive 

Cultural 
resources  

Archaeological 
Sites 

• Disturbance or removal 
of archaeological sites 

• Unauthorized removal of 
artefacts 

• Potential loss of 
regionally significant 
sites through approved 
mitigation 

• Pre-development archaeological surveys 
to support avoidance and protections of 
sites, mitigation by SDR prior to 
construction, implementation of a chance 
finds procedure 

• Training, flagging and exclusion zones, 
implementation of government-approved 
mitigation plans, involvement of local 
people, management plans, 
implementation of chance finds procedure 

• Unmitigated 
archaeological sites 
subject to accidental or 
deliberate partial or 
complete destruction 

• Potential for chance 
finds 

• Increased traffic at 
Steensby Inlet could 
affect archaeological 
resources 

Not 
significant, 
negative 
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Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects (Cont’d) 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) 
Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Resources 
and land 
use 

Inuit 
harvesting of 
wildlife 

• Changes in caribou harvesting 
• Changes in marine mammal 

harvesting 
• Changes in fish harvesting 

• Prohibition of harvesting by 
employees 

• Measures to mitigate VEC effects 
(see VEC assessments) 

• Changes in caribou 
harvesting 

• Changes in marine 
mammal harvesting 

• Changes in fish 
harvesting 

Not 
significant, 
negative 

Resources 
and land 
use 

Travel and 
camps 

• Safe travel around Eclipse Sound 
and Pond Inlet 

• Safe travel through Milne Port 
• Emissions and noise disruption  
• Sensory disturbance and safety 

along Milne Inlet Tote Road 
• Detour around Mine Site 
• HTO cabin closure 
• Difficulty and safety relating to 

railway crossings 
• Detour around Steensby Port 
• Restrictions on camping locations 

around Steensby Port  

• Road Management Plan 
• Mine Closure Plan 
• Safety Plan 
• IIBA Agreement with QIA 
• Designated railway crossing 

locations 

• Safe travel around 
Eclipse Sound and Pond 
Inlet 

• Safe travel through Milne 
Port 

• Emissions and noise 
disruption  

• Sensory disturbance and 
safety along Milne Inlet 
Tote Road 

• Detour around Mine Site 
• HTO cabin closure 
• Difficulty and safety 

relating to railway 
crossings 

• Detour around Steensby 
Port 

• Restrictions on camping 
locations around 
Steensby Port 

Not 
significant, 
negative 
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Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects (Cont’d) 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) 
Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Cultural 
Well-Being 

Cultural 
Well-Being 

• Pijitsirnjiq – serving and providing 
for… 

• Pilnimmaksarniq – passing on of 
knowledge and skills… 

• Avatittinnik Kamattiarniq – 
environmental stewardship 

 

• Measures to support Inuit culture 
on site, including Inuktitut 
language plan 

• Inuit priority for employment 
• Inuit involvement in environmental 

monitoring 

• Support for values that 
are central to Inuit 
culture and cultural 
development 

Not 
significant 

Benefits, 
taxes and 
royalties 

Territorial 
own-source 
revenues 

• Increased taxes and revenues from 
indirect and induced growth 

• Payments of payroll and corporate 
taxes to territorial government 

• None 

• Increased taxes and 
revenues 

• Payments of payroll and 
corporate taxes to 
territorial government 

Significant – 
positive 

Governance 
and 
leadership 

Governance 
and 
leadership 

• IIBA Agreement with QIA 
• Development of leadership skills 

• Participation in initiatives to 
identify indicators of relevance to 
regional monitoring programs, 
share data generated by activities 
related to the Project, and discuss 
the interpretation of this data with 
others involved in these initiatives 

• Fit well with the strategic priorities 
identified for both the RSA 

• IIBA agreement with 
QIA 

• Development of 
leadership skills 

Significant - 
positive 

Notes: 
1. In the unlikely event of an oil spill along the shipping route, the residual effects have been evaluated as negative and significant. 
2. Health and Safety is of utmost importance. In the unlikely event that there is a Project related fatality, the effect is considered to be significant. 
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SECTION 1.0 RÉSUMÉ DU PROJET  

La société Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation (Baffinland) a préparé une étude d’impact environnemental 
(EIE) pour le développement de son projet de la rivière Mary.  Le projet est situé dans la région du nord de 
l’Île de Baffin dans le territoire du Nunavut de l'Arctique canadien.  La Commission du Nunavut chargée de 
l’examen des répercussions (CNER) a publié des lignes directrices le 16 novembre 2009 et une 
modification de ces dernières le 3 novembre 2010. Ces directives décrivent l’information que Baffinland 
devrait inclure dans son EIE. 

Cette EIE fait partie du processus d’évaluation environnementale établi pour un projet en vertu de l’Accord 
sur les revendications territoriales du Nunavut.  Dans le cadre de ce processus, le promoteur d’un projet, 
par exemple celui de la rivière Mary, décrit le milieu ambiant et l’aménagement proposé.  Les effets 
possibles sont ensuite établis et des plans d’atténuation sont élaborés.  La gravité ou l’importance des effets 
résiduels (effets qui persistent après l’application des mesures d’atténuation), est évaluée d’après les 
critères établis et l’opinion d’experts. 

Une version préliminaire de l’EIE soumise le 23 janvier 2011 a fait l’objet d’une étude approfondie, de 
réunions techniques et de nombreuses demandes d’information supplémentaires.  La version définitive de 
l’EIE donne suite aux questions et préoccupations soulevées au cours de cette période d’étude qui s’est 
étalée sur un an.  Cette version sera maintenant étudiée par les organismes fédéraux et territoriaux, les 
organisations inuit, les collectivités locales et d’autres parties intéressées. Le présent résumé populaire 
constitue un volet important de la version définitive de l’EIE et présente les faits saillants du document 
complet.  

1.1 PROMOTEUR DU PROJET 

La société Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation appartient à ArcelorMittal (70 %) et à Iron Ore Holdings LP 
(30 %).  Son siège social est situé à Toronto (Ontario), Canada. En plus de son siège social, Baffinland 
assure sa présence toute l’année à son campement d’exploration au site de la rivière Mary et grâce à des 
bureaux de liaison communautaires à Iqaluit, Igloolik et Pond Inlet.  ArcelorMittal, l’un des principaux 
fournisseurs de minerai de fer du Canada, approvisionne les marchés de l’acier du monde entier et 
fournit quelque 40 pour cent de la production totale du Canada.  Reconnue pour l’excellence de ses 
produits, les compétences de ses employés et son leadership dans l’industrie, ArcelorMittal est 
l'entreprise sidérurgique la plus importante à l'échelle mondiale; elle est en effet active dans plus de 
60 pays.  Les membres de ses équipes d’ingénierie et d’environnement possèdent une riche expérience 
de l’exploitation dans l’Arctique.  En outre, Baffinland est en cours d’établir des partenariats importants 
avec des sociétés qui ont une expérience précise dans le Nord, par exemple, dans le domaine de la 
navigation et du déglaçage. ArcelorMittal met en place tous les ingrédients nécessaires pour assurer le 
développement durable du projet et en faire une histoire à succès pour le Nunavut et l’ensemble des 
Canadiens. 

1.2 LE PROJET  

Le projet consiste en l’extraction minière d’un minerai à haute teneur de fer du gisement no 1 de la rivière 
Mary à une cadence de production de 18 millions de tonnes par année (Mt/a).  Il comprend la 
construction, l’exploitation, la fermeture et la restauration d’une mine à ciel ouvert et l’infrastructure 
connexe pour l’extraction, le transport et l’expédition du minerai de fer.  Les trois principaux sites du 
projet sont le site minier, le port de Milne et le port de Steensby, le premier étant situé au nord et le 
second au sud du site.  Le port de Milne est relié au site minier par une route déjà aménagée.  Un chemin 
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de fer d’environ 150 kilomètres (km) sera aménagé pour relier le site minier au port de Steensby.  Pour la 
période de construction, le matériel et l’équipement nécessaires à la construction du site minier et du 
segment nord de la voie ferrée seront acheminés par le port de Milne.  De la même façon, l’équipement 
et le matériel de construction nécessaires pour le port de Steensby et le segment sud de la voie ferrée 
seront livrés au port de Steensby.   

On prévoit qu’il faudra quatre ans pour construire les installations du port de Steensby et le chemin de 
fer.  Durant la construction, le matériel sera livré au port de Milne et au port de Steensby durant la saison 
des eaux libres.  Dès que le chemin de fer sera opérationnel, 18 Mt/a de minerai de fer seront 
transportées par chemin de fer et expédiées à partir du port de Steensby.  L’expédition du minerai de fer 
par voie maritime se fera à longueur d’année et exigera des transporteurs brise-glace.  Une fois que le 
port de Steensby sera opérationnel, le port de Milne sera réservé à un usage occasionnel pour la 
livraison de l’équipement surdimensionné requis au site minier.  Le minerai de fer est principalement 
destiné aux sidérurgies européennes. 

1.3 RAISON D’ÊTRE DU PROJET 

Le monde a besoin de minerai de fer pour continuer à construire et à produire les matériaux dont notre 
société fait usage tous les jours.  La demande mondiale pour ce minerai va augmenter, car des nations 
comme la Chine et l’Inde et d’autres pays émergents continuent de croître et de se développer en même 
temps que l’économie des pays occidentaux continue de s’améliorer.  Baffinland propose de mettre en 
œuvre le projet afin de fournir aux marchés mondiaux un minerai de grande qualité et d’assurer un profit 
acceptable pour ses investisseurs. 

Pour la population du Nunavut, le projet contribuera au développement de l’infrastructure et au 
perfectionnement des compétences ainsi qu’à la création d’emplois et d’opportunités d’affaires, tout en 
assurant un accroissement des revenus pour le gouvernement du Nunavut et la Inuit birthright 
corporation (Nunavut Tunngavik Inc.).  Le projet apportera de nombreux avantages aux collectivités 
locales, en soutenant à la fois le mode de vie traditionnel des Inuits et le changement générationnel qui 
se produit dans leur collectivité, dont les jeunes montrent de l’intérêt à participer à un mode de vie salarié. 

L’Entente sur les répercussions et les retombées pour les Inuit (négociée entre Baffinland et l’Association 
inuit Qikiqtani (QIA), assurera que le projet apporte des avantages aux collectivités inuit avoisinantes et à 
la région Qikiqtaaluk du Nunavut.  Le développement du projet est conforme aux principes, politiques et 
objectifs généraux de la Commission d'aménagement du Nunavut et à la stratégie du gouvernement du 
Nunavut en matière d’exploitation minière. Le projet devrait contribuer à attirer d’autres investissements 
dans la région. 

Le projet contribue également à la stratégie du Canada pour le Nord qui vise à renforcer la souveraineté 
canadienne dans cette région, à protéger le patrimoine environnemental du pays, à stimuler le 
développement économique et social régional, ainsi qu’à améliorer la gouvernance dans le Nord.  

1.4 APPROCHE DE DÉVELOPPEMENT DU PROJET 

La société Baffinland réalisera le projet de manière responsable sur les plans environnemental et social.  
Les besoins et les valeurs d’autrui, particulièrement les chasseurs et les trappeurs, seront respectés tout 
au long des phases de développement et d’exploitation du projet.  Baffinland se conformera aux 
exigences du Nunavut et à celles de la réglementation fédérale, quand c’est économiquement et 
techniquement faisable, en appliquant des mesures de protection de l’environnement qui sont 
techniquement avérées et économiques, pour chaque volet du projet.  Le processus de décision de 
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Baffinland sera guidé par des principes de gestion rationnelle où la séquence « politique – planification – 
mise en œuvre et exploitation – vérification et mesures correctives – examen par la direction » sera 
systématiquement suivie.  À chacune de ces étapes, la participation de la collectivité sera un aspect 
important du processus.  Grâce à une approche axée sur l’apprentissage au fur et à mesure de la 
vérification des effets des actions, la société Baffinland réussira à s’améliorer continuellement et à 
s’adapter rapidement aux conditions changeantes.  Elle tient à faire preuve de précaution pour éviter et 
(ou) réduire les effets potentiellement négatifs de ses opérations afin d’assurer la sécurité de ses 
employés, le bien-être des résidents du Nunavut, ainsi que la protection de l’environnement naturel. 

La société Baffinland a adopté un ensemble de principes progressistes en matière d'emploi et d’activités 
commerciales qui guideront ses décisions durant toute la durée du projet.  La sécurité des employés est 
la pierre angulaire de toutes ses décisions.  La société s'efforcera de fournir un environnement de travail 
propice à attirer, perfectionner et maintenir en poste du personnel qualifié et à maximiser la participation 
des Inuits.  Dans la mesure du possible, elle embauchera des employés provenant des cinq collectivités 
les plus proches du projet.  Elle travaillera en étroite collaboration avec l’Association Inuit Qikiqtani et 
autres institutions Territoriales, pour offrir la formation nécessaire aux employés et appuyer les 
programmes communautaires qui accroissent les avantages du projet et permettent aux résidents locaux 
d’acquérir des compétences qui auront des effets significatifs pour eux même après la fin du projet. 

L’effectif de construction sera d'environ 1 700 à 2 700 personnes.  Au cours de la phase d'exploitation, 
l'effectif total sera d’environ 950 personnes.  Les travailleurs des collectivités du Nunavut travailleront par 
rotation, à raison de deux semaines sur le site suivies de deux semaines de congé.  Pour les travailleurs 
de l’extérieur du Nunavut, le rythme de travail sera de quatre semaines sur le site suivies de deux 
semaines de congé. 

Tous les travailleurs seront transportés par avion, à destination et au départ des sites du projet.  La 
société Baffinland assurera le transport aérien à partir des cinq communautés les plus proches du projet 
dans la région du nord de l’Île de Baffin, et à partir d'Iqaluit et d’une autre localité au sud.  Il est possible 
qu’elle envisage d’inclure d’autres localités. 

1.5 DÉFIS DE RÉALISATION DU PROJET  

Le développement d'un grand projet minier dans une région isolée du Nunavut fait face à plusieurs défis 
importants : 

• le coût élevé lié à la construction et à l'exploitation d’un site minier et aux infrastructures de transport 
dans l'Arctique; 

• les défis logistiques liés à la construction et à l’exploitation en raison de l’accès saisonnier limité au 
site et du manque d'infrastructures de transport existantes; 

• les hivers longs et le froid extrême affectent l'efficacité des équipes de construction et des opérations;  
• les conditions géotechniques difficiles (pergélisol, lentilles de glace, etc.) exigent des techniques de 

conception et de construction spécialisées; 
• la nature concurrentielle de l'industrie de l'acier exige un approvisionnement constant, continu et sûr 

du minerai de fer. 

Pour respecter ces exigences, le projet doit pouvoir compter sur des opérations d’expédition par mer 
fiables et régulières, toute l’année.  Un navire chargera le minerai au port de Steensby environ tous les 
deux jours, à longueur d’année.  La fréquence des expéditions augmentera durant la saison des eaux 
libres, car pendant ces mois, le transport maritime assure le réapprovisionnement annuel et il est possible 
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d’affréter des navires supplémentaires pour transporter des quantités additionnelles de minerai.  
L’expédition du minerai par bateau en hiver est essentielle et la flotte de transporteurs brise-glace prévue 
dans le cadre du projet assurera avec fiabilité l’expédition du minerai. 

Il y a deux autres facteurs importants à prendre en compte : 

• le projet doit fournir des avantages réels et mesurables tant pour les actionnaires de Baffinland que 
pour les propriétaires fonciers inuit, les collectivités locales et les utilisateurs des terres; 

• les revenus de la société Baffinland reposent entièrement sur le prix de vente du minerai de fer. 

L’ensemble de ces défis et facteurs a été pris en compte pour établir la stratégie de conception et de 
mise en œuvre du projet.  

1.6 CALENDRIER ET DURÉE DU PROJET 

Le projet est réparti en plusieurs phases.  La phase de construction, de ses débuts jusqu’au démarrage de 
l’exploitation, s’étalera environ sur quatre ans.  D’après les réserves actuelles de minerai, la phase 
d’exploitation s’étalera sur 21 ans, à une cadence de production de 18 Mt/a.  La fermeture du site devrait 
prendre trois ans tandis que la surveillance post-fermeture demandera cinq autres années.  Si les objectifs 
des opérations de fermeture ne sont pas atteints, la période de post-fermeture pourrait dépasser cinq ans. 

1.7 GRANDES LIGNES DU PROJET 

Le site de la mine, le port de Milne et le port de Steensby sont les trois principaux sites du projet.  Chacun 
d’eux dispose des infrastructures nécessaires pour fonctionner efficacement, y compris des ateliers de 
maintenance et des édifices administratifs, des entrepôts et aires de stockage du matériel, des piles de 
stockage du minerai et les installations de gestion des eaux de ruissellement requises, des camps, 
l’alimentation en eau, des usines de traitement des eaux usées, des infrastructures de gestion des déchets, 
y compris un site d’enfouissement, de même que des centrales de production d’énergie électrique, un dépôt 
de carburant, des installations de télécommunication et des bandes d’atterrissage.  

En plus de ces installations, le site de la mine comprend la mine à ciel ouvert, le parc de camions pour 
appuyer les activités minières, des installations de préparation et de stockage des explosifs, un amas de 
stériles, ainsi que des installations de calibrage du minerai et de chargement dans les camions et wagons.  
Le port de Milne Inlet comprend également un dock de fret flottant et des ateliers de maintenance des 
camions.  Au port de Steensby, on trouve un dock de fret, un quai de chargement de minerai avec 
infrastructure de manutention et de chargement du matériel, une installation de déchargement des wagons 
et l’équipement de manutention nécessaire, un centre de stockage et de préparation d’explosifs, le dépôt 
principal de carburant ainsi qu’un atelier de maintenance des locomotives.   

Des camps d’hébergement permanents et temporaires de diverses dimensions seront construits à chacun 
des trois sites et à divers points situés le long du chemin de fer.  Les camps comprendront des dortoirs, une 
cafétéria ainsi qu’une clinique médicale et un centre récréatif.  En fin de construction, les effectifs des 
camps d’hébergement seront réduits.  Durant la phase d’exploitation, le nombre de travailleurs qui pourront 
être hébergés dans les camps sera réduit.  Ces camps seront des constructions modulaires érigées au 
début de la phase de construction qui seront par la suite démantelées pour la phase d’exploitation. 

Le chemin de fer comprendra un talus de voie ferrée, des traverses en bois et des rails en acier.  La 
construction du chemin de fer demandera l’aménagement d’une route d’accès temporaire et de plusieurs 
carrières.  Environ 30 ponts seront aménagés pour la voie ferrée ainsi que deux tunnels et de grandes 
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tranchées rocheuses le long du lac Cockburn.  Des passages à niveau seront aménagés à des points clés 
le long de la voie ferrée pour permettre aux chasseurs et aux caribous de traverser les voies sans danger. 

Une fois que les installations ferroviaires et portuaires seront prêtes, le port de Steensby sera exploité toute 
l’année et desservi par une flotte d’énormes minéraliers brise-glace spécialement construits.  

1.8 MINERAIS PRODUITS 

Le minerai de fer de la rivière Mary a une très haute teneur en fer.  Le traitement se limite à son calibrage 
pour le réduire par concassage et tamisage en particules plus petites qui sont conformes aux spécifications 
des sidérurgies.  Deux types de minerai sont ainsi produits : 

• un produit de minerai grossier, dont la taille des morceaux va de 6,3 mm à 31,5 mm (de la 
grosseur d’une balle de golf), et 

• un produit de minerai fin, dont la taille des morceaux est inférieure à 6,3 mm (de la grosseur 
d’un petit pois). 

Les concasseurs et tamis seront installés à l'intérieur de bâtiments, et les convoyeurs seront couverts et 
équipés de hottes pour réduire l'exposition au vent et la dispersion de poussières.  Des dépoussiéreurs 
seront installés pour capter les poussières recueillies par les conduits de ventilation. 

1.9 FERMETURE ET POST-FERMETURE 

Du début à la fin des phases, la société Baffinland planifiera et mènera ses activités de manière à remettre 
en état les sites du projet pour qu’ils soient sécuritaires et stables au plan environnemental.  Elle 
entreprendra la restauration progressive des sites tout au long de la durée de l’exploitation minière.  Les 
installations temporaires requises pour les camps de construction seront désaffectées et retirées des lieux à 
la fin de leur vie utile.  Les lieux d’emprunt, les carrières, les routes temporaires et autres sites touchés 
seront stabilisés pour limiter l’érosion des terre-pleins, et restaurés quand ils n’auront plus aucune utilité.  La 
surveillance environnementale et les suivis de sécurité se poursuivront aussi longtemps que nécessaire. 

1.10 POTENTIEL DE DÉVELOPPEMENT FUTUR 

Le projet en cours est conçu pour une production nominale de 18 Mt/a de minerai de fer.  La cadence de 
production annuelle varie selon des facteurs comme les conditions du marché, la teneur du minerai et les 
événements imprévisibles.  Pour assurer que les niveaux d’activité maximale restent sécuritaires et se 
réserver une certaine souplesse en cas d’événements imprévisibles, les infrastructures du projet sont 
conçues pour une capacité de 30 Mt/a.  Tous les sites du projet peuvent donc accueillir des piles de 
stockage, de l’équipement de manutention du matériel et des effectifs supplémentaires.  

En outre, au cours des deux dernières années, Baffinland a exploré la région et découvert d’autres 
gisements de minerai de fer qui semblent avoir haute teneur de fer tout comme le gisement no 1, d’après les 
échantillons de surface.  Bien que ces autres gisements n’aient pas encore été évalués à fond, le 
programme d'exploration régionale de Baffinland révèle un énorme potentiel pour en assurer aussi le 
développement.  Le fait que les infrastructures d’exploitation minière, y compris les installations portuaires, 
routières et ferroviaires, soient déjà en place facilitera le développement futur dans la région.  Si le projet 
prenait une grande expansion, d’autres processus d’étude seraient mis en place. 
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SECTION 2.0 PARTICIPATION DES COLLECTIVÉS 

Il y a eu un processus de consultation continu et étendu auprès des collectivités et organisations qui ont des 
intérêts dans le projet.  On a ainsi mobilisé les organisations inuit publiques, locales et régionales, le 
gouvernement du Nunavut et les organismes fédéraux pertinents.  L'accent a été mis sur les collectivités 
inuit établies à proximité des sites du projet.  

Les Inuits de la région de Baffin ont une riche tradition orale.  La société Baffinland en a tenu compte dans 
l’approche qu’elle a choisie pour mobiliser les collectivités locales.  Elle s'est efforcée en priorité d’établir sa 
présence dans la région en faisant appel à des agents de liaison communautaire, en tenant de nombreuses 
réunions face à face avec des membres de la collectivité et en organisant autant que possible des visites de 
ses sites.  Comme la langue principale de la région est l'Inuktitut, et qu’il s’y ajoute de nombreux dialectes 
régionaux dans l’Île de Baffin, le recours à des interprètes locaux a été un élément important pour assurer 
une bonne communication avec les intéressés.  Dans tous les cas, des rapports détaillés des diverses 
réunions et des rencontres face à face ont été préparés.  

On s’est efforcé de recueillir et documenter le savoir traditionnel local et de l’intégrer aux décisions touchant 
la conception du projet.  Les Inuit ont une connaissance très étendue de la région du projet dont la valeur 
est inestimable, surtout quand on l’intègre aux études et connaissances scientifiques.  

En outre, l’acceptation et les préférences des collectivités établies à proximité du projet sont des facteurs 
importants qui ont été pris en compte dans l'évaluation des différentes solutions de rechange du projet, par 
exemple l’utilisation du port de Milne, l’emplacement du port de Steensby, la route de navigation dans le 
bassin de Foxe et l’horaire de rotation de l’effectif. 

Après la soumission de la version provisoire de l’EIE, il y a eu de nombreuses interactions avec nombre 
d’organismes fédéraux et territoriaux, l’Association inuit régionale (QIA) et d’autres parties intéressées, 
grâce à des réunions individuelles et en petit groupe et des soumissions par écrit.  Tous ces efforts ont non 
seulement réussi à mieux faire connaître le projet et ses effets possibles, mais ils alimentent également les 
améliorations à apporter à sa conception.  Le contenu de la version définitive de l’EIE reflète les résultats de 
ces discussions et de cette analyse, et fait passer la conception du projet à la phase suivante. 

SECTION 3.0 CONTEXTE DU PROJET  

3.1 MILIEU PHYSIQUE 

Le relief et les gisements de la région du projet de la rivière Mary sont associés aux grandes périodes 
glaciaires que l’Île de Baffin a traversées au fil des ans.  La géologie de surface se compose de dépôts de 
sédiments qui abondent localement et proviennent des glaciers et des rivières.  La région du nord de l’Île de 
Baffin qui englobe la zone du projet est située dans la ceinture de « Committee Bay », un terrain de granite 
et roches vertes mélangés à des roches sédimentaires et volcaniques.  On trouve également quelques 
affleurements rocheux et des formations granitiques et sédimentaires.  À l’est, on aperçoit des montagnes 
de plus de 540 millions d'années, et à l'Ouest, des plateaux de basses terres d’environ 250 à 540 millions 
années. 

Le projet est situé dans l'écozone du Haut-Arctique qui se caractérise par un climat semi-aride et une zone 
de pergélisol continu.  Le pergélisol atteint une profondeur de 500 mètres et a une couche active de deux 
mètres.  Les températures extrêmement froides de la région, combinées au pergélisol, entraînent de brèves 
périodes de ruissellement de juin à septembre.  Les rivières et ruisseaux, à l'exception des grands réseaux, 
gèlent complètement pendant les mois d'hiver.  En raison du climat extrêmement froid et de la faible 
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capacité du sol de retenir l’humidité, la couverture végétale est minimale et les eaux de surface sont 
abondantes.  Il y a des milliers de petits lacs et cours d'eau dans la région. 

De novembre à janvier, il y a moins de deux heures de crépuscule et l’obscurité règne près de 24 heures 
sur 24.  Pendant les mois d'hiver, le terrain est dépourvu d'arbres et les vents transforment la fine couche de 
neige poudreuse en poudrerie, ce qui entraîne une visibilité réduite.  En période estivale, il fait clair toute la 
journée, et la période exempte de gel s’étend de la fin de juin à la fin d’août.  Les mois de juillet et août sont 
généralement les plus pluvieux.  De septembre à novembre, la température et le nombre d’heures de clarté 
diminuent, et vers la mi-octobre la température quotidienne moyenne est généralement bien au-dessous de 
0ºC.  Cette période enregistre habituellement les plus importantes chutes de neige. 

La qualité de l’air est très bonne et le niveau de bruit est faible dans la région du projet, comme c’est 
souvent le cas en région éloignée.  Les analyses de la qualité de l'eau douce dans la région de la rivière 
Mary indiquent des concentrations naturellement élevées d'oxygène dissous, d'aluminium et de fer.  En 
outre, la quantité importante de matières dissoutes accroît la turbidité de l’eau.  Certaines valeurs 
moyennes de pH ainsi que le cadmium et le mercure présents dans l'eau douce sont actuellement 
supérieurs aux normes prescrites par les lignes directrices du Conseil canadien des ministres de 
l'Environnement (CCME). 

3.2 MILIEU BIOLOGIQUE 

Relativement clairsemée dans la plus grande partie de la région du projet, la végétation est généralement 
représentative de la flore des régions de l'Arctique.  Aucune espèce végétale considérée comme « rare » au 
Canada n’y a été répertoriée. 

Parmi les mammifères terrestres de la région, on trouve le caribou des toundras du troupeau du nord de l’Île 
de Baffin, le loup, le renard roux et le renard arctique, l’hermine, le lièvre arctique et le lemming.  Plusieurs 
espèces de mammifères marins abondent dans la région, y compris l’ours polaire, le narval, le béluga et la 
baleine boréale, ainsi que plusieurs espèces de phoques et de morses.  L’épaulard et la baleine à bec 
commune sont représentés en moindre nombre. 

Les caribous du nord de l’Île de Baffin sont actuellement présents en faible densité et leur nombre semble 
varier selon un cycle de 60 à 70 ans.  La dernière période d’abondance du caribou s’est étendue des 
années 1980 à 2000, et la période précédente de faible densité est survenue dans les années 1940.  La 
population de caribous devrait rester faible dans les deux prochaines décennies.  Cependant, tout indique 
que les caribous sont présents dans toute la région.  Bien que certaines populations de caribous font des 
migrations saisonnières entre leurs habitats préférés en été et en hiver, le caribou du nord de l’Île de Baffin 
semble une espèce non migratrice et il est probable qu’on le trouvera en de nombreux endroits sur 
l’ensemble de la région du projet. 

Dans la région de la rivière Mary, les espèces d'oiseaux migrateurs observées comprennent l’oie des 
neiges, le canard, l’eider, le harle, le huard et le grand harle.  Parmi les rapaces, on y trouve la buse pattue, 
le faucon pèlerin, le faucon gerfaut et le harfang des neiges.  On a répertorié des oiseaux chanteurs et des 
oiseaux de rivage en faibles densités partout dans la région.  De nombreux oiseaux marins sont également 
présents dans le secteur de la route de navigation, y compris le guillemot de Brünnich et de nombreux types 
de mouettes. 

Deux espèces de poissons d'eau douce sont représentées : l'omble arctique et une espèce de méné 
nommé épinoche à neuf-épines.  Dans les eaux intérieures situées à proximité du projet, on trouve 
principalement une espèce d'omble arctique confinée aux eaux intérieures, bien que des ombles 
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anadromes soient présents dans un lac adjacent au port de Steensby et en amont du réseau de la rivière 
Cockburn, près d’une section de la voie ferrée.  Parmi les poissons d’eaux marines, on trouve l'omble 
arctique, le chabot, et la lompe de l’Atlantique à Steensby Inlet, ainsi que l'omble arctique, le chabot et la 
morue du Groenland à Milne Inlet. 

3.3 MILIEU SOCIO-ÉCONOMIQUE 

La région de Baffin au Nunavut possède un riche patrimoine archéologique visible qui remonte à plusieurs 
centaines d’années.  Il y a de nombreux sites archéologiques de petite et de grande envergure, 
particulièrement autour des ports de Milne et de Steensby, le long de certains tronçons de la voie ferrée. 

Les cinq collectivités de la région du nord de l’Île de Baffin situées dans le voisinage immédiat du projet de 
la rivière Mary sont – en ordre alphabétique – Arctic Bay (280 km), Clyde River (415 km), Hall Beach 
(192 km), Igloolik (155 km) et Pond Inlet (160 km).  Chacune d’elles a depuis longtemps des liens sociaux, 
économiques et environnementaux avec la région du projet.  La récolte des aliments traditionnels contribue 
de manière importante au bien-être général, tant physique que culturel, de nombreux ménages du nord de 
l’Île de Baffin.  Dans les cinq collectivités, le caribou, le phoque annelé et l’omble arctique ont une grande 
importance.  En outre, le morse est une espèce importante pour Hall Beach et Igloolik, tandis que le narval 
est une espèce importante pour les ménages de Arctic Bay et Pond Inlet, ainsi que pour Clyde River, 
quoique dans une moindre mesure.  

L’économie fondée sur les ressources naturelles compte pour une partie importante du mode de 
subsistance de nombreux résidents du nord de l’Île de Baffin.  On estime que la production d’aliments 
provenant de la récolte des ressources de la terre et de la mer représente entre 12  et 20 millions par année 
dans la région.  Le volume de travail nécessaire pour récolter ces aliments équivaudrait à environ 
350 emplois à plein temps.  

Les résidents de la région tirent également des revenus de la vente de leurs œuvres artistiques et 
artisanales, de l’emploi ainsi que de divers programmes sociaux du gouvernement comme le Soutien du 
revenu.  Le revenu personnel déclaré par les résidents des cinq collectivités du nord de l’Île de Baffin 
s’élève à 83 millions de dollars par année. 

Les Inuits du nord de l’Île de Baffin ont connu d'énormes changements sociaux et culturels au cours des 
dernières décennies.  Les changements récents, notamment les pensionnats, ont touché l'intégrité familiale 
et par ricochet, la cohésion sociale.  Les aînés s’engagent de plus en plus dans la vie communautaire et 
l'apprentissage de la culture traditionnelle par la jeune génération.  En même temps, les jeunes Inuits 
semblent prendre un virage en faveur des attentes de la classe moyenne occidentale.  Ces collectivités ont 
connu une croissance démographique considérable au cours des 20 dernières années.  Plus de 70 % de la 
population est âgée de moins de 25 ans. Le sous-emploi et le manque de perspectives d’avenir contribuent 
au stress social.  

Chez les résidents, la demande d’emplois salariés est très élevée.  Ils veulent travailler, même s’ils doivent 
quitter leur collectivité par avion pour aller travailler en région éloignée.  Toutefois, les possibilités d’emploi 
dans le nord de l’Île de Baffin sont limitées.  Dans cette région, les Inuit qui ont un emploi ont souvent des 
revenus peu élevés, nettement inférieurs à ce qu’un travail à plein temps leur rapporterait, et bien peu 
d’entre eux occupent un emploi à plein temps rapportant des revenus annuels.  La plupart des résidents qui 
travaillent à plein temps à Iqaluit occupent leur emploi toute l’année.  Dans le nord de l’île de Baffin, un 
nombre beaucoup plus élevé de travailleurs occupent un emploi, mais seulement pour de brèves périodes;  
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les femmes qui y sont employées à plein temps ont plus de chances que les hommes de travailler toute 
l’année. 

Il y a tout de même des possibilités d’emplois à plein temps bien rémunérés qui permettent de travailler 
toute l’année.  Ce sont souvent des postes au gouvernement et dans le « secteur public » qui exigent un 
niveau de scolarité et le genre d’expérience que de nombreux résidents n’ont pas.  Les aînés reconnaissent 
que leur collectivité doit se positionner de façon à participer à une économie basée sur les salaires. 

Le nombre d’emplois occupés par les femmes a en règle générale augmenté à un rythme supérieur que 
ceux qu’occupent les hommes.  Toutefois, les femmes de la région travaillent surtout dans le secteur public.  
Il est peu probable que la croissance passée dans ce secteur se poursuive, et on peut supposer que les 
jeunes femmes à la recherche d’un emploi devront peut-être se tourner vers des débouchés dans des 
secteurs qui ne sont pas traditionnellement réservés à la main-d’œuvre féminine. 

Dans le nord de l’île de Baffin et à Iqaluit, environ un emploi sur cinq exige une formation universitaire.  Un 
quart à un tiers des emplois de la région demande une formation collégiale ou des compétences dans une 
formation d’apprenti.  Une proportion égale d’emplois exige un diplôme d’études secondaires et (ou) une 
formation spécifique à l’occupation.  Les travailleurs non qualifiés peuvent avoir accès au reste des 
possibilités de travail en suivant une formation en cours d’emploi.  Il est clair que les débouchés sont 
beaucoup plus limités pour ceux qui n’ont pas reçu une éducation ou une formation adéquate. 

Le Nunavut s'appuie sur les paiements de transferts fédéraux pour au moins 90 % de ses revenus.  
L'emploi gouvernemental est un pilier de l'économie salariale.  Un grand nombre de petites entreprises du 
Nunavut et de commerces de détail sont établis pour soutenir les besoins du gouvernement ou ceux des 
fonctionnaires publics.  Les emplois gouvernementaux dans les domaines de l'administration, de l'éducation 
et de la santé représentent environ la moitié de tous les revenus liés à l'emploi sur le territoire.  Le nombre 
d’emplois dans la construction a continué d’augmenter pour appuyer le développement de l’infrastructure 
gouvernementale. 

SECTION 4.0 INTERACTIONS DU PROJET ET EFFETS SUR LES CVE ET LES CSEV 

Les efforts de consultation publique ont permis de cerner les intérêts et les préoccupations clés des 
collectivités et des parties intéressées du projet.  En outre, les études scientifiques des conditions de 
base du milieu biophysique ont permis d`établir l’état actuel des lieux.  Par ailleurs, les entretiens avec de 
nombreux aînés inuit ont permis de recueillir des données précieuses provenant de leur connaissance 
traditionnelle de la région.  Grâce à ces études et ces consultations, l’équipe du projet a pu clairement 
cerner les composantes importantes à évaluer et étudier.  Ces domaines d’intérêt particulier sont énoncés 
dans l’EIE comme « composantes valorisées de l’écosystème » (CVE) et « composantes socio-
économiques valorisées » (CSEV) du projet. 

4.1 Composantes valorisées de l’écosystème(CVE)  

Les CVE comprennent le milieu naturel, et la faune dont la survie dépend de la santé de ce milieu.  On peut 
grouper les CVE en thèmes liés aux composantes clés du milieu.  Les principales espèces indicatrices ont 
été identifiées et ont fourni une orientation pour les évaluations. 

Milieu atmosphérique – changement climatique, qualité de l’air, bruit et vibrations. 

Milieu terrestre – relief, sol et pergélisol; végétation; faune et habitat terrestres; oiseaux. 
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Milieu d’eau douce – eaux de surface et qualité des sédiments; quantité d’eau; poissons d’eau douce et 
habitats, autres organismes aquatiques. 

Milieu marin – glace marine; eau de mer et qualité des sédiments; habitat marin et biote; mammifères 
marins. 

4.2 Composantes socio-économiques valorisées (CSEV) 

Les CSEV concernent le bien-être de la population, les collectivités ainsi que la santé socio-économique 
générale de la région. 

Population : démographie; éducation et formation; santé et bien-être humains. 

Collectivité : infrastructure communautaire et fonction publique; ressources culturelles; ressources et 
utilisation des terres; gouvernance et leadership : moyens de subsistance et emploi; bien-être culturel.  

Économie : développement économique et autonomie; conclusion de contrats et occasions d’affaires; 
prestations, impôts et redevances.  

4.3 Interaction des CVE et des CSEV avec le projet 

Le processus d’étude a permis de cerner les interactions du projet avec les divers CVE et CSEV et quand 
c’était approprié, d’identifier et d’analyser les principales espèces indicatrices.  Des études approfondies 
combinées au savoir traditionnel inuit ont permis d’établir l’état des lieux et les conditions préalables au 
projet.  À l’aide de connaissances scientifiques, de l’expérience de projets passés et des prévisions tirées 
du savoir traditionnel, on a pu prévoir les effets de diverses interactions.  Lorsqu’il est impossible éviter les 
interactions négatives du projet, des plans de gestion ont été élaborés pour limiter ou contrebalancer ces 
effets négatifs.  

En tenant compte des modifications apportées et des mesures d’atténuation prévues dans le projet pour 
limiter les effets négatifs, les effets résiduels du projet ont été évalués afin de déterminer leur importance 
pour les milieux biophysique et socio-économique.  L’EIE présente les résultats de ces évaluations.  Un 
résumé par thème suit ci-dessous. 

4.3.1 EFFETS DU PROJET SUR LES CVE 

Introduction 

Le projet a été conçu dans l’optique de minimiser ses interactions avec le milieu naturel et de mettre en 
œuvre des mesures visant à atténuer les effets négatifs des interactions inévitables.  Une fois ces mesures 
en place, une évaluation des effets du projet sur l’ensemble du milieu naturel a permis d’établir qu’ils sont 
négligeables.  Les paragraphes suivants résument les interactions importantes du projet et les mesures 
d’atténuation qui seront mises en œuvre.  

Milieu atmosphérique – changement climatique, qualité de l’air, bruit et vibrations 

Selon les prévisions, le changement climatique aura peu d’incidence sur les conditions déjà extrêmement 
froides et le pergélisol profond dans la région, pour la durée de vie du projet.  D’ailleurs, les installations du 
projet seront conçues pour tenir compte de toute évolution des conditions locales provoquées par le 
changement climatique.  Il reste que les activités du projet produiront effectivement des gaz à effet de serre 
(GES), quoique certains éléments du projet soient conçus pour en limiter le taux.  Même si les émissions de 
GES représentent une hausse importante par rapport aux taux actuels enregistrés au Nunavut, elles sont 
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minimes par rapport à celles que l’on enregistre au plan national et ont peu d’incidence sur la totalité des 
GES émis au Canada. 

La manutention du minerai, ainsi que la conduite sur les routes d’accès et les émissions des groupes 
électrogènes, des camions et des incinérateurs des camps, réduisent la qualité de l`air en générant des 
poussières et d’autres émissions.  Il est possible de réduire ces émissions en utilisant du carburant diesel 
arctique à faible teneur en soufre et en s’assurant de prévoir pour l’équipement des mesures modernes 
de lutte antiémissions.  En outre, des mesures de lutte contre la pollution atmosphérique comme 
l’utilisation de dépoussiérants, l’installation des concasseurs et tamis à l’intérieur de lieux fermés ventilés 
et l’utilisation de dépoussiéreurs atténueront les effets sur la qualité de l’air. 

Les activités du projet accroîtront le niveau de bruit, mais seulement dans les lieux qui en sont proches.  
En outre, l’utilisation de silencieux et l'entretien régulier des engins et des équipements atténueront 
beaucoup le niveau de pollution sonore.  

Milieu terrestre – relief, sol et pergélisol; végétation; faune et habitat terrestres; oiseaux 

Le relief sensible de la région du projet comprend des sols gelés qui contiennent des lentilles de glace ou 
des sols qui risquent de devenir instables s’ils sont soumis à une pression.  Ces endroits seront pour la 
plupart évités et si c’est impossible, on aura recours à des mesures de conception technique pour les 
protéger.  En outre, un drainage adéquat est prévu lors de l’aménagement des sites pour empêcher la 
formation de mares en période de dégel.  

Les installations sont conçues de manière à minimiser le nombre de terrains que le projet perturbera.  Par 
conséquent, la végétation touchée sera minime par rapport à l’ensemble de la couverture végétale présente 
dans la région.  Des études par modélisation numérique ont permis de prédire la quantité de poussière qui 
pourrait se déposer sur la végétation régionale et d’après leurs conclusions, des mesures de suppression 
de la poussière limiteraient l’empoussièrement des végétaux. 

On a utilisé le caribou comme principale espèce indicatrice pour évaluer les effets possibles sur la faune 
terrestre.  La principale interaction des activités du projet avec ces animaux pourrait se produire lorsque le 
caribou traverse une route ou la voie ferrée.  Des collisions pourraient effectivement survenir entre un 
caribou et un train ou un camion, mais on prévoit qu’il en surviendra peu et que le nombre sera négligeable 
par rapport au nombre total d’accidents dans la région.  Plusieurs mesures ont été mises en place pour 
éviter les collisions avec des caribous.  Une limite de vitesse stricte sera imposée pour les trains et les 
camions, ce qui réduira la probabilité de tels incidents.  Les camions devront s’immobiliser quand ses 
caribous passent sur la route ou en bordure.  Les trains ne pourront pas s’arrêter pour éviter les collisions, 
mais en période de migration, il y a possibilité d`interrompe temporairement le service ferroviaire le temps 
que les caribous dégagent les voies ferrées.  Des passages à niveau seront aménagés le long du corridor 
ferroviaire afin de faciliter la circulation des animaux.  Au besoin, les amas de neige seront réduits pour 
laisser passer les caribous.  

L’avifaune est abondante dans la région, mais la perte d’habitat des oiseaux migrateurs attribuable aux 
activités du projet sera négligeable.  Le projet ne devrait pas avoir d’effets sur les populations de faucons 
pèlerins, d’oies des neiges, d’eiders et de huards.  Les nids et aires de nidification seront identifiés avant 
le début des activités et dans la mesure du possible évités jusqu'à l'envol des oisillons.   
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Milieu d’eau douce – eaux de surface et qualité des sédiments; quantité d’eau; poissons d’eau 
douce et habitats, autres organismes aquatiques  

De nombreuses mesures d’atténuation éprouvées sont prévues dans le cadre du projet afin de réduire 
les effets possibles sur la qualité de l’eau, les poissons d’eau douce et leur habitat ainsi que d’autres 
organismes aquatiques.  Des plans de gestion spécifiques expliquent en détail les nombreux moyens de 
protection qui seront pris à cet égard.   

La consommation d’eau sera réduite au strict minimum et les eaux usées subiront des tests et seront 
traitées au besoin avant d’être rejetées dans l’environnement.  Les installations modernes de traitement des 
eaux d’égout assureront que les eaux évacuées répondent aux normes établies ou les dépassent.  Les 
eaux de ruissellement des aires de stockage du carburant et de maintenance seront confinées, et les 
eaux usées des installations de maintenance des camions et des trains ainsi que les eaux de lavage des 
équipements explosifs seront traitées pour assurer leur conformité aux normes établies avant de les rejeter 
dans le milieu naturel.  Le Plan d'intervention d’urgence (PIU) de Baffinland sera en place et permettra un 
nettoyage rapide et approprié en cas de déversement accidentel.  

Les risques de drainage acide provenant des haldes de stériles, des piles de stockage ou des carrières 
seront soigneusement gérés et au besoin, le traitement et surveillance seront assurés durant toute la durée 
de vie du projet. 

Les routes et la voie ferrée traversent un grand nombre de cours d'eau et dans une partie de ceux-ci, on 
trouve des habitats de poissons.  Les ponceaux et ponts seront conçus pour limiter les obstacles à la 
migration des poissons.  Comme il ne peut pas y avoir de virages à angle aigu sur les voies ferrées, des 
tronçons du chemin de fer devront inévitablement être aménagés en bordure de plusieurs lacs.  Certains 
habitats aquatiques seront inévitablement détruits, mais un plan d’indemnisation a été proposé pour 
contrebalancer ces pertes inévitables.  Ce plan sera étoffé et mis au point en collaboration avec le 
ministère des Pêches et des Océans et l’Association inuit Qikiqtani (QIA).   

Milieu marin – glace marine; eau de mer et qualité des sédiments; habitat marin et biote; 
mammifères marins 

Les activités côtières et portuaires seront soigneusement gérées pour protéger le milieu marin.  Les eaux 
d’égout et les eaux usées provenant des installations de maintenance et des équipements explosifs 
seront traitées avant leur rejet et les eaux de ruissellement des zones du projet seront confinées, 
surveillées et traitées pour s’assurer qu’elles répondent aux exigences de qualité des effluents liquides 
avant leur évacuation.  Les transferts de carburant seront effectués en conformité avec les règlements de 
la Loi sur la marine marchande du Canada. 

La navigation météorologique réduira la perturbation du déplacement des îles de glace et les navires ne 
pourront pas déverser des déchets dans les eaux. Les transporteurs de minerai utiliseront des eaux de 
ballast pour stabiliser les navires lors de navigation en haute mer. En réponse aux préoccupations des 
collectivités relatif à l`introduction d`espèces exogènes invasives par l`entremise des eaux de ballast, la 
réglementation en vigueur exige que les eaux de ballast soient obligatoirement être échangées en mer 
avant l`entré du navire dans les eaux canadiennes. De plus, les eaux de ballast seront également 
échangées avant l`arrivée des navires au port de Steensby. Le traitement des eaux de ballast des navires 
devra être conforme à la réglementation future en la matière et se faire selon les méthodes recommandées 
par Transports Canada.  Ces pratiques limiteront l’introduction d’espèces invasives.  
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Les mammifères importants de l’écosystème marin sont le phoque annelé, le phoque barbu, le morse, le 
narval, le béluga ainsi que la baleine boréale.   

Le phoque annelé est présent toute l’année le long des routes de navigation nord et sud.  Les glaces de rive 
offrent un habitat de choix pour cette espèce qui creuse des tanières et des trous d’aération sous la neige.  
Les femelles mettent bas en mars et avril et allaitent leurs petits de cinq à huit semaines.  Le phoque annelé 
tolère généralement bien l'activité industrielle et la navigation en eaux glacées.  Cependant, l’espèce est 
considérée comme sensible aux perturbations pendant les périodes où la femelle met bas et allaite ses 
petits.  Les transporteurs brise-glace auront des effets sur une faible proportion de la banquise à Steensby 
Inlet, le long de la voie maritime et près du quai.  L’activité des transporteurs brise-glace pourrait causer un 
petit nombre de mortalités chez les phoques annelés.  Toutefois, l’interaction du projet avec cette population 
se limitera au couloir de navigation et celle-ci ne sera pas touchée dans son ensemble. 

Le morse est présent toute l'année dans la région en nombre relativement important dans le nord du bassin 
de Foxe.  Selon le savoir traditionnel des Inuit, les populations de morses sont présentes régulièrement en 
petits nombres à Steensby Inlet.  On les trouve également dans le détroit d’Hudson.  Le long de la route de 
navigation partant de Steensby, les morses en eau libre ou échoués sur la glace peuvent percevoir le 
passage des navires à des kilomètres de distance, mais il est peu probable que le bruit distant les dérange.  
D’après leur comportement dans des situations semblables, il est prévisible que les sites terrestres où les 
morses s’échouent ne seront pas affectés par les activités du projet.  L’interaction possible du projet avec 
cette espèce se limitera aux zones géographiques situées près de la route de navigation, et cette dernière a 
été précisément choisie pour éviter les plus grandes concentrations de morses présentes à l’ouest de l’Île 
de Koch.  Une surveillance continue sera importante pour détecter toute incidence imprévue sur cette 
espèce et prendre les mesures d’atténuation jugées nécessaires. 

Le phoque barbu est courant dans la région toute l’année.  On le trouve principalement dans les eaux peu 
profondes et sur les banquises où les radeaux de glace sont suffisants pour s’y’échouer.  La période de 
mise bas s’étend du milieu du mois de mars au début du mois de mai.  La voie tracée à travers la banquise 
mobile disparaît rapidement parce que les vents et marées déplacent la glace, et les phoques barbus vont 
probablement réutiliser cette même zone de glace de mer.  L’interaction générale du projet avec cette 
population de phoques sera limitée.  

Le narval est présent le long de la route de navigation partant de Milne Inlet, principalement durant la 
période d’eau libre où près de 20 000 animaux sont présents dans le détroit d'Éclipse et la région de Milne 
Inlet en été.  On croit que les narvals mettent bas et se nourrissent dans ces aires d’été.  Ils sont 
relativement peu nombreux dans le bassin de Foxe, mais on croit que quelques-uns hivernent dans la partie 
est du détroit d'Hudson.  Des observations limitées dans la zone du projet révèlent que les narvals semblent 
peu réagir au passage des navires (y compris des transporteurs de minerai).  L’interaction du projet avec la 
population de narvals se limitera en grande partie aux activités de navigation à Milne Inlet.  Ces dernières 
ne sont pas énormes et auront seulement lieu au cours de la période de construction initiale, mais rarement 
par la suite.  

Le béluga est présent dans la région toute l’année.  Toutefois, on trouve cette espèce en nombre 
relativement peu élevé dans le détroit d'Éclipse et à Milne Inlet pendant la période d'eau libre.  Le détroit 
d'Hudson est une zone d'hivernage pour les bélugas.  Dans le bassin de Foxe, l’espèce est présente en 
petit nombre dans le voisinage d’Igloolik, de Hall Beach et probablement de Steensby Inlet, de juillet 
jusqu’au début de septembre.  Des études révèlent que les bélugas évitent davantage les brise-glaces et 
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les navires qui circulent dans les zones de glace à de plus grandes distances que ceux qui circulent en 
eau libre.  Les bélugas s'habitueront probablement à la navigation fréquente, y compris au déglaçage. 

Les baleines boréales sont présentes le long de la route de navigation proposée en été et en automne.  Il 
y a une aire de reproduction dans une petite zone située dans le nord du bassin de Foxe et le détroit 
d'Hudson est une zone d'hivernage principale.  D’après les études portant sur leur réaction à la présence 
de navires et de brise-glaces, il est probable que les baleines boréales éviteront au moins le voisinage 
immédiat des navires.  Toutefois, on prévoit que l’interaction du projet avec cette population sera limitée. 

Les ours polaires sont présents dans la région tout au long de l'année.  Ils sont abondants dans le nord 
du bassin de Foxe, y compris sur le littoral de Steensby Inlet et Koch, Rowley et des Îles Bray.  Les aînés 
ont signalé que la partie sud-est de Steensby Inlet offre un bon habitat comme aire de mise bas.  L’ours 
polaire hiverne également dans le détroit d'Hudson.  Les ours polaires éviteront les navires et les sites 
portuaires, mais ils pourraient aussi s’en approcher s’ils y perçoivent une activité.  Le personnel du projet 
recevra une formation sur la façon d’assurer sa propre sécurité, et la gestion stricte des déchets réduira 
les risques d’interactions entre humains et ours.  Un service de sécurité assurera la protection des 
travailleurs.  

4.3.2 EFFETS DU PROJET SUR LES CSEV  

Introduction 

Le projet apportera de nombreux avantages sociaux et économiques aux résidents de la région du nord 
de l’Île de Baffin.  Les avantages iront des possibilités d’emploi et de formation aux occasions d’affaires 
en passant par les paiements versés au gouvernement et aux organisations inuit.  Une planification 
soigneuse s’imposera pour s’assurer que la population est en mesure de tirer parti de ces occasions.  
Les travailleurs et leur famille auront besoin de soutien, car ils devront faire face aux difficultés 
d’adaptation au travail par rotation et à la nécessité de faire la navette par avion.  Ils devront également 
apprendre à gérer leurs finances et les responsabilités financières qui viennent avec ce mode de vie.  
L’évaluation des composantes socio-économiques valorisées est un moyen important de cerner ces 
difficultés et de prendre les mesures d’atténuation nécessaires.  Dans l’ensemble, le projet de la rivière 
Mary représente des avantages socio-économiques importants et significatifs pour le Nunavut. 

Population : démographie; éducation et formation; santé et bien-être humains 

La migration possible de travailleurs non inuit dans les collectivités locales ainsi que la possibilité que les 
Inuits émigrent hors de leur collectivité pour travailler au projet ont fait l’objet d’une évaluation.  On a 
établi qu’aucune de ces possibilités ne touchera de façon significative la composition démographique et 
le nombre d’habitants du nord de l’Île de Baffin ni le tissu social communautaire.   

La société Baffinland s'est engagée à offrir des programmes d’éducation et de formation qui aideront à 
améliorer les compétences des résidents de la région du nord de l’Île de Baffin.  Elle tient à appuyer des 
programmes qui donneront la chance aux résidents des collectivités avoisinantes d’acquérir les 
compétences nécessaires et de se qualifier pour les emplois à tous les niveaux de l'exploitation du projet.  
À cette fin, la société participe activement à la création de partenariats et d'initiatives d'éducation et de 
formation.  Par exemple, de concert avec l’Association inuit Qikiqtani (QIA), la Corporation Qikiqtaaluk et 
l’Association Kakivak, Baffinland a convenu de mettre au point et de promouvoir la prestation de cours de 
formation dans le domaine minier et sur le développement économique et communautaire, des études 
sur le marché du travail, l'élaboration de programmes d’étude, le perfectionnement professionnel ainsi 
que d’autres activités au profit des Inuits des collectivités associées au projet.  Un accord similaire a été 
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signé avec le gouvernement du Nunavut et le Collège de l'Arctique.  En outre, la fixation d’un âge minimal 
pour accéder à l’emploi dans le cadre du projet motivera les élèves du secondaire à terminer leurs 
études.   L’expérience acquise au travail contribuera également à améliorer les compétences générales 
nécessaires à la vie active. 

Les difficultés liées à la nécessité de faire la navette pour aller travailler sont reconnues.  Des mesures 
seront prises pour aider les travailleurs et leur famille à s’adapter à ce rythme de travail.  Des 
programmes d’orientation et de formation seront mis en place pour les aider à s'adapter au travail par 
rotation et à améliorer leurs capacités de gestion financière.  Grâce aux périodes de rotation de deux 
semaines, les travailleurs ne s’éloigneront pas trop longtemps de leur milieu familial et communautaire et 
pourront profiter de leurs deux semaines de congé pour participer aux activités traditionnelles.   

Certains s’inquiètent du risque que le projet ait des effets négatifs sur le transport des substances 
illégales par l’entremise des sites du projet, et sur l’abordabilité de ces substances.  Pour contrer le risque 
que la toxicomanie augmente, la société Baffinland a adopté une politique stricte de tolérance zéro de la 
drogue et de l’alcool.  Des services de counseling en toxicomanie seront également offerts.  

Collectivité : infrastructure communautaire et fonction publique; ressources culturelles; 
ressources et utilisation des terres; gouvernance et leadership : moyens de subsistance et 
emploi; bien-être culturel 

Avec le projet, la population craint de se disputer les travailleurs qualifiés.  Dans les hameaux, on craint 
d’éprouver éventuellement de la difficulté à embaucher des travailleurs pour les services locaux.  
Toutefois, l’expérience professionnelle et la formation complémentaire devraient considérablement 
améliorer la capacité de la main-d’œuvre locale et contribuer à aider les résidents locaux à acquérir des 
qualifications et de l’expérience.  Par conséquent, la concurrence accrue sera contrebalancée par la 
capacité accrue des travailleurs. 

Les bandes d'atterrissage d’Iqaluit et des cinq collectivités les plus proches du projet serviront au 
transport des travailleurs à destination et en provenance des sites de travail.  Les plans de transport du 
projet seront conçus de façon à éviter une demande trop élevée pour la capacité actuelle des installations 
aéroportuaires.  Le projet pourrait entraîner indirectement une certaine hausse de la demande 
d’infrastructures.  Par exemple, une augmentation de la richesse individuelle pourrait entraîner une 
hausse du nombre de véhicules en circulation, donc la nécessité d’améliorer les infrastructures routières. 

L’éducation et la formation ainsi que l’expérience au travail et le counseling permettront de perfectionner 
les compétences en leadership, donc d’améliorer considérablement la gouvernance locale.  La 
participation des résidents et des dirigeants communautaires à la négociation des accords avec la société 
Baffinland et aux initiatives visant à déterminer les indicateurs clés des programmes de surveillance 
régionale a déjà contribué au perfectionnement des capacités de leadership dans les communautés 
locales.  

Des mesures seront prises pour respecter et préserver la culture des employés inuit au travail.  Les 
politiques de Baffinland encouragent le respect des autres cultures et de la diversité.  La société appuiera 
l'utilisation de la langue inuktitute sur les sites, dans les affichages et les unités de travail.  Les cafétérias 
du projet offriront des aliments traditionnels locaux.  Baffinland appliquera strictement ses politiques qui 
encouragent la sécurité, l'équité en matière d’emploi et la prévention du harcèlement. 

On trouve dans les zones du projet des sites archéologiques dont le contenu et les artéfacts témoignent 
d’une importante exploitation du territoire à des époques passées et récentes de l’histoire humaine.  Le 
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déplacement des infrastructures du projet permettra d’éviter nombre de sites archéologiques importants 
tandis qu’Il faudra en protéger d’autres en confiant les fouilles, la cartographie et la récupération des 
artéfacts à un archéologue autorisé. 

Le projet aura une incidence sur l’exploitation du territoire par les chasseurs inuit.  Des mesures seront 
prises pour appuyer ces activités, entre autres des formalités d’enregistrement aux sites du projet et un 
plan de sécurité publique visant la route d’accès à Milne Inlet et la voie ferrée.  On estime que la voie 
tracée à travers la banquise à Steensby Inlet touchera les itinéraires empruntés sur la glace durant la 
saison hivernale.  En guise de mesure d’atténuation, Baffinland propose d’établir une route de 
détournement claire et sans danger autour des installations portuaires, et d’accueillir au port de Steensby 
les chasseurs de passage, pour qu’ils puissent s’y ravitailler en nourriture et en carburant.  Baffinland 
continuera de travailler en collaboration avec les collectivités pour évaluer des options visant à établir 
d’autres mesures de sécurité. 

Économie : développement économique et autonomie; conclusion de contrats et occasions 
d’affaires; prestations, impôts et redevances 

La croissance économique directe et indirecte produite par le projet créera de nouvelles possibilités 
d’emploi et des occasions d’affaires.  Le projet améliorera la capacité de la main-d’œuvre et pourrait 
stimuler les habiletés commerciales des Inuit.  Les commerces peuvent saisir l’occasion de prendre de 
l’expansion en offrant leurs services au projet, et de manière indirecte elles peuvent profiter de l’essor du 
marché des biens de consommation et des services.  Baffinland compte aider les entreprises inuit, en 
particulier les petites entreprises situées dans les collectivités du nord de l’île de Baffin, à élargir leur 
capacité de soumissionner pour des contrats touchant le projet et de les exécuter. 

Le projet rapportera des paiements comptants considérables aux organisations inuit et au gouvernement. 
Ils seront versés au titre de l’Entente sur les répercussions et les retombées du projet pour les Inuits 
conclue avec QIA, de même que par les paiements de redevances versés à la NTI pour le minerai de fer.  
Les paiements au gouvernement du Nunavut proviendront des taxes sur les carburants, des impôts 
fonciers et des taxes sur les profits que fera la société Baffinland.  Certains de ces paiements 
commenceront à être versés dès la phase de construction, tandis que d’autres seront versés 
ultérieurement au cours de la phase d’exploitation.  

Grâce à sa contribution à l’amélioration des compétences humaines, aux revenus des ménages et à la 
croissance économique, le projet appuie l’atteinte es objectifs généraux de développement économique, 
et favorise l’amélioration de l’autonomie individuelle, ainsi que l’auto-développement des collectivités et 
du territoire. 

SECTION 5.0 GESTION DE L’ENVIRONMENT, DE LA SANTE ET DE LA SÉCURITÉ 

La société Baffinland s'engage à assurer la protection de la santé et la sécurité des employés et la 
protection de l'environnement ainsi que la participation et l’engagement continus des collectivités au 
projet.  Le projet respectera ou dépassera les exigences des lois du Nunavut et les lois applicables du 
Canada ainsi que les exigences réglementaires, les accords, les permis et les licences.  De plus, à la 
conclusion du processus de l’EIE, elle conclura une Entente sur les répercussions et les retombées du 
projet pour les Inuits avec l’Association inuit Qikiqtani.  Cette dernière est en cours de négociation. 

Le Système de gestion de l’environnement, de la santé et de la sécurité (SGESS) de Baffinland est le 
cadre directeur d’une gestion adaptive reposant sur les pratiques exemplaires internationales.  Le 
SGESS souscrit au principe de précaution et au développement durable.  Des plans individuels ont été 
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élaborés dans le cadre du plan directeur pour traiter de tous les aspects des activités de la compagnie.  
Ils énoncent les mesures d’atténuation détaillées et la surveillance à exercer pour toute la durée du 
projet, afin d’éliminer, de limiter ou de minimiser les effets négatifs.  Tous les employés et sous-traitants 
de Baffinland sont tenus de se conformer à ces plans de gestion.  Les exigences de déclaration et de 
documentation pour ces plans de gestion, les audits et les processus d'examen par la direction et de 
révision sont précisées dans le système SGESS. 

La responsabilité de la sécurité et de la protection de l'environnement est l’affaire de tous les employés et 
sous-traitants.  Baffinland s’engage à fournir les programmes de formation et de sensibilisation 
nécessaires pour la mise en œuvre efficace de ses politiques et plans de gestion.  Ces programmes de 
formation seront documentés, les manuels de procédures seront tenus à jour et des programmes de 
recyclage professionnel seront établis.  Le plan de gestion des ressources humaines de Baffinland décrit 
ces engagements. 

L’un des plans de gestion clés porte sur la protection civile et les interventions d’urgence.  Dans 
l’éventualité peu probable qu’il se produise un déversement majeur de carburant diesel le long de la route 
de navigation, les incidences de cet accident sur l’environnemental seraient significatives.  Toutefois, 
l’avitaillement des dépôts de carburant est une activité routinière que les collectivités de l’Arctique 
maîtrisent très bien.  En outre, Baffinland sera avitaillée en carburant seulement durant la saison des 
eaux libres.  Une étude récente publiée par l’Office national de l’énergie a évalué l’efficacité des 
techniques de récupération du pétrole déversé dans la mer de Beaufort et le détroit de Davis dans un 
éventail de conditions météorologiques.  Selon les conclusions de l’étude, au moins un mode 
d’intervention rapide serait possible dans le centre du détroit de Davis, durant les mois de juin, juillet, août 
et septembre, compte tenu des conditions météorologiques et du régime des vagues à cette période.  
L’étude confirme que pour le projet de la rivière Mary, la période optimale pour la livraison du carburant 
est celle des mois d’eaux libres dans le bassin de Foxe, soit de juillet à septembre. 

SECTION 6.0 EFFETS TRANSFRONTALIERS ET CUMULATIFS 

Les effets cumulatifs potentiels de projets raisonnablement prévisibles ont été étudiés et il en ressort que les 
principaux effets cumulatifs surviendront si le développement du projet de la rivière Mary entraîne une 
hausse de la production de minerai de fer au point de doubler la cadence de production proposée.  D’autres 
projets de la région auront seulement des effets cumulatifs mineurs.  Si la cadence de production doublait 
pour un ou plusieurs autres gisements, les effets sur un certain nombre de composantes valorisées de 
l’écosystème et de composantes socio-économiques augmenteraient, mais aucun des effets cumulatifs ne 
serait pour autant significatif. 

La navigation produira des effets transfrontaliers sur les mammifères marins, mais puisque les effets sur 
ces espèces dans la région du projet sont négligeables, les effets transfrontaliers le sont également.  Le 
projet aura des répercussions socio-économiques –dans d’autres territoires de compétence du Canada en 
raison des travailleurs de l’extérieur du Nunavut employés pour le projet. 

SECTION 7.0 CRAINTES DES COLLECTIVITÉS 

La population des collectivités a exprimé nombre de craintes au cours des dernières années et elles ont été 
traitées.  Certains des enjeux importants concernaient l’équilibre essentiel entre le développement et le 
maintien du mode de vie traditionnel. 
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CHANGEMENTS SOCIAUX ET CULTURELS 

Les avantages socio-économiques découlant du projet déclencheront inévitablement des changements 
sociaux tant pour les Inuits des collectivités voisines du projet que pour l’ensemble du Nunavut. 
L’augmentation du pouvoir d’achat des employés du projet et la redistribution des richesses découlant du 
projet risquent d’accélérer la vague de changements qui touche déjà les structures sociales et familiales des 
Inuits.  Bien que les changements soient inévitables et se poursuivront, avec ou sans le projet, de nombreux 
Inuits ont des inquiétudes légitimes quant à leur rythme et à leur évolution. 

Des craintes ont été exprimées quant aux effets du projet sur la récolte et les activités d’exploitation du 
territoire qui pourraient découler des interactions combinées du projet sur un grand éventail de facteurs.  
Ces effets interdépendants on été soigneusement pris en compte et les résultats bénéfiques sur la récolte 
semblent plus probables que les effets négatifs sur l’ensemble.  Baffinland continuera de travailler avec les 
collectivités pour assurer une surveillance collaborative et intervenir vis-à-vis les enjeux qui surgiront. 

NAVIGATION TOUTE L’ANNÉE 

La navigation est courante dans l’Arctique, mais la circulation maritime à longueur d’année est une réalité 
nouvelle et la route d’expédition vers Steensby est très récente.  Les suggestions de la population à l’égard 
de la route de navigation proposée à travers le bassin de Foxe Basin et le détroit d’Hudson ont été prises en 
compte.  La route de navigation a été choisie en tenant compte de ces commentaires, pour éviter les aires 
où la population de morses est élevée et rester aussi loin que possible des territoires exploités par les 
membres des collectivités.  Pour les endroits ou la voie maritime causera des ennuis aux habitudes de 
déplacement des chasseurs inuit sur la banquise perturbées,  Baffinland continuera de travailler avec les 
Inuits concernés pour établir d’autres trajets où les déplacements peuvent se faire en toute sécurité. 

SECTION 8.0 CONCLUSIONS DE l’EIE 

L’EIE du projet de la rivière Mary comprend une étude de l’impact environnemental des plans de 
développement du projet.  L’EIE repose sur des études approfondies des environnements biophysique et 
socio-économique.  De nombreuses consultations ont eu lieu pour cerner et traiter les préoccupations et les 
intérêts des collectivités locales, des organismes de réglementation et d’autres parties intéressées, ainsi 
que pour mettre à profit le savoir traditionnel des aînés de la région.  L'EIE a abordé les enjeux cernés par 
la Commission du Nunavut chargée de l'examen des répercussions (CNER) dans ses lignes directrices 
pour le projet. 

Le projet est conçu pour répondre aux exigences réglementaires pertinentes et pour éviter, limiter et 
minimiser dans la mesure du possible les effets négatifs, ainsi que pour renforcer les avantages socio-
économiques du projet.  Baffinland a confiance que le projet qu’elle propose assurera aux investisseurs des 
retombées économiques positives et apportera des avantages aux Inuits, au gouvernement du Nunavut 
ainsi qu’aux organisations inuit.  Un système de gestion et de surveillance complet a été mis au point afin 
de s’assurer que les engagements pris dans l’EIE seront respectés.  Baffinland s’engage à consulter de 
manière continue les parties intéressées et à donner suite aux préoccupations du public durant toute la 
durée du projet. 

AUCUN EFFET NÉGATIF SIGNIFICATIF SUR L’ENVIRONNEMENT biophysiQUE 

Selon les conclusions de l’évaluation environnementale, les effets résiduels du projet sur les composantes 
valorisées de l’écosystème (CVE) de l’environnement biophysique seront négligeables.    
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IMPACTS SOCIO-ÉCONOMIQUES PositiFS 

Les conclusions tirées de l’évaluation des effets possibles sur l'environnement socio-économique indiquent 
qu'il y aura des effets positifs significatifs sur l'embauche locale et le perfectionnement des compétences, et 
que le gouvernement du Nunavut en tirera des revenus accrus.  L’Entente sur les répercussions et les 
retombées pour les Inuit actuellement en négociation entre Baffinland et l’association inuit régionale, 
assurera que ce sont les collectivités inuit établies à proximité du projet et la région Qikiqtaaluk du Nunavut 
qui tirent parti des avantages du projet.  L’un des principaux avantages du projet sera la croissance de 
l’économie territoriale, ce qui favorisera la stabilité économique du Nunavut.  Le nombre croissant de projets 
miniers de longue durée au Nunavut aidera à stabiliser l’économie du territoire.   

À long terme, les routes, le chemin de fer et l’infrastructure portuaire aménagés dans le cadre du projet 
favoriseront l’accès à d’autres dépôts de minerai dans la région du nord de l’Île de Baffin, et pourraient 
même améliorer l’accès des Inuits à leurs aires de récolte et au tourisme.  Les deux ports ouvriront des 
débouchés pour d’autres types d’activités commerciales et les données bathymétriques recueillies aux fins 
du projet fourniront des renseignements importants sur les routes de navigation à travers le bassin de Foxe.  

SECTION 9.0 FORMAT DE l’ÉTUDE D’IMPACTENVIRONNEMENTAL 

L’EIE fait partie du processus d’évaluation environnementale établi pour un projet au titre de l’Accord sur les 
revendications territoriales du Nunavut.  De nombreux processus réglementaires s’appliquent au projet, y 
compris la conformité au Plan d'aménagement de la région nord de l'île de Baffin, un examen 
environnemental par la Commission du Nunavut chargée de l’examen des répercussions (CNER) et un 
examen des effets environnementaux en vertu de la Loi sur les transports au Canada.  La CNER coordonne 
ces examens, ainsi que l’examen public nécessaire pour la modification éventuelle du plan d’aménagement 
afin de répondre aux besoins du projet.  En outre, le projet répondra aux exigences de plusieurs 
d’organismes fédéraux et territoriaux relativement à l’autorisation de certaines activités, et sera soumis à la 
législation et la réglementation pertinentes. 

La version définitive de l’EIE est conforme aux exigences de la CNER énoncées dans les lignes directrices 
sur la préparation de l’EIE publiées le 16 novembre 2009 et modifiées par la suite le 3 novembre 2010.   
Elle répond également aux nombreux enjeux soulevés lors de la période initiale d’examen.  L’EIE comprend 
les dix mêmes volumes que dans sa version provisoire, comme suit :  

Volume 1 – Document principal de l’EIE - ce volume présente un aperçu de l'EIE, y compris un résumé 
du projet proposé, le contexte et la nécessité du projet, un aperçu des études sur les conditions de base 
des lieux, les méthodes d’évaluation des effets et les résultats s’y rapportant, ainsi que les plans de gestion 
et d’atténuation pour répondre aux engagements pris dans cette EIE. 

Volume 2 –  Consultation, contexte réglementaire et méthode d’évaluation – ce volume présente les 
résultats des efforts de consultation, décrit les exigences réglementaires et présente les méthodes utilisées 
pour procéder à l’évaluation des effets possibles sur l’environnement biophysique et socio-économique. 

Volume 3 – Description du projet – décrit le projet proposé, y compris le calendrier prévu, les installations 
et les infrastructures incluses dans le projet, la construction, l’exploitation ainsi que les activités de fermeture 
et de post-fermeture, l’estimation de la main d’œuvre et les solutions de rechange envisagées pour le projet 
et dans le cadre du projet. 
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Volume 4 – L’environnement humain – présente les résultats des études préliminaires sur le milieu socio-
économique et les effets possibles du projet sur les collectivités avoisinantes du projet et la population de 
ces collectivités. 

Volume 5 – L'environnement atmosphérique – décrit les résultats des études préliminaires sur 
l’environnement atmosphérique, une évaluation des émissions de GES concernant le Nunavut, le Canada 
et le monde, ainsi que les effets possibles du projet sur la qualité de l’air et le niveau de bruit dans la région. 

Volume 6 – Le milieu terrestre – énonce les résultats des études préliminaires et les effets possibles du 
projet sur le milieu terrestre, y compris les reliefs sensibles, la végétation, les oiseaux et le caribou. 

Volume 7 – L’environnement d’eau douce - explique les résultats des études préliminaires et les effets 
possibles du projet sur l'milieu d’eau douce, y compris le débit et la qualité de l'eau ainsi que les effets sur 
les poissons et leur habitat. 

Volume 8 – L’environnement marin - présente les résultats des études préliminaires et les effets 
possibles du projet sur le milieu marin, y compris la glace marine, la qualité de l’eau et des sédiments, les 
poissons et les mammifères marins. 

Volume 9 – Effets cumulatifs et autres évaluations – évalue les effets cumulatifs du projet en tenant 
compte des projets et des activités passés, présents et raisonnablement prévisibles dans la région qui 
pourraient également produire des effets sur les composantes valorisées évaluées dans l'EIE.  Les autres 
évaluations portent sur les risques d’accident, leurs effets possibles, ainsi que la probabilité d'occurrence de 
ces événements; les effets de l'environnement sur le projet (c'est-à-dire, phénomènes météorologiques 
extrêmes, changement climatique); de même que les effets qui dépassent les frontières de la région du 
Nunavut (effets transfrontaliers). 

Volume 10 – Système de gestion SSE - présente le système de gestion environnemental de Baffinland et 
les plans de gestion connexes qui seront établis pour limiter et atténuer les effets potentiellement négatifs et 
accroître les avantages du projet pour ses employés, les sous-traitants, les résidents du Nunavut et le 
milieu naturel. 
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Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique 

MILIEU ATMOSPHÉRIQUE 

Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Changement 
climatique  

Gaz à effet de 
serre 

• Augmentation des 
émissions de gaz à effet 
de serre 

• Changement climatique 

• Utilisation de carburant diesel à basse 
teneur en soufre 

• Transport du minerai de fer par chemin de 
fer 

• Augmentation des 
émissions de gaz à effet 
de serre 

Négligeable 

Qualité de l’air Qualité de l’air 

• Augmentation des teneurs 
en : 

o Matières totales en 
suspension, dioxyde de 
souffre (SO2), dioxyde 
d’azote (NO2) et 
monoxyde de carbone 
(CO). 

 

• Augmentation : 

o Du dépôt de poussière, 
de l’apport acide 
potentiel. 

• Emploi des meilleures méthodes de lutte 
contre les émissions atmosphériques  

• Utilisation de carburant diesel à faible 
teneur en soufre 

• Limite de vitesse sur les routes 

• Broyage du minerai dans des lieux fermés, 
équipés de dépoussiéreurs 

• Utilisation de dépoussiérants  dans les 
lieux à forte circulation et les zones de 
stockage de minerai 

• Politique d’achat relative au matériel 
produisant des émissions (incinérateur, 
groupes électrogènes, véhicules) 

• Séparation des déchets (incinération) 

• Dans la mesure du possible, emploi de 
matériaux granuleux dans la construction 
des routes 

• Entretien régulier du matériel et des 
véhicules 

• Augmentation des teneurs 
en : 

o Matières totales en 
suspension, dioxyde de 
souffre (SO2), dioxyde 
d’azote (NO2) et 
monoxyde de carbone 
(CO). 

 

• Augmentation : 

o Du dépôt de poussière, 
de l’apport acide 
potentiel. 

Négligeable 

Bruit et 
vibrations 

Niveaux de bruit 
et de vibrations 

• Effets sensoriels sur la 
faune 

• Politique d’achat relative au matériel et aux 
véhicules produisant du bruit 

• Utilisation de silencieux : entretien régulier 
du matériel et des moteurs 

• Effets sensoriels sur la 
faune Négligeable 
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Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique (Cont) 

MILIEU TERRESTRE 

Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Formes de relief, 
sol et pergélisol 

Formes de relief 
sensibles 

• Contamination du sol  

• Altération de la structure 
du sol 

• Déstabilisation et érosion 
du sol 

• Affaiblissement et 
tassement dus au dégel 

• Tassement dû à la 
reptation 

• Choix du lieu d’implantation des installations et du 
tracé des routes et du chemin de fer 

• Conception des fondations adaptée au terrain 

• Conception des ouvrages de franchissement de 
cours d’eau en fonction d’inondations extrêmes 

• Mesures destinées à assurer un bon drainage et à 
prévenir l’accumulation d’eaux de ruissellement 

• Aucun effet résiduel 
(perturbation de formes de 
relief sensibles) après la 
mise en œuvre des mesures 
d’atténuation 

Négligeable 

Végétation Végétation 
• Réduction de 

l’abondance et de la 
diversité de la végétation 

• Réduction au minimum de l’emprise au sol des 
installations 

• Réduction au minimum de la superficie des zones 
accessibles aux véhicules 

• Réhabilitation progressive/fermeture 

• Perte de végétation limitée à 
l’emprise physique des 
installations au sol 

Négligeable 
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Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique (Cont) 

MILIEU TERRESTRE 

Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Avifaune 

Faucon pèlerin  

Oie des neiges 

Eider à duvet et 
eider à tête 
grise 

Plongeon 
catmarin 

Guillemot de 
Brünnich 

Plectrophane 
lapon 

Mouette 
blanche 

Mouette rosée 

Bécasseau 
maubèche 

Arlequin 
plongeur 

Hibou des 
marais 

• Destruction de nids 
• Perte d’habitat  
• Mortalité 
• Effets sur la santé 
• Perturbations 

sensorielles 

• Programme de sensibilisation du personnel à 
l’environnement  

• Réduction au minimum de l’emprise au sol des 
installations  

• Inventaire des nids avant le début des travaux  
• Politique d’interdiction de la chasse  
• Évitement des aires d’alimentation et des aires de 

mue occupées par des populations importantes 
d’oiseaux   

• Évitement des zones abritant des nids et des 
zones de nidification connues   

• Dans la mesure du possible, interdiction d’accès 
dans un rayon de 500 m du nid jusqu’au moment 
de l’envol   

• Plan de gestion pour chacun des  nids 
• Dans la mesure du possible, définir des 

trajectoires d’approche et d’envol pour les 
aéronefs  

• Se reporter aux mesures d’atténuation indiquées 
dans l’annexe 10D-11 Plan de gestion du milieu 
terrestre 

• Perte d’habitat  
• Mortalité 
• Effets sur la santé 

Négligeable 
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Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique (Cont) 

MILIEU TERRESTRE 

Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Faune et habitat 
terrestre  Caribou 

• Perte d’habitat 
• Restrictions aux 

déplacements 
• Mortalité 

• Emploi de dépoussiérants sur la route du port 
pendant la période de végétation 

• Les limites de vitesse imposées aux camions et 
aux trains vont donner le temps aux caribous de 
quitter la route ou le chemin de fer et vont assurer 
aux camions de meilleures chances de pouvoir 
freiner pour ne pas frapper un caribou. 

• Le train devrait fonctionner 300 jours par année, 
alors des interruptions saisonnières sont possibles 
si d’importantes troupes de caribous en migration 
reviennent dans la région. 

• Baffinland a une politique d’interdiction de la 
chasse s’appliquant à l’ensemble de son 
personnel sur place. 

• Le déneigement se fera de façon que les congères 
bordant les routes et le chemin de fer permettent 
aux caribous de franchir facilement ces voies de 
transport. 

• Le remblai de chemin de fer sera constitué d’un 
matériau particulièrement fin aux points de 
rencontre avec les cinq voies de passage des 
caribous qui ont été repérées de façon à permettre 
aux caribous de franchir aisément le remblai. Le 
matériau sera semblable à celui des voies de 
passage naturelles. 

• Le nombre de convois sera limité à quatre par jour 
pour réduire le plus possible l’effet d’obstacle 
physique produit par le passage des trains. 

• Perte d’habitat 
• Restrictions aux 

déplacements 
• Mortalité 

Négligeable 
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Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique (Cont) 

MILIEU D’EAU DOUCE 
Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Quantité d’eau Quantité d’eau 

• Réductions de la quantité 
d’eau dues à des 
prélèvements 

• Augmentations de la 
quantité d’eau dues à 
des rejets d’effluents 

• Modifications à 
l’écoulement des eaux 
dans le milieu naturel en 
raison de détournements 

• Obligation d’obtention d’un permis de prélèvement 
d’eau 

• Contrôle du respect  des quantités d’eau autorisées 
par le permis de prélèvement 

• Mise en œuvre  de mesures visant à réduire la 
consommation d’eau 

• Modification à 
l’écoulement des eaux 
dans le milieu naturel 
due à l’exploitation du 
projet 

Négligeable 

Qualité de l’eau 
de surface et 
des sédiments 

Qualité de l’eau 
de surface et 
des sédiments 

• Modifications à la qualité 
de l’eau de surface dues 
à des sources 
ponctuelles, à des 
sources diffuses et à des 
émissions 
atmosphériques 

• Modifications à la qualité 
des sédiments dues à 
des sources ponctuelles, 
à des sources diffuses et 
à des émissions 
atmosphériques 

• Distance de 30 m au moins entre les 
installations/carrières et les cours d’eau ou plans 
d’eau 

• Mise en place de dispositifs de lutte contre la pollution 
des sédiments et l’érosion 

• Construction de talus de collecte ou de retenue des 
eaux au besoin 

• Inspection et entretien réguliers 
• Gestion des glaces et des crues  
• Mise en œuvre de pratiques exemplaires de gestion 

des eaux de surface 
• Épuration des eaux usées  
• Usine d’épuration des eaux usées (eaux huileuses, 

eaux de lavage des camions, eaux des installations 
d’entretien, eaux de lavage des dispositifs explosifs) 

• Gestion des stériles acidogènes situés dans les zones 
de stockage de stériles, les zones de stockage de 
minerai, les carrières et la mine 

• Modifications à la 
qualité de l’eau de 
surface dues à des 
sources ponctuelles, à 
des sources diffuses et 
à des émissions 
atmosphériques 

• Modifications à la 
qualité des sédiments 
dues à des sources 
ponctuelles, à des 
sources diffuses et à 
des émissions 
atmosphériques 

Négligeable 
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Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique (Cont) 

MILIEU D’EAU DOUCE 
Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

   

• Réduction au minimum de l’emprise au sol des 
ouvrages de franchissement des cours d’eau 

• Plan de compensation pour la détérioration, destruction 
ou perturbation de l’habitat 

• Conception des ouvrages de franchissement de cours 
d’eau (ponceaux, ponts, etc.) adaptée aux besoins 

• Réduction des restrictions aux déplacements par la 
mise en place d’enrochements à l’emplacement des 
ponceaux (au besoin)  

• Amélioration du chenal au besoin  
• Maintien d’un débit minimal dans les cours d’eau 

touchés lorsque cela est possible  
• Surveillance des cours d’eau à faible débit, 

récupération de poissons au besoin  
• Barrière à poissons dans les cours d’eau à débit 

extrêmement faible  
• Observation des lignes directrices du MPO relatives à 

l’emploi d’explosifs dans les cours d’eau/plans d’eau ou 
à proximité  

• Mesures de prévention des rejets de contaminants 
• Stockage des matières dangereuses sur des surfaces 

imperméables avec enceinte de confinement 
secondaire 

• Parc de stockage et gros réservoirs de stockage situés 
dans des dispositifs de confinement secondaires 
(doublés et imperméables) 

• Petits réservoirs : conteneurs iso à double paroi 
• Rechargement en combustible sur une surface 

imperméable et confinement des eaux de ruissellement 
• Plan d’urgence et d’intervention en cas de 

déversement 

  

 



  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  RÉSUMÉ 
  Février 2012 
 

Résumé  

Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique (Cont) 

MILIEU D’EAU DOUCE 
Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Poissons d’eau 
douce, habitat 
du poisson et 
autres 
organismes 
aquatiques 

Omble chevalier 

• Effets sur la santé de 
l’omble chevalier 

• Effets sur les 
déplacements de l’omble 
chevalier 

• Effets sur la qualité de 
l’habitat de l’omble 
chevalier 

• Mortalité de l’omble 
chevalier 

• Distance de 30 m au moins entre les 
installations/carrières et les cours d’eau ou plans 
d’eau 

• Mise en place de dispositifs de lutte contre la pollution 
des sédiments et l’érosion 

• Construction de talus de collecte ou de retenue des 
eaux au besoin 

• Inspection et entretien réguliers 
• Gestion des glaces et des crues 
• Mise en œuvre de pratiques exemplaires de gestion 

des eaux de surface 
• Épuration des eaux usées 
• Usine d’épuration des eaux usées (eaux huileuses, 

eaux de lavage des camions, eaux des installations 
d’entretien, eaux de lavage des dispositifs explosifs) 

• Gestion des stériles acidogènes situés dans les zones 
de stockage de stériles, les zones de stockage de 
minerai, les carrières et la mine 

• Réduction au minimum de l’emprise au sol des 
ouvrages de franchissement de cours d’eau 

• Plan de compensation pour la détérioration, 
destruction ou perturbation de l’habitat 

• Conception des ouvrages de franchissement de cours 
d’eau (ponceaux, ponts, etc.) adaptée aux besoins 

• Réduction des restrictions aux déplacements par la 
mise en place d’enrochements à l’emplacement des 
ponceaux (au besoin)  

• Amélioration du chenal au besoin 
• Maintien d’un débit minimal dans les cours d’eau 

touchés lorsque cela est possible 
• Surveillance des cours d’eau à faible débit, 

récupération de poissons au besoin 

• Effets sur la santé de 
l’omble chevalier 

• Effets sur les 
déplacements de 
l’omble chevalier 

• Effets sur la qualité de 
l’habitat de l’omble 
chevalier  

• Mortalité de l’omble 
chevalier 

Négligeable 
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Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique (Cont) 

MILIEU D’EAU DOUCE 
Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

   

• Barrière à poissons dans les cours d’eau à débit 
extrêmement faible 

• Observation des lignes directrices du MPO relatives à 
l’emploi d’explosifs dans les cours d’eau/plans d’eau ou 
à proximité 

• Mesures de prévention des rejets de contaminants 
• Stockage des matières dangereuses sur des surfaces 

imperméables avec enceinte de confinement 
secondaire 

• Parc de stockage et gros réservoirs de stockage situés 
dans des dispositifs de confinement secondaires 
(doublés et imperméables) 

• Petits réservoirs : conteneurs iso à double paroi 
• Rechargement en combustible sur une surface 

imperméable et confinement des eaux de ruissellement 
• Plan d’urgence et d’intervention en cas de 

déversement 

  

MILIEU MARIN 
Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Glace marine Glace fixée 

• Rupture de la glace 
fixée dans Steensby 
Inlet 

• Modification possible de 
la date de formation et 
de fonte de la glace 
fixée 

• Réduction au minimum de la voie de passage des 
navires dans la glace fixée  

• Réduction au minimum de la vitesse des navires 
dans la glace fixée 

• Dislocation de la glace 
fixée le long de la voie 
de navigation dans 
Steensby Inlet 

Négligeable 
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Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique (Cont) 

MILIEU MARIN 
Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Qualité des 
eaux et des 
sédiments 
marins 

Qualité des eaux 
et des sédiments 
marins 

• Modifications à la 
qualité de l’eau et des 
sédiments dans 
Steensby Inlet et dans 
Milne Inlet 

• Accident et mauvais 
fonctionnement (p. ex. 
un déversement 
pétrolier) 

• Gestion des eaux de ruissellement sur le lieu des 
installations conformément au plan de gestion 

• Stockage des matières dangereuses dans des zones 
imperméables conformément au plan de gestion des 
déchets 

• Usine d’épuration des eaux d’égout et des eaux 
usées (eaux huileuses, eaux de lavage des camions, 
eaux des installations d’entretien, eaux de lavage 
des dispositifs explosifs)  

• Plan d’urgence et d’intervention en cas de 
déversement, PUPH du port de Milne et PUPH du 
port de Steensby; PUPH pour tous les navires 

• Gestion des déchets à bord des navires : aucun rejet 
en mer 

• Modifications à la 
qualité des eaux et des 
sédiments dans 
Steensby Inlet et Milne 
Inlet 

• Accident et mauvais 
fonctionnement 

Négligeable 

Habitat et biote 
marins 

Habitat marin • Perturbation de l’habitat 
marin côtier 

• Réduction au minimum de l’espace occupé par les 
installations portuaires  

• Perte d’habitat marin 
côtier due à l’emprise 
physique des 
installations portuaires 

Négligeable 

Omble chevalier 

• Effets sur la santé, la 
qualité de l’habitat et la 
mortalité de l’omble 
chevalier 

• Réduction au minimum l’espace occupé par les 
installations portuaires 

• Plan de compensation pour la détérioration, 
destruction ou perturbation de l’habitat 

• Conception appropriée des installations portuaires 

• Effets sur la santé et 
l’habitat de l’omble 
chevalier 

Négligeable 
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Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique (Cont) 

MILIEU MARIN 
Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Mammifères 
marins 

Phoque annelé 

• Modification de l’habitat 
due à l’activité des 
brise-glace et/ou à la 
gestion de la glace  

• Perturbations dues au 
bruit produit dans 
l’atmosphère ou sous 
l’eau par les travaux de 
construction, le transport 
maritime et le passage 
des aéronefs  

• Perte d’acuité auditive 
et/ou dommage auditif 
dus aux travaux de 
construction 

• Couverture des bruits 
du milieu naturel par les 
bruits de la circulation 
maritime et de la 
construction 

• Mortalité due aux 
collisions avec les 
navires et aux 
explosions pendant les 
travaux de construction 

• Conception des installations portuaires visant à 
réduire au minimum l’espace marin occupé 

• Dislocation minimale de la glace aux abords du quai 
à minerai et le long du chenal de navigation 

• Construction des installations portuaires pendant la 
période de faible présence des mammifères – d’avril 
à juin (sautage, battage de pieux, dragage) 

• Mise en œuvre de mesures d’atténuation à l’efficacité 
confirmée pour atténuer le bruit et la propagation du 
bruit pendant les travaux de construction (ligne 
directrice du MPO prévoyant une limite maximale 
admissible de surpression de 100 kPa, barrage à 
bulles d’air pour les opérations de sautage) 

• Éloignement des mammifères marins des zones de 
sautage avec utilisation au besoin d’un dispositif de 
dissuasion auditive 

• Maintien, par les navires, d’une direction et d’une 
vitesse constantes dans la mesure du possible – 
réduction de la vitesse des navires dans Milne Inlet 

• Réduction au minimum de la marche au ralenti des 
moteurs par les navires amarrés dans les ports de 
Milne et de Steensby  

• Circulation des aéronefs à une altitude minimale de 
450 m au-dessus des eaux marines, sous réserve de 
conditions climatiques favorables 

• Interdiction aux aéronefs de voler à basse altitude 
au-dessus des mammifères marins à des fins 
d’observation ou de photographie 

• Utilisation de la piste d’atterrissage de Mary River 
principalement pendant la période d’exploitation 

• Sensibilisation des travailleurs à la question de la 
sécurité des ours 

• Propreté des lieux de travail : élimination de toutes 
espèces d’ordures, de déchets et de matières 
toxiques 

• Présence d’un surveillant d’ours dans les zones où 
sont situés les campements 

• Emploi de répulsifs contre les ours 

• Modification de l’habitat 
due à l’activité des 
brise-glace et/ou à la 
gestion de la glace 

• Perturbation due au 
bruit produit par les 
travaux de construction, 
la circulation des 
navires et les survols 
par les aéronefs  

• Mortalité due à l’activité 
des brise-glace 

• Couverture des bruits 
naturels par le bruit de 
la circulation maritime 

Négligeable 

Phoque barbu Négligeable 

Morse Négligeable 

Béluga  Négligeable 

Narval Négligeable 

Baleine boréale Négligeable  
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Résumé des effets résiduels du projet pour les composantes valorisées de l’écosystème biophysique (Cont) 

MILIEU MARIN 
Composante 
valorisée de 
l’écosystème 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Mammifères 
marins Ours polaire 

• Modification de l’habitat 
due à l’activité des 
brise-glace et/ou à la 
gestion de la glace  

• Perturbations dues au 
bruit produit par les 
travaux de construction, 
les navires et les 
aéronefs  

• Mortalité due aux 
interactions entre 
l’homme et l’ours 

 

• Modification de l’habitat 
due à l’activité des 
brise-glace et/ou à la 
gestion de la glace 

• Perturbation due au 
bruit produit par les 
travaux de construction, 
la circulation des 
navires et les survols 
par les aéronefs 

• Mortalité si un ours est 
tué pour sauver une vie 
humaine 

Négligeable 
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Résumé des effets résiduels pour les composantes socioéconomiques valorisées 

MILIEU HUMAIN 

Composante 
socioéconomique 
valorisée 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Aspects 
démographiques 

Stabilité 
démographique 

• L’arrivée d’un petit nombre de 
travailleurs en provenance du sud 
aura pour effet de modifier la 
composition démographique des 
collectivités locales 

• Migration d’employés non Inuits du 
projet vers la région nord de l’île 
de Baffin 

• Migration de travailleurs non Inuits 
vers la région nord de l’île de 
Baffin pour des emplois indirects 

• Migration d’Inuits d’une collectivité 
locale à une autre 

• Migration depuis la région nord de 
l’île de Baffin 

• Désignation des collectivités 
locales de la région nord de 
l’île de Baffin comme « lieux 
d’embauche » (Arctic Bay, 
Clyde River, Hall Beach, 
Igloolik et Pond Inlet) 

• Iqaluit et une plaque 
tournante située dans le sud 
sont également désignés 
« lieux d’embauche » 

• Gratuité du transport entre le 
« point d’embauche » et la 
mine 

• L’immigration d’un petit nombre de 
travailleurs en provenance du sud ou 
d’autres localités du Nunavut aura 
pour effet de modifier la composition 
des populations locales 

Négligeable 

Éducation et 
formation 

Compétences de 
vie 

• Amélioration des compétences de 
vie chez les jeunes adultes 

• Formation visant à 
développer l’aptitude au 
travail 

• Milieu de travail assurant un 
soutien 

• Programme d’aide aux 
employés et à leur famille 

• Politique de « Non aux 
drogues, non à l’alcool » 

• Amélioration des compétences de 
vie chez de nombreux habitants de 
la région nord de l’île de Baffin 

Significatif et 
positif 

Éducation et 
compétences 

• Mesures d’incitation aux études et 
à la réussite 

• Possibilités d’acquisition de 
compétences 

• Âge obligatoire de 18 ans 
pour l’embauche dans le 
cadre du projet 

• Planification professionnelle 

• Priorité d’embauche aux 
Inuits 

• Mesures d’incitation aux études et à 
la réussite 

• Possibilités d’acquisition de 
compétences 

Significatif et 
positif 
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Résumé des effets résiduels pour les composantes socioéconomiques valorisées (Cont) 

MILIEU HUMAIN 

Composante 
socioéconomique 
valorisée 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Éducation et 
formation 

Éducation et 
compétences  

• Possibilités de 
perfectionnement 

• Stages d’été 

• Orientation professionnelle 

• Formation 

  

Mode de vie et 
emploi 

Emplois 
rémunérés 

• Création d’emplois dans le nord 
de l’île de Baffin 

• Emplois pour les habitants du 
nord de l’île de Baffin 

• Lieux d’embauche dans le 
nord de l’île de Baffin 

• Stratégie d’embauche 
• Politique de priorité 

d’embauche aux Inuits 
• Engagement de la direction 

• Création d’emplois dans le nord de 
l’île de Baffin 

• Emplois pour les habitants du nord 
de l’île de Baffin 

Significatif et 
positif 

Progression et 
avancement 
professionnels 

• Nouvelles possibilités 
d’avancement professionnel 

• Soutien professionnel 
individuel 

• Politique 
d’embauche/promotion pour 
les Inuits 

• Engagement de la direction 

• Élargissement des possibilités 
d’emploi et d’avancement 
professionnel 

Significatif et 
positif 

Développement 
économique et 
autonomie 

Territoire 

• Pression accrue sur les 
ressources du territoire 

• Modifications à la pratique des 
activités d’utilisation du territoire 

• Accord de location 
• Mesures relatives aux 

composantes valorisées 
• Mesures relatives aux 

ressources et à l’utilisation 
du territoire (voir 
Composantes 
socioéconomiques 
valorisées) 

• Augmentation de l’utilisation 
industrielle du territoire 

• Effets résiduels sur les composantes 
valorisées 

• Effets résiduels sur les activités de 
récolte et les déplacements 

Négligeable, 
négatif 
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Résumé des effets résiduels pour les composantes socioéconomiques valorisées (Cont) 

MILIEU HUMAIN 

Composante 
socioéconomique 
valorisée 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Développement 
économique et 
autonomie 

Population 

• Nouveaux débouchés pour les 
jeunes 

• Amélioration de l’éducation et de 
la formation 

• Amélioration de la santé et du 
bien-être 

• Stratégie d’embauche de 
travailleurs inuits 

• Programme d’éducation et 
de formation 

• Fonds de soutien aux 
collectivités locales 

• Programme d’aide aux 
employés et à leur famille  

• Amélioration des capacités 
humaines et du bien-être 

Significatif et 
positif 

Économie locale 

• Amélioration de la santé dans les 
collectivités locales  

• Absences pendant les périodes de 
travail  

• Création de davantage de 
possibilités économiques à 
l’échelon local 

• Accent mis sur la gestion 
financière 

• Fonds de soutien aux 
collectivités locales 

• Surveillance en soutien à la 
prise de décisions 

• Renforcement de la capacité à 
réaliser les objectifs de 
développement stratégique des 
collectivités locales 

Négligeable, 
positif 

Économie 
territoriale 

• Accroissement de l’activité 
économique (PIB) 

• Diversification de l’économie 
territoriale 

• Investissements directs et 
indirects dans l’économie 

• Paiement de taxes 
• Versement de redevances 

sur les ressources 

• Croissance de l’économie, création 
d’emplois et développement 
d’entreprises 

Significatif, 
positif 

Santé et bien-être Toxicomanie 

• Transport de substances illégales 
sur les lieux du projet 

• Prix abordables des substances 
illégales 

• Attitudes vis-à-vis des substances 
illégales et de la toxicomanie 

• Politique de « Non aux 
drogues, non à l’alcool » 

• Mesures destinées à prévenir 
la circulation de substances 
illégales par le biais du 
programme d’aide aux 
employés et à leur famille 

• Programme d’aide aux 
employés et à leur famille 

• Effet négatif : la plus grande 
capacité de se procurer des 
substances illégales favorisera la 
consommation de ces substances 

• Effet positif : l’accent mis sur la santé 
et la sécurité, l’aide aux employés et 
les activités de conseil vont 
contribuer à sensibiliser les 
employés 

Négligeable, 
négatif et 
positif 
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Résumé des effets résiduels pour les composantes socioéconomiques valorisées (Cont) 

MILIEU HUMAIN 

Composante 
socioéconomique 
valorisée 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Santé et bien-être 

Bien-être des 
enfants 

• Évolution du rôle des parents 
• Augmentation du revenu et de la 

sécurité de l’approvisionnement 
alimentaire des ménages 

• Effets globaux sur les enfants 

• Orientation et formation sur 
l’adaptation au travail par 
rotation avec navette 
aérienne, sur la santé et le 
bien-être 

• Programme d’aide aux 
employés et à leur famille 

• Formation à la gestion 
financière 

• Fonds de soutien aux 
collectivités locales 

• Amélioration du bien-être des 
enfants 

Significatif et 
positif 

Stabilité sociale 
des collectivités 
locales 

• Absence de la collectivité locale 
pendant les deux semaines de 
travail 

• Orientation et formation 
concernant l’adaptation au 
travail par rotation avec 
navette aérienne 

• Brièveté de la rotation 
(deux semaines de 
travail/deux semaines de 
congé) 

• L’absence des membres de la 
collectivité travaillant au projet 
pendant les périodes de travail aura 
un effet sur la stabilité sociale 

Négligeable 

Infrastructure et 
fonction publique 
dans les 
collectivités 
locales 

Recrutement et 
maintien du 
hameau 

• Concurrence pour l’embauche de 
travailleurs qualifiés 

• Capacité de la main-d’œuvre 

• Formation précoce en 
compétences 
professionnelles 

• Formation permanente 

• Formation sur le tas 

• La concurrence pour l’embauche de 
travailleurs qualifiés pourrait avoir 
des effets passagers sur les services 
municipaux 

• Amélioration à long terme de la 
capacité de la main-d’œuvre 

Négligeable, 
négatif.  

Significatif, 
positif 

Possibilités de 
passation de 
marchés et de 
développement 
d’entreprises 

Possibilités pour 
les entreprises 

• Développement du marché – 
prestation de services au projet 

• Développement du marché – 
biens de consommation et 
services au consommateur 

• Renforcement de la capacité 
entrepreneuriale 

• Stratégie d’attribution de 
contrats aux entreprises 
inuites 

• Coopération ave la QIA en 
vue de développer la 
capacité des entreprises 
inuites 

• Création d’un fonds de 
soutien au renforcement des 
capacités 

• Développement du marché – 
prestation de services au projet 

• Développement de marché – biens 
de consommation et services au 
consommateur 

• Renforcement de la capacité 
entrepreneuriale 

Significatif, 
positif 
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Résumé des effets résiduels pour les composantes socioéconomiques valorisées (Cont) 

MILIEU HUMAIN 

Composante 
socioéconomique 
valorisée 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Possibilités de 
passation de 
marchés et de 
développement 
d’entreprises 

Possibilités pour 
les entreprises  

• Soutien fourni par la 
direction à des entreprises 
inuites déterminées 

• Possibilités pour les 
entreprises locales de 
travailler avec le projet 

  

Ressources 
culturelles 

Sites 
archéologiques 

• Perturbation ou destruction de 
sites archéologiques 

• Prélèvement non autorisé 
d’artéfacts 

• Perte possible de sites ayant une 
importance à l’échelle régionale 
par suite de la mise en œuvre de 
mesures d’atténuation 
approuvées 

• Relevés archéologiques 
préalables aux travaux de 
construction en vue d’éviter 
et de protéger les sites, 
mesures d’atténuation 
fondées sur la récupération 
systématique des données 
avant la construction, mise 
en œuvre d’une procédure 
relative aux découvertes 
chanceuses 

• Formation, signalisation et 
interdiction d’accès à 
certaines zones, mise en 
œuvre de mesures 
d’atténuation approuvées 
par l’État, participation des 
populations locales, plans 
de gestion, mise en œuvre 
d’une procédure relative aux 
découvertes chanceuses 

• Des sites archéologiques n’ayant fait 
l’objet d’aucune mesure 
d’atténuation pourraient être 
entièrement ou partiellement détruits  

• Possibilité de découvertes 
chanceuses 

• L’intensification du trafic maritime 
dans Steensby Inlet pourrait nuire 
aux ressources archéologiques 

Négligeable, 
négatif 

Exploitation des 
ressources et 
utilisation du 
territoire 

Activités de 
chasse et de 
pêche des Inuits 

• Modifications aux activités de 
chasse du caribou 

• Modifications aux activités de 
chasse des mammifères marins 

• Modifications aux activités de 
pêche 

• Interdiction de chasse et de 
pêche pour les employés 

• Mesures visant à atténuer 
les effets sur composantes 
valorisées de l’écosystème 
(Voir l’évaluation des 
composantes valorisées) 

• Modifications aux activités de 
chasse du caribou 

• Modifications aux activités de 
chasse des mammifères marins 

• Modifications aux activités de pêche 

Négligeable, 
négatif 

 



  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  RÉSUMÉ 
  Février 2012 
 

Résumé  

Résumé des effets résiduels pour les composantes socioéconomiques valorisées (Cont) 

MILIEU HUMAIN 

Composante 
socioéconomique 
valorisée 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Exploitation des 
ressources et 
utilisation du 
territoire 

Déplacements et 
campements 

• Sûreté des déplacements dans les 
environs d’Eclipse Sound et de 
Pond Inlet 

• Sûreté des déplacements dans le 
port de Milne 

• Nuisances dues aux émissions et 
aux bruits  

• Perturbations sensorielles et 
problème de sécurité le long de 
Milne Inlet Tote Road 

• Contournement de la mine 

• Fermeture d’un camp de l’OCT 

• Difficulté et problème de sécurité 
pour le franchissement de la voie 
ferrée 

• Contournement du port de 
Steensby 

• Restrictions à la location de camps 
aux alentours du port de Steensby  

• Plan de gestion de la route 

• Plan de fermeture de la mine 

• Plan de sécurité 

• ERAI avec la QIA 

• Points de franchissement de 
la voie ferrée désignés 

• Sûreté des déplacements dans les 
environs d’Eclipse Sound et de Pond 
Inlet 

• Sûreté des déplacements dans le 
port de Milne 

• Nuisance dues aux émissions et aux 
bruits  

• Perturbation sensorielle et problème 
de sécurité le long de la Milne Inlet 
Tote Road 

• Contournement de la mine 

• Fermeture d’un camp de l’OCT 

• Difficulté et problème de sécurité 
pour le franchissement de la voie 
ferrée 

• Contournement du port de Steensby 

• Restrictions à la location de camps 
aux alentours du port de Steensby 

Négligeable, 
négatif 

Bien-être culturel Bien-être culturel 

• Pijitsirnjiq – prestation de services 
et approvisionnement pour… 

• Pilnimmaksarniq – transmission 
de connaissances et de 
techniques… 

• Avatittinnik Kamattiarniq – 
gérance de l’environnement 

• Mesures de soutien à la 
culture inuite, notamment un 
programme d’enseignement 
de l’inuktitut 

• Priorité d’embauche aux 
Inuits 

• Participation des Inuits à la 
surveillance de 
l’environnement 

• Soutien des valeurs qui sont au 
centre de la culture inuite et du 
développement culturel des Inuits 

Négligeable 
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Résumé  

Résumé des effets résiduels pour les composantes socioéconomiques valorisées (Cont) 

MILIEU HUMAIN 

Composante 
socioéconomique 
valorisée 

Indicateur(s) 
clé(s) 

Effet(s) possible(s) Mesures d’atténuation Effet(s) résiduel(s) Importance 

Revenus, taxes et 
redevances 

Recettes 
autonomes pour 
l’Administration 
territoriale 

• Augmentation des taxes et autres 
recettes générées par la 
croissance  indirecte et induite 

• Versements de cotisations 
sociales et d’impôts sur le revenu 
des sociétés à l’Administration 
territoriale 

• Aucune 

• Augmentation des taxes et autres 
recettes 

• Versements de cotisations et 
d’impôts sur le revenu des sociétés 
à l’Administration territoriale 

Significatif – 
positif 

Gouvernance et 
leadership 

Gouvernance et 
leadership 

• ERAI avec la QIA 

• Développement d’aptitudes de 
leader 

• Participation à des actions 
visant à déterminer des 
indicateurs d’utilité pour les  
programmes de surveillance 
régionale, partage des 
données générées par les 
activités liées au projet et 
interprétation des données en 
collaboration avec les tiers 
participant aux actions 

• Cadre bien avec les priorités 
stratégiques définies pour les 
deux zones d’étude 

• ERAI avec la QIA 

• Développement d’aptitudes de 
leader 

Significatif et 
positif 

REMARQUE: 
 1. Dans le cas improbable d'un déversement de pétrole le long de la route maritime, l'effet résiduel est évalué comme négatifs et significatifs 
 2. La sécurité est d'une importance primordiale. Dans le cas improbable où une fatalité humaine se produit, l'effet serait considérable. 
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Project Fact Sheet 

Location • Located at Mary River, North Baffin Island.  1000 km north of Iqaluit, 160km south 
of Pond Inlet 

Reserves 
• Comprised of nine known iron ore deposits around Mary River.  The current project 

is focused on Deposit  No.1 with known reserves of 365 million tonnes estimated at 
>64 % iron 

Construction 
Phase 

• Construction of the project could commence as early as 2013 
• Milne Port will support construction activities, receiving materials during the open 

water season and moving them to the Mine Site along the existing Tote Road 
• Construction materials will also be received at Steensby Port 
• 4 years to complete construction 

Operational 
Phase 

Open Pit Mine 

Processing 

• Operations will involve mining, ore crushing and screening, rail transport and 
marine shipping to European markets 

• Projected production of 18 million tonnes per year for 21 years 
• No secondary processing required; no tailings produced due to the high grade of 

ore  

Rail Transport 
and Shipping 

• A rail system will be built for year round transfer (~150 km) of ore to Steensby Inlet 
• A loading port constructed at Steensby Inlet will accommodate cape sized vessels 
• These specially designed ships will transport to the European market year round 
• Milne Port will be used to receive construction materials in the open water season 

and then very rarely to ship, during the open water season, oversized materials  

Environment 

• Baseline studies have been conducted by Baffinland since 2005 
• Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (traditional knowledge) information collected since 2006  
• These baseline studies form the foundation for the environmental impact statement 

and provide information for the development of mitigation and management plans 
• Studies cover terrestrial environment, marine environment, freshwater environment, 

air quality, and resource utilization 
• Extensive ongoing consultation with communities and agencies 
• Monitoring during project activities will be important in validating predictions and 

mitigating potential affects 

Social and 
Economic 
Benefits 

• Mineral royalties will flow to NTI 
• Taxes will flow to governments of Nunavut and Canada 
• Baffinland finalizing negotiations with the Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA) for an 

Inuit Impact Benefits Agreement (IIBA) 
• During the four year construction period employment will peak at 2,700 people 
• Through the 21 years of operations about 950 people on the payroll each year 

Closure and 
Post-Closure 

Phase  

• Conceptual mine closure planning has been completed 
• Closure will ensure that the former operational footprint is both physically and 

chemically stable in the long term for protection of people and the natural 
environment 

• Post closure environmental monitoring will continue as long as needed to verify 
that reclamation has successfully met closure and reclamation objectives 
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SECTION 1.0 - INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to the NIRB’s Preliminary Hearing Conference Decision for Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation 
(Baffinland) Mary River Project rendered on December 9, 2011, Baffinland has prepared this final 
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the development of its Mary River Project.  

The Project is located on northern Baffin Island, in the Nunavut Territory, in the Canadian Arctic.  The 
Project consists of mining high grade iron ore from Deposit No. 1 at a production rate of 18 Mt/a.  
Development of the Project includes the construction, operation, closure and post-closure activities 
associated with the mine and its related infrastructures, the construction of a 150-km railway to link the Mine 
Site to a new port facility at Steensby Inlet, and the construction of the Steensby port.  The Project also 
includes the development of laydown areas, the construction of a fuel tank farm, and the installation of a 
temporary floating dock at Milne Inlet that will be used for staging equipment and material required for the 
construction phase, during which material and equipment will be transported from Milne Inlet to the Mine 
Site over the existing 100-km Tote Road.  

Approximately 18 Mt of ore will be shipped year-round from Steensby Port using ice breaking ore carriers.  
The primary destination of the ore is Europe.  

The EIS has been prepared in adherence to: 

• “Guidelines for the Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for the Baffinland Iron Mines 
Corporation’s Mary River Project” (NIRB File No. 08MN053; the Guidelines), issued on November 16, 
2009; and 

• The NIRB’s Preliminary Hearing Conference Decision for Baffinland’s Mary River Project, December 9, 
2011. 

For clarity and ease of reference, the FEIS Main Document is presented in the same order as the 
Guidelines and the Draft EIS submitted in January 2011.  A key reference index, provided in Section 19.0 of 
this volume, provides a useful reference to the Volumes, Sections, and Appendices that constitute the 
supporting documentation.  This EIS is organized in 10 volumes, along with a popular summary in Appendix 
1A.  The master Table of Contents and its supporting documentation are presented in Appendix 1C.  

As directed by the NIRB, Appendix 1B presents Tables of Concordances and cross-reference tables for: 

• “Guidelines for the Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for the Baffinland Iron Mines 
Corporation’s Mary River Project” (NIRB File No. 08MN053; the Guidelines); and 

• Compliance with the Pre-Hearing Conference Decision 

1.1 PROJECT SETTING  

The Project is located in the Qikiqtani Region of Nunavut on northern Baffin Island.  The site is about 
160 km south of the community of Pond Inlet (Mittimatalik) and 1,000 km northwest of Iqaluit, the capital of 
Nunavut.  Figure 1-1.1 presents the location of the Project. 
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1.2 THE PROPONENT - BAFFINLAND IRON MINES CORPORATION 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation was formed pursuant to Articles of Incorporation under the Business 
Corporation Act (Ontario) on March 10, 1986.  Since 2004 until early 2011 the company operated as a 
publicly-traded junior exploration company focused solely on the exploration and development of the 
Mary River Project.  In March 2011, Baffinland was acquired by 1843208 Ontario Inc., a corporation 
owned 70 % by the steel-giant, ArcelorMittal and 30 % by Iron Ore Holdings LP.  Baffinland head office is 
located in Toronto, Ontario.  ArcelorMittal is responsible for the overall leadership and management of the 
Project. 

Baffinland has 36 full-time employees.  In addition to its head office, Baffinland maintains a year-round 
presence at its exploration camp at the Mary River site and Baffinland Liaison Offices in Iqaluit, Igloolik, 
and Pond Inlet. 

1.2.1 ArcelorMittal 

ArcelorMittal is the leader in all major global steel markets, including automotive, construction, household 
appliances and packaging, with leading R&D and technology, sizeable captive supplies of raw materials, 
and outstanding distribution networks.  

 

Figure 1-1.2 ArcelorMittal’s Key Operations 

With an industrial presence in over 20 countries spanning four continents, the Company covers all of the key 
steel markets, from emerging to mature.  Figure 1-1.2 shows ArcelorMittal’s key assets and projects 
worldwide.  Through its core values of Sustainability, Quality and Leadership, ArcelorMittal commits to 
operating in a responsible way with respect to the health, safety and well-being of its employees, contractors 
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and the communities in which it operates.  It is also committed to the sustainable management of the 
environment and of finite resources. 

In 2010, ArcelorMittal had revenues of $78.0 billion and crude steel production of 90.6 million tonnes, 
representing approximately eight per cent of world steel output.  

ArcelorMittal is a publicly-traded company, listed on the stock exchanges of New York (MT), Amsterdam 
(MT), Paris (MT), Brussels (MT), Luxembourg (MT) and on the Spanish stock exchanges of Barcelona, 
Bilbao, Madrid and Valencia (MTS).  ArcelorMittal’s 2009 and 2010 financial statements are presented in 
support of Type A water licence (Appendix 3B, Attachment 2). 

ArcelorMittal Mines Canada is one of Canada’s leading suppliers of iron ore to steel markets around the 
world, generating some 40 per cent of Canada’s total production.  As both a mining and primary processing 
company, it operates extensive facilities in the province of Quebec. 

ArcelorMittal Mines Canada operates two large open-pit mines: one in Mont-Wright, the largest if its kind in 
North America, and one at Fire Lake.  The Mont-Wright mining complex includes a concentrator, workshops 
and an automated train loading system for concentrate.  The site is linked by Company rail line to the Port-
Cartier facility, which comprises the pellet plant, storage areas and port facilities for marine shipping.   

ArcelorMittal Mines Canada produces approximately 15 million tonnes of iron ore concentrate and over nine 
million tonnes of iron oxide pellets annually, and employs approximately 2,000 people. 

1.2.2 Corporate Governance 

The Company is committed to developing the Mary River Project in an environmentally and socially 
sustainable manner that will benefit both the Company and the people of Nunavut. 

ArcelorMittal has an established Corporate Responsibility Program, available on its website, and issues 
annual Corporate Responsibility Reports that describe its efforts and performance in this area 
(http://www.arcelormittal.com/index.php?lang=en&page=672). 

As part of its corporate governance, the Company has a workplace Health and Safety Policy and a Group-
wide Environmental Policy and Energy Policy, and recently committed to the United Nations Global 
Compact “Care for Climate” Declaration.  

Each subsidiary is asked to establish its own formal Corporate Responsibility governance structure in 
adherence to the Group-level arrangement.  The aim is to establish a participatory Corporate Responsibility 
governance structure locally that would support effective community relations and Corporate Responsibility 
management. 

Baffinland’s Sustainable Development Policy (Volume 10, Section 2) is a key pillar of company operations.  
It provides the basis for the company’s sustainable development goals and outlines commitments regarding 
environmental protection and stakeholder engagement.  Baffinland’s Sustainable Development Policy aligns 
with its parent company’s corporate governance structure described above, and applies to its staff, and its 
on-site contractors.  

http://www.arcelormittal.com/index.php?lang=en&page=672


  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  February 2012 
 

Volume 1 - Main Document  5 of 167 

The following elements of the Sustainable Development Policy apply to Baffinland’s engagement with its 
stakeholders: 

• Contribute to the social, cultural and economic development of sustainable communities adjacent to our 
operations; 

• Engage with governments, employees, local communities and the public to create a shared 
understanding of relevant social, economic, and environmental issues, and take their views into 
consideration in making decisions; 

• Employ our shareholder’s capital effectively and efficiently; and  

• Demonstrate honesty and integrity by applying the highest standards of ethical conduct. 

The Company embraces the principle of Social Responsibility as outlined by the emerging voluntary 
International Standard, ISO 26000:2010, Guidance for Social Responsibility.  Baffinland is continuing to fully 
develop its Corporate Responsibility and other policies consistent with the Group-level Corporate 
Responsibility program for its Mary River Project. 

1.2.3 Exploration and Bulk Sampling Programs 

Since 2004, Baffinland has been undertaking advanced exploration of its known iron ore deposits, as well as 
a regional exploration program.  The Company completed a bulk sampling program in 2007 and 2008 that 
involved upgrading the Milne Inlet Tote Road from winter use only to facilitate hauling the 113,000 t iron ore 
bulk sample to Milne Inlet.  The ore sample was shipped to steelmakers in Europe.  As part of that program, 
the Company expanded camp facilities at Mary River and established camps at Milne and Steensby inlets 
and along the railway alignment.  Bulk fuel storage facilities were filled from a tanker in both years, and the 
Company used this activity to carry out mock spill response exercises.  To carry out the bulk sampling 
program, the Company worked with experienced Nunavut contractors, Qikiqtaaluk Corporation and Nuna 
Logistics Ltd.  Baffinland has thus gained on-site experience in carrying out its exploration and bulk 
sampling programs to date, including Arctic construction, mining on Deposit No. 1, crushing and screening 
the ore into the intended iron ore products, management of logistics and weather, and human resource 
elements. 
In 2007 Baffinland established an Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) to provide guidance to on-site 
personnel regarding meeting legislative and permitting requirements.  The Company submits monthly and 
annual reports in accordance with permit requirements.  The Company is in compliance with its permits and 
authorizations and has not experienced any major spills or other environmental emergencies at its 
operation, and no major accidents resulting in fatalities.  The Company files regular updates to its existing 
Abandonment and Restoration Plan (A & R Plan), and the Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA), as the main 
landowner, holds financial assurance for the closure costs identified in the latest update to the plan.  The 
Company maintains comprehensive liability and standard protection and indemnity insurance policies to 
cover accidental health and safety and environmental accidents. 

1.2.4 Baffinland’s Record of Community Engagement 

Baffinland has been proactively engaged in consultation with local communities, increasing the scope of its 
consultation activities progressively since 2004.  In 2007, Baffinland established liaison offices in the five 
North Baffin communities closest to the Project and in Iqaluit staffed by local Baffinland Liaison Officers.  
Due to financial constraints and a scaling back of operations in late 2008, the number of liaison offices was 
reduced to two from five but this number is being increased back to 5 for the beginning of 2012.  With the 
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exception of 2009, Baffinland has carried out bi-annual public meetings in the five North Baffin communities 
of Arctic Bay, Clyde River, Hall Beach, Igloolik, and Pond Inlet and, starting in 2010, Cape Dorset and 
Kimmirut.  Details of the Company’s past consultation activities are provided in Volume 2, Section 1, and the 
Company’s Stakeholders Involvement Plan is included in Appendix 10F-1.  The Stakeholders Involvement 
Plan and the Company’s engagement activities have been aligned with ArcelorMittal’s Community 
Engagement Standard included in Appendix 10F-1. 

1.2.5 Negotiating an Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement  

Baffinland started discussions with the QIA in 2006 on the development of a future Inuit Impact and Benefit 
Agreement (IIBA).  In March 2009 the two organizations reached an agreement-in-principle on the economic 
provisions of a future IIBA through the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).  Additional 
sections of the IIBA have also been successfully negotiated, and the Company and the QIA expect to 
complete a signed Agreement-in-Principle in the coming months.  In a November 24, 2011, letter to the 
NIRB, the QIA indicated that it is close to completing negotiations with Baffinland on an IIBA for the overall 
project and anticipate having a final draft agreement by the end of January 2012. 

1.2.6 The Company Moving Forward to Develop the Mary River Project 

The Company is well positioned to advance the Mary River Project to mine development, with local 
experience, existing environmental management procedures, an excellent environmental compliance track 
record, and experienced long-term executive and site personnel.  The Company is committed to designing 
and executing a well planned Project, and has developed a comprehensive Environment, Health and Safety 
(EHS) Management System, presented as Volume 10.  To safely and responsibly execute the Project, 
Baffinland has engaged FedNav to develop shipping options that meet shipping requirements.  Fednav has 
more than 50 years of experience shipping bulk commodities through ice in Canadian waters and has 
provided ice breaking ore carrier services to most of the recent mining projects in the eastern Canadian 
Arctic, including the former Polaris and Nanisivik mines, the historic Bent Horn Project, and currently the 
Raglan and Voisey’s Bay mines.  The Company’s engineering and environmental teams have a wealth of 
Arctic development experience.  Additional key partners will be identified in the future to continue to build a 
world-class team to advance the Project.  

1.3 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT 

The purpose of the Project is, over a 21 year period, to extract, crush and screen approximately 18 million 
tonnes per year (Mt/a) of iron ore, and to ship it to overseas steel mills in an environmentally and socially 
sustainable manner, while providing a competitive rate of return to the Company’s investors and lenders, 
and sharing Project benefits directly with the local Inuit communities.  

There is a five-fold need for this project: 

1. To ensure a financially sound operation that will be viable through  the long term 

2. To supply high quality iron ore to the international marketplace.  The reasonably foreseeable 
international demand for iron ore has created market conditions that Baffinland believes are favourable 
for opening a mine at Mary River. 
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3. To support the Nunavut Planning Commission’s Broad Planning Principles, Policies and Goals (NPC, 
2007).  The Planning Commission goals include: 

• Strengthening partnerships and institutions;  
• Protecting and sustaining the environment;  
• Encouraging conservation planning;  
• Building healthy communities; and  
• Encouraging sustainable economic development. 

4. To contribute to the development of infrastructure, skills training, employment, and business 
opportunities in Nunavut, as outlined in the Nunavut Exploration and Mining Strategy (Government of 
Nunavut, 2007).  The Project will help build healthy communities and strengthen partnerships between 
Baffinland and stakeholders and institutions. 

5. To contribute to Canada’s northern strategy to strengthen Canada's sovereignty, protect the country’s 
environmental heritage, promote economic and social development, and improve Northern governance. 
(INAC, 2008). 

Canada’s mining industry is a major driver of Canadian prosperity, contributing $32 billion to GDP in 
2009 and employing 306,000 workers in mineral extraction, processing and manufacturing.  More than 
3,200 companies provide inputs to the industry, ranging from engineering services to drilling equipment.  
The industry paid around $5.5 billion in taxes and royalties to federal, provincial and territorial governments 
in 2009—down by half from the pre-recession levels of the previous year, but still a significant contribution.  

In 1999, Nunavut ranked tenth of the 13 provinces and territories in the value of mineral production (1999 - 
$347 M mineral production).  By 2009, Nunavut ranked last, with zero mineral production.  In March 2010, 
The Meadowbank Mine located in the Kivalliq region of Nunavut began operations.  By the end of the third 
quarter of 2010, the Meadowbank Mine had produced approximately 189,669 ounces of gold.  The mine is 
expected to produce an average of 350,000 ounces of gold per year over a nine-year mine life through 
2019.  Mining and exploration activity is increasing rapidly in Nunavut.  

There are six active project reviews in the NIRB environmental process and others anticipated.  As noted 
above, the Government of Nunavut has focused on mine development as an economic driver and a non-
economic catalyst for social changes.  The sustainability approach adopted by Baffinland takes into account 
environmental and social factors as well as economic consideration.  Such a balance is important in the 
Project decision making process.  

1.4 GENERAL ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY AND BENEFITS OF THE PROJECT 

Due to the remoteness of the site, the climatic conditions, the void of infrastructure, and the competitiveness 
of the iron ore industry, the development of this iron deposit can be justified only by economies of scale.  On 
the basis of current and forecasted long term iron prices, a minimum production volume is required to 
generate cash flow sufficient to economically justify the development of the Mary River Project.  

Current market conditions are expected to remain buoyant for iron ore prices for the short and medium term.  
On this basis, Baffinland estimates that the minimum production tonnage required to justify a C$ 4.1 billion 
investment in this Project is 18 Mt/a. 

Given the future demand for iron ore in the global marketplace, the Project has the potential, through its 
mineral exploration and mining activities, to contribute to meeting Nunavummiut needs for infrastructure, 
training, and sustainable economic development.  The Project will generate benefits to local Inuit 
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communities through capacity-building, employment and business opportunities, and revenues to the 
Territorial and Federal governments in the form of tax revenues.  The IIBA, currently under negotiation 
between Baffinland and the regional Inuit association, will ensure that benefits from the Project flow to 
nearby Inuit communities and the Qikiqtani Region of Nunavut. 

Over the long term, the road, railway and port infrastructure built for the Project will provide opportunities to 
develop additional mineral deposits in the North Baffin Region.  The two ports will provide additional 
commercial use opportunities, and the bathymetry information collected for the Project will provide important 
information for shipping lanes through Foxe Basin.  In addition, Project activity will help confirm Canadian 
sovereignty over the region. 

The Mary River Project will grow the overall size of the economy of Nunavut.  The macro economic benefits 
of the Project are described in Volume 4 and Appendix 4B. 

Another benefit of the Mary River Project is the decrease of economic instability in Nunavut.  The recent 
economic instability in the territory has been a symptom of a relatively small number of mining projects.  It is 
important to increase the number of ongoing mining projects in Nunavut in order to stabilize the territorial 
economy.  Real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in Nunavut was expected to decrease in 2009 by almost 
ten percent due to the end of the construction phase of the Meadowbank Mine.  In order to stabilize the 
economy of Nunavut, it is necessary to have a larger number of ongoing mining projects. 

Across the ten provinces, economic modeling indicates the potential for the Project to increase real GDP by 
$7.2 billion and increase employment by nearly 5,500 person years over the life of the Project. 
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SECTION 2.0 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 OVERVIEW 

In this section a brief synopsis of the Project development plan is presented, describing Project 
development phases, time frames, work required and a description of the associated infrastructure and 
activities.  A more comprehensive description of all aspects of the Project is provided in Volume 3.  The 
Environmental, Health and Safety Management Framework and associated mitigation and monitoring plans 
are found in Volume 10. 

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

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

Site conditions play an important role in the planning and execution of the Project.  The Project area 
experiences cold temperatures in the wintertime and near 24-hour darkness from November to January.  
Summers bring 24-hour daylight from May to August, with continued cool to cold conditions.  Key Project 
facts are presented in Table 1-2.1. 

Table 1-2.1 Key Project Facts  

  Potential Development Area (PDA) Footprint of Facilities within PDA 

Potential 
Development 
Area (ha) 

Milne Port 224 ha 35 ha 

Tote Road 865 ha - 
Mine Site 2,739 ha 787 ha 
Railway 1,308 ha 47 ha 
Steensby Port 2,482 ha 213 ha 

Number of 
Identified 
Potential 
Quarries/ 
Aggregate 
Site 

Milne Port One borrow area and one rock quarry 

Mine Site 
One existing borrow area (Borrow Area #3),  
One existing rock quarry (Rock Quarry #2) and one proposed quarry (QMR2) 

Railway 79 rock quarries 
Steensby Port 1 rock quarry (QS2), plus one large rock cut for airstrip 

Total 
Quantities 
Aggregate  
(m3) 

 Quarried Rock Borrowed Sand and Gravel 
Milne Port 600,000  80,000 
Mine Site 5,000,000 0 
Railway 16,000,000 0  
Steensby Port 12,500,000 0 
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Table 1-2.1 Key Project Facts (Cont’d) 

Shipping of Freight and Fuel 
Construction Phase Operation Phase 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 - 26 

Shipping  
Milne Port 

Freight 
vessels 20 20 3 3 Only oversized equipment 

delivered when required 
Freight 
(tonnes) 165,000 95,000 43,000 46,000 See above 

Fuel tankers 2 3 3 3  0  
Diesel delivery 20 ML 30 ML 30 ML 30 ML 0 

Shipping  
Steensby Port 

Freight 
vessels 22 20 7 4 3 

Freight 
(tonnes) 206,000 150,000 107,000 80,000 60,000 

Fuel tankers 2 4 4 3 3-6 
Diesel delivery 40 ML 35 ML 35 ML 120 ML 160 ML 
Marine diesel    50 ML 50 ML 

Traffic 
Construction Phase Operation Phase 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 - 25 

Air Traffic 
(Total Annual 
Departures) 
Smaller 
aircraft traffic 
not included. 

Milne Port 
(Dash-8/ATR) 210 210 105 105 occasional 

Mine Site 
(B737, C130) 

550 550 550 550 365 

Steensby Port 
(B737, C130) 

550 550 550 550 
 

183 
Road Traffic 
(Trucks/day) 

Tote Road 30 30 30  30  No regular traffic 

Railway traffic Railway N/A 4 round trips/day 

Workforce 
Construction Phase Operation Phase 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 - 25 

Workforce  
(numbers) 

Exploration 150 150 150 150 150 
Construction 
On-Site 570 1,800 1,600 900 -- 

Construction 
Payroll 800  2,680  2,440 1,710  -- 

Operation 0 0 0 0 950 

Camps, Water Supply and 
Wastewater 

Construction Phase Operation Phase 
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 - 25 

Camp Capacity 
(peak # of 
people) 

Milne Port  150 150  150  150  40  
Mine Site 1,200 1,200  1,200  1,200  500 
Mid-Rail 
Ravn River 
S. Cockburn 
N. Cockburn 

 200 
400 
300 
200 

200 
400 
300 
200 

200→0 
400→0 
300→0 
200→0 

Camps removed 

Steensby Camps 
Floating 
Accommodati
on 

600 600 600 600 Removed 

Land based 
camp 600 600 600 600 300 
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Table 1-2.1 Key Project Facts (Cont’d) 

Camps, Water Supply and 
Wastewater 

Construction Phase Operation Phase 
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 - 25 

Water Demand 
m3/day 
(expected) 

Milne Port  70 70 70 70 30 
Mine Site 655 655 655 655 352 
Railway 440 440 440 440 0 
Steensby Port 426 426 426 426 245 

Treated Sewage 
Effluent (m3/day) 
 

Milne Port 55  55 55 55 14 
Mine Site 560 560 560 560 200 
Ravn River Trucked to the Mine Site WWTF Camp removed 
Mid-Rail Trucked to Mine Site  WWTF Camp removed 
Cockburn S. Trucked to Steensby Port WWTF Camp removed 
Cockburn N. Trucked to Steensby Port WWTF Camp removed 
Steensby Port 310 310 310 310 102 

Waste 

Waste to Landfill 
m3/yr  

Mine Landfill 6,373 6,373 6,373 6,373 1,763 
Steensby 
Landfill 3,972 3,972 3,972 3,972 650 

Waste to 
Incinerator 
Tonnes/yr  

Milne Port 135 135 135 135 46  
Mine Site 980 980 980 980 550 
Steensby Port 490 490 490 490 202 

Fuel Storage 
Construction Phase Operation Phase 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 - 25 

Milne Port 
Arctic diesel 1 tank @ 5ML and 4 tanks @ 10ML no requirements 
Jet A  2 tanks @ 1.5ML no requirements 

Mine Site 
Arctic diesel 3 tanks @ 5.2ML 
Jet A  2 tanks @ 1.5ML 

Railway  Arctic diesel Multiple 20,000 L ISO containers positioned as required no requirements 
Quarries Arctic diesel Multiple 20,000 L ISO containers positioned as required no requirements 

Shipping  
Steensby Port 

Arctic diesel 

15 tanks @ 
1ML 

20ML fuel 
barge 

15 tanks at 1 ML 
4 tanks @ 40 ML 4 tanks @ 40 ML 

Jet A 5 tanks @ 1ML 
Marine diesel    1 tank @ 7.5 ML; 2 tanks @ 25 ML 

Explosives 

Explosives 

Milne Port Magazine  

Mine Site 
Mobile Mixing Unit and magazines 
Temporary Emulsion  Mixing Plant 

Permanent Emulsion 
Mixing Plant 

Railway Mobile Mixing Unit and magazines  

Steensby Port 
Mobile Mixing Unit and magazines 
Temporary Emulsion  Mixing Plant 
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Table 1-2.1 Key Project Facts (Cont’d) 

Production 
Construction Phase Operation Phase 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 - 25 
Waste Rock & 
Overburden 

Approximate 
Mt/a 0  0  0  22 30 

Mine  
Ore Stockpiles  

ROM, tonnes  0  0  400,000 400,000 
Rail Loadout, 
tonnes 

-- -- -- -- 1,400,000 

Steensby Port 

Steensby Port - 1.4 Mt fine ore stockpile capacity 900,000 
Steensby Port - 3.2 Mt coarse ore stockpile capacity 2,300,000 
Steensby Port 
Dedicated icebreaker ore carriers (160,000  to 190 ,000 DWT) 10 

Power Supply 
Power Supply  
Milne Port 

Camp generator Mobile genset for camp  
Temporary generators installed for construction period 

Power Supply  
Mine Site 

Annual consumption 114,000 MWh 
Running Load/Installed 
Power 

9.8 MW/15.8MW 

Installed Power 15.8 MW 
Number / Size of unit 5 units at 5.6 MW each (2 standby units) 

Railway 
Construction Temporary generators installed at camps and quarries 

Power Supply  
Steensby Port 

Annual consumption 120,000 MWh 
Running Load/Installed 
Power 

11 MW/22MW 

Number / Size of unit 3 units at 5.6 MW each (2 standby units) 
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2.2 SCOPE  

The Project scope includes all works and/or undertakings required for the construction, operation, 
modification, maintenance, decommissioning, and abandonment phases of the following components: Milne 
Port; Milne Inlet Tote Road, the Mine Site, the Railway, Steensby Port and marine shipping.  Air Traffic and 
on-going geotechnical exploration will also occur during each phase.  

2.3 CONSTRUCTION PHASE 

The timing for the three main Project phases is summarized as follows (Figure 1-2.2): 

• 4-year Construction Phase (Year 1 through Year 4); 

• An approximate 21-year Operations Phase (Year 5 through Year 25); and 

• An approximate 3-year Closure Phase (Year 26 through Year 28) and 5 year Post-Closure Monitoring 
Phase (Year 29 possibly to Year 33).  If closure objectives are not met, post closure would extend 
beyond five years. 

Construction will start by utilizing existing infrastructure established to support exploration and bulk sampling 
programs, including camps, fuel storage, laydown areas and the Milne Inlet Tote Road, which has already 
undergone some upgrades and servicing.  Construction of infrastructure is expected to take four years, with 
the Railway being on the critical path.  The Railway is necessary for shipment of iron ore to Steensby Port.  
To expedite its completion, concurrent construction of the Railway will occur at a number of locations; 
construction of the north end will be staged from Milne Port via the Mine Site, and Steensby Port will be the 
staging area for the south end.  

In addition to those at Milne Port, construction camps will be established at the Mine Site, Steensby Port, 
and up to four locations along the Railway.  Infrastructure such as laydown areas, aggregate sources from 
rock quarries, and sand and gravel borrow areas will support construction.  

Temporary construction freight docks will be installed at Milne and Steensby Ports for landing equipment 
and materials during construction.  A permanent freight dock and an ore dock will be constructed at 
Steensby Port.  Where possible, permanent infrastructure needed for construction and operation will be built 
at the onset of construction.  Temporary infrastructure needed during construction will be removed once 
construction is complete. 

Large quantities of aggregate will be required for construction activities.  Aggregate, including crushed rock 
from quarries as well as sand and gravel from borrow sources, will be required for construction of Project 
components, mainly for railway construction.  A number of existing and potential aggregate sources have 
been identified, mainly along the transportation corridors.  Several existing rock quarry and borrow sites 
located on Inuit-owned land between Milne Port and the Mine Site are permitted under Baffinland’s current 
commercial lease with the QIA.  Extracted material will be used for on-going maintenance of the Tote Road.  
Aggregate sources identified for construction of the railway include 63 rock quarries located along the 
alignment.  While only a small portion of the identified quarries and borrow areas will be used for the 
construction of an access road to facilitate railway bed construction, most of the rock quarries will be 
required for building the railway embankment. 
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Project Activity
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Work Plan

Year# 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5

Project Phases

Closure Post ClosureOperationConstruction

Year 2012
2013

2014
2015

2016
2017

2018
2019

2020
2021

2022
2023

2024
2025

2026
2027

2028
2029

2030
2031

2032
2033

2034
2035

2036
2037

2038
2039

2040
2041

2042
2043

2044
2045

Milne Port
Install fuel tanks in existing containment 
Decomissing of fuel bladders
Construct additional fuel farm
Deliver barge for temporary dock
Construct port infrastructure
Expand and operate camp
Receive construction materials, equipment, fuel
Receive operation phase consumables (materials, equipment, fuel)
Receive material from decommissioning for shipping off-site
Decommission camp
Decommission port facilities including docks
Post-closure monitoring
Mary River Mine Site
Extend Airstrip, construct  quarry, laydowns 
Construction of tank farms 
Erect construction camp
Remove fuel bladders
Construct mine and supporting infrastructure
Support railway construction
Mine deposit #1 for rail operation
Initiate progressive reclamation of mine wastes
Mine closure
Post-closure monitoring
Railway
Construct ice roads
Receive equipment, materials, fuel  
Constuct camps
Construct access roads
Construct roadbed embankment
Construct tunnels
Lay track
Commission railway
Close quarries, access roads, camps
Post-construction monitoring
Operate railway
Operate ballast quarry for railway maintenance
Decommission railway
Post-closure monitoring
Steensby Port Site
Install 50 person hardwall camp facility
Deliver equipment, materials, fuel tanks
Construct airstrip, construction camp 
Floating construction camp
Floating fuel barge
Construction of tank farm
Quarry rock and construct roads, laydowns
Install construction docks
Install freight dock
Install ore dock
Construct port infrastructure
Remove temporary docks
Operate port facilities
Ship ore for markets
Close-out port facilities
Post-closure monitoring
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The Project workforce on rotation will peak in the second year of construction.  Workers hired from Nunavut 
communities will typically work for two weeks, followed by two weeks off.  Other construction workers will 
likely work four weeks on and two weeks off.  

2.3.1 Milne Port 

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

The existing facilities at Milne Port will play a key logistical support role for receiving sealift materials at Milne 
Port at the start of construction.  These facilities include: a personnel camp for 60 people, water supply and 
treatment facilities, mobile diesel generators, a sewage treatment plant, an incinerator, a 5 ML permanent 
steel fuel tank, borrow areas, rock quarries, laydown area, airstrip, and temporary bulk sampling ore 
stockpile area.  Two new 1.5 ML steel tanks will be constructed for storage of Jet A fuel in early 2012, under 
existing permits; once they are tested and commissioned, the remaining fuel contained in the bladder farm 
(diesel and Jet A) will be transferred during the working season of 2012.  The scope of the 2012 work 
program is presented in Appendix 3A.  At the onset of construction, the camp will be expanded to 
accommodate 150 workers, a floating construction dock will be installed, the tank farm will be expanded and 
multiple laydown areas will be prepared. 

2.3.2 Milne Inlet Tote Road 

The Milne Inlet Tote Road was upgraded in 2008 from a winter road to an all-season road adequate for 
transporting equipment and ore using 45-t trucks.  Figure 1-2.4 presents the alignment of the Milne Inlet 
Tote Road.  The road will be maintained through the construction phase with some improvements to the 
road base and reductions of steep grades at certain locations.  No major improvements or bridge 
replacements are proposed, and large oversized equipment will be brought over the road during winter.  

A Roads Management Plan (Volume 10, Appendix 10D-8) stipulates the rules of the road, including for 
example: the safe access and use by the public including hunters, limiting travel speed, yielding the right-of-
way to wildlife, reporting wildlife observations, travelling in convoys for safety, emergency and spill response 
procedures, a safety policy addressing discharge of firearms near the road, truck traffic communications, 
and a community notification and update process.  

2.3.3 Mine Site 

Construction at the Mine Site will focus on establishment of infrastructure needed to support mining 
activities and the construction of the northern section of the Railway.  Existing infrastructure established 
during the bulk sampling program will be used to the extent possible to minimize land disturbance.  Figure 1-
2.5 presents the layout of the Mine Site.  New facilities include a permanent accommodation complex and 
offices, permanent fuel storage, ore handling and stockpiling facilities, temporary explosives magazines and 
a permanent explosives plant.  As is typical for work in permafrost areas, the Mine Site building foundations 
and major structures such as crushers and other ore handling facilities will, where possible, be sited on 
bedrock.  Where this is not practical, a variety of pile systems will be used in combination with elevated 
building designs.  Surface pads consisting of locally quarried crushed rock (gravel) will be used for access 
and laydown areas, parking areas, elevation of grade, and generally to protect the permafrost around all of 
the permanent infrastructure facilities.  
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The airstrip at the Mine Site will be a primary air access point throughout the Project life.  The airstrip will be 
extended from 1,600 m in length to 2,000 m with a graded area consistent with the dimensions.  As a key 
link to the Project and the requirement for year-round accessibility by air, a gravel runway will be constructed 
to accommodate jet aircraft (Boeing 737 - 200) and L-382 Super Hercules turboprop aircraft.   

2.3.4 Railway 

An approximately 150-km long railway will be built to transport iron ore from the Mine Site to Steensby Port.  
The Railway will be constructed to accommodate heavy haul mineral transport, as well as mixed general 
freight traffic to supply the Mine Site and a passenger train for employees.  The Railway will require the 
construction of 31 bridges, seven of which will be major bridges greater than 100 m in length, two tunnels (in 
the mountain alongside the eastern side of Cockburn Lake) of about 1,000 m and 300 m in length 
respectively, and more than 200 culvert crossings.  The Railway Alignment is presented in Figures 1-2.6 
through 1-2.10. 

Construction activities will be staged from both ends of the Railway.  A construction access road located 
along the Railway will facilitate establishment of four temporary construction camps (Ravn River area (km 
36), Mid-Rail area (km 55), Cockburn Lake tunnels area (km 105) and Cockburn South Camp (km 124), 
quarries and temporary airstrips needed to position the large workforce, equipment fleet and fuel required to 
carry out construction of the railway from multiple work fronts.  

The proposed Railway includes: the rail line and embankment, including tunnels, bridges and sidings; 
watercourse crossings; yards and terminals - including loading and unloading (loop) tracks, turning tracks 
for the locomotives and service and storage track; supporting facilities - including maintenance and 
emergency facilities; train - including locomotives (engines) and cars; and signalling and 
telecommunications. 

Railway construction largely defines the schedule and time required for the construction of the Project. 

2.3.5 Steensby Port 

Facilities at Steensby Port will be located on the mainland and on nearby Steensby Island in Steensby Inlet.  
Figure 1-2.11 presents the site plan.  Construction will include a longer site capture phase than at Milne 
Port, owing to the lack of existing infrastructure, uneven terrain that results in limited pre-existing laydown 
area, difficulty in accessing quarry sites and the lack of an airstrip to mobilize a large workforce at the onset.  

Development of the initial quarry will allow for the establishment of access roads and laydown areas to 
receive the very large volume of equipment, materials and fuel that will be delivered by sealift in the open 
water season of Year 1 of construction, and for access to additional quarries to construct the airstrip.  Site 
capture, involving the establishment of basic infrastructure (i.e., camps, airstrips, docks, etc.) to allow full 
construction to proceed, will take an estimated six to nine months. 
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2.  COORDINATE GRID IS SHOWN IN UTM (NAD83) ZONE 
    17 AND IS IN METRES.
3.  CONTOURS ARE IN METRES. CONTOUR INTERVAL VARIES. 
4.  RAILWAY ALIGNMENT PROVIDED BY CANARAIL CONSULTANTS 
    INC. (AUGUST 12, 2010). 
5. THE RAILWAY AND CONSTRUCTION ACCESS ROAD PRELIMINARY 
    DESIGNS, INCLUDING THE LOCATION OF ALL WATERCOURSE 
    CORSSINGS, ARE PRESENTED AS PLAN AND PROFILE DRAWINGS 
    BY CANARAIL IN VOLUME 3 APPENDICES.
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NOTES:
1. BASE MAP 1:250,000 © HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN IN RIGHTS OF
    CANADA, DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES (2004).
2. 5m CONTOURS PROVIDED BY EAGLE MAPPING (2008).
3.  COORDINATE GRID IS SHOWN IN UTM (NAD83) ZONE 
    17 AND IS IN METRES.
4.  CONTOURS ARE IN METRES. CONTOUR INTERVAL VARIES. 
5.  RAILWAY ALIGNMENT PROVIDED BY CANARAIL CONSULTANTS 
    INC. (AUGUST 12, 2010). 
6. THE RAILWAY AND CONSTRUCTION ACCESS ROAD PRELIMINARY 
    DESIGNS, INCLUDING THE LOCATION OF ALL WATERCOURSE 
    CROSSINGS, ARE PRESENTED AS PLAN AND PROFILE
    DRAWINGS BY CANARAIL IN VOLUME 3 APPENDICES.
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RAVN ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ:
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ 200 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᒪᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ: KP-25 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᐃᑦ ᑕᓯᖅ
ᑭᓈᓗᐃᑦ: ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 
ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒨᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  WWTF

RAVN CAMP DETAILS:
PEAK CAPACITY 200 PEOPLE
WATER SUPPLY: KP-25 KM LAKE
SEWAGE: TRUCKED TO MINE SITE 
WWTF

MID RAIL CAMP DETAILS:
PEAK CAPACITY 200 PEOPLE
WATER SUPPLY: KP-35 KM LAKE
SEWAGE: TRUCKED TO MINE SITE
WWTF

ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓐᓂᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ 200 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᒪᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ: KP-35 ᑭᓚᒦᑕᐃᑦ ᑕᓯᖅ
ᑭᓈᓗᐃᑦ: ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒨᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
WWTF
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Two temporary docks will be installed to support early construction, followed by an ore dock and permanent 
freight and fuel unloading docks.  The sequence of activities during the construction phase begins with the 
building of access roads primarily to the quarry.  The construction of laydown areas, airstrip, docks, camps, 
concrete batch plant, and permanent infrastructure follows. 

The proposed airstrip, which will support Code C aircraft such as the Boeing 737-200, will require an airstrip 
with proposed dimensions of 1,830 m long by 45 m wide. 

During archaeological investigations a number of resources were identified (Volume 4, Appendix 4D).  The 
location of important archaeological resources has had a considerable bearing on the location of port 
infrastructure.  A reconfiguration of the Steensby Port layout was undertaken following the 2008 
archaeological field program to avoid those areas that are considered to be archaeologically significant.  

2.4 OPERATION PHASE 

The planned operating life of the Project is 21 years.  Conventional open-pit mining techniques will be used, 
consisting of drill, blast and excavation of ore, followed by transport to crushing and screening facilities.  The 
overall process flow diagram showing the production and handling of ore from the open pit to ship loading is 
shown on Figure 1-2.12.  Ore will be subjected to primary and secondary crushing and stockpiled at the 
Mine Site (Figures 1-2.13 to 1-2.15).  Loading facilities will reclaim the ore from the Mine Site stockpiles and 
load the rail cars hauling to Steensby Port.  Additional stockpiles are located at Steensby Port along with 
ship-loading facilities.  

Additional successful exploration results could extend the operational life and/or increase the annual ore 
production volume.  

Locomotives pulling ore cars (Figure 1-2.16) will be used to deliver iron ore from the Mine Site to Steensby 
Port and transport supplies on return trips.  Steensby Port will include rail loading and unloading facilities 
and rail service/maintenance facilities; worker accommodations; ore loading, freight and tug docks; ore 
stockpile and ship loading and unloading facilities, and an airstrip.  A dedicated fleet of about ten 
icebreaking ore carriers (Figure 1-2.17) will transport most of the ore to international markets 12 months a 
year.  Additional shipping will occur during the open water season.  

Once operations begin, decommissioning of temporary construction infrastructure will take place, as 
construction camps, equipment and related infrastructure are removed and taken off-site. 
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Figure 1-2.13 Material Handling at the Mine Site 

 

Figure 1-2.14 Mine Site Primary and Secondary Crushing 
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Figure 1-2.15 Mine Site Ore Stock Yard 
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The following major activities characterize the operation phase: 

• Open pit mining of iron ore in Deposit No. 1; 
• Crushing, screening and stockpiling of ore at the Mine Site; 
• Loading of ore, railway transport of ore to Steensby Port, offloading to stockpiles; 
• Railway maintenance facilities at Steensby; 
• Ore crushing and sizing at Steensby; 
• Loading of ore carriers (ships) at Steensby Port; 
• Shipping (including ice breaking) of the iron ore from Steensby Port to customers; 
• Annual re-supply for operations by ship during open water to Steensby Port, with railway transport of the 

supplies to the Mine Site; and 
• As-required open water delivery of replacement equipment to Milne Port every few years and 

subsequent truck transport over the Milne Inlet Tote Road to the Mine Site.  These deliveries will be for 
oversized equipment too large to be transported through the tunnels. 

2.5 SHIPPING 

Figure 1-1.1 presents the shipping routes from both Milne Port and Steensby Port. 

2.5.1 Milne Port 

The ice-free period in Milne Port lasts approximately 90 days.  Handymax (~50,000 DWT) to Panamax 
(~75,000 DWT) vessels will be chartered.  Vessel docking will be assisted by harbour tugs and lines 
personnel on the temporary floating dock during the construction phase.  Ships calling on Milne Port for 
resupply will have originated at a southern Canadian port.  

The shipping route to Milne Port from the North Atlantic Ocean is well established through very deep waters.  
It extends from Baffin Bay and passes through Pond Inlet and Eclipse Sound to the head of Milne Port.  

2.5.2 Steensby Port 

A dedicated fleet of approximately ten ice class cape-size vessels with a nominal capacity of 160,000 to 
190,000 dead weight tonne (DWT) cargo capacity will operate year-round to transport the 18 Mt/a of ore 
production to market.  Fednav, the company Baffinland has engaged to develop shipping options capable of 
meeting shipping requirements, has operated ice-breaking bulk carriers in Canada’s Arctic for several 
decades without the assistance of tugs or ice breakers.  The cape-sized vessels will be supplemented by 
chartering additional ships from the open market during the open water season.  Vessel docking will be 
assisted by harbour tugs and lines personnel on the docks.  

There will be two main shipping routes from Steensby Port: 

• Steensby Port to the Project’s customer base (European Ports), for the movement of ore; and 
• Steensby Port to a southern Canadian port for re-supply of materials and some fuel and equipment and 

for transport of recyclables and hazardous wastes by conventional sealift over the open water. 

The nominal shipping route through Foxe Basin in and out of Steensby Port is along the east side of Koch 
and Rowley Islands to where it joins with the established shipping lanes in southern Foxe Basin accessing 
Hall Beach and Igloolik.  Bathymetric surveys have indicated that this easterly route is operationally 
preferable to a western route.  In addition, comprehensive Inuit knowledge studies in Igloolik, Hall Beach 
and three other North Baffin communities indicate a reliance on the waters of a westerly route for harvesting 
and travel, and a relative absence of use of the marine waters along the preferred shipping route east of 
Rowley and Koch Islands.  Feedback from public meetings Baffinland held in the communities of Igloolik 
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and Hall Beach in 2007 and 2008 also indicated a clear community preference for the selected eastern 
route. 

Entering the well-established shipping routes through southern Foxe Basin, the ships will continue through 
Hudson Strait on established shipping lanes and across the North Atlantic Ocean.  Ships passing through 
Hudson Strait will remain within the Nunavut Settlement Area (NSA) and are not expected, under normal 
circumstances, to pass through the Nunavik Marine Region of Northern Quebec or the area of shared 
Nunavut-Nunavik occupancy.  At the request of Environment Canada, the ships will maintain a setback of 
15 km from Resolution Island under normal operating conditions, consistent with the setbacks 
recommended in the key migratory bird marine habitat sites document (Mallory and Fontaine, 2004). 

2.6 PRELIMINARY CLOSURE AND POST CLOSURE 

Throughout all phases of the Project, Baffinland will plan and conduct operations in a manner designed to 
return Project sites to a safe and environmentally stable condition.  Baffinland will undertake progressive 
reclamation throughout the mine life.  Temporary facilities will be decommissioned and removed as their use 
ceases.  Borrow areas, quarries, temporary roads and other disturbed sites will be stabilized to limit erosion 
of ground surfaces and rehabilitated once they are no longer required.  Environmental and safety monitoring 
will continue as long as necessary to ensure that closure objectives have been met.  The Preliminary 
Closure Plan was developed in accordance with Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada 
(AANDC) Guidelines for Mine Closure (2007 Guidelines) as well as QIA Closure Guidelines.  The 
Preliminary Closure Plan is presented in Appendix 3B, Attachment 10. 

2.7 POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 

The Project involves the development of the ore reserves and resources identified and currently under 
exploration in Deposit No. 1, one of nine known iron ore deposits within Baffinland-held mineral leases 
(Volume 2, Section 2.1).  The locations of Baffinland’s mineral leases are shown on Figure 1-2.1.  As the 
Company develops Deposit No.1, it will continue exploration to identify further ore reserves in the region.  
Exploration drilling on Deposits No. 2 and 3 was initiated in 2007, and drilling on Deposits No. 4 and 5 was 
initiated in 2010.  Deposits No. 6 to 9 were discovered during Baffinland’s 2010 regional exploration 
program and have only been sampled at surface.  

Annual production rates will vary for a number of factors such as market conditions, ore grades, and 
unanticipated events.  Although the Project has been designed for a nominal 18 Mt/a of iron ore, the 
operation is capable of a production rate of up to 30 Mt/a, with additional trains, expansions to ore stockpiles 
and higher capacity material handling equipment.  Deposits No. 2 and 3 could readily be accommodated by 
the proposed infrastructure.  Deposits No. 4 and 5 would require additional rail infrastructure from the Mine 
Site to the deposits.  However, an environmental assessment would be completed and submitted for review 
prior for developing other ore bodies.  

Project Accommodation for Concurrent Uses 

Baffinland recognizes the need to accommodate the safe joint use of the Project sites by the Project and the 
people of Nunavut.  Examples of the accommodation provisions in the Project include: 

• The Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA) establishes the requirements and expectations for 
development activities occurring in Nunavut.  This Agreement includes a public easement on the Milne 
Inlet Tote Road; therefore access to this road will not be restricted.  Provisions will ensure that hunter 
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use is compatible with Project operations as stipulated in the Roads Management Plan (Volume 10, 
Appendix 10D-8); 

• Hunters will be welcome to stop into the Project sites for food, shelter and fuel as indicated in the 
negotiated Inuit Impact and Benefits Agreement (IIBA) and in the Human Resources Management Plan 
(Volume 10, Appendix 10F-3); 

• Along the railway line, locations will be provided for hunter crossings and animal crossings.  Final 
locations will be determined in consultation with hunters in the communities; and 

• Hunters who would pass by snowmobile across the landfast ice at the entrance of Steensby Inlet will 
need to circle around the Steensby Port.  In consideration of this, Baffinland will invite hunters/travellers 
to stop in at Steensby Port for food, shelter and fuel.  

2.8 WORKFORCE AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Human Resources management activities at Baffinland are guided by the following commitments to the 
workplace and people: 

• Strive to achieve a workplace for our employees and contractors free from occupational injury and 
illness; 

• Respect human rights, and the traditional culture, values and customs of the Inuit people; 

• Report, manage and learn from injuries, illnesses and high potential incidents to foster a workplace 
culture focused on safety and the prevention of incidents; 

• Foster and maintain a positive culture of shared responsibility based on participation, behaviour and 
awareness; and 

• Promote Inuit participation and engagement in the Project. 

The Company is working in cooperation with stakeholders in Nunavut to establish education and training 
programs that will provide opportunities for employment of local residents on the Project and equip them 
with skills that will sustain them beyond the life of the Project. 

The estimated workforce during the construction and operation phases is summarized in Table 1-.1.  The 
estimates include the workers on shift at each site on North Baffin, excluding the approximately 150 
exploration personnel.  The estimates are approximate and will vary both seasonally through the year and 
between the years.  The planned scheduled work rotation for most workers during the construction phase 
will be four weeks on/two weeks off.  Workers hired from northern communities will work two weeks on/two 
weeks off during construction.  

The total estimated workforce during the 21 year operation phase is about 950 per year, including on-site 
and off-site personnel, and Baffinland and contract personnel.  This estimate does not include exploration 
personnel.  Most operations workers will work on a scheduled rotation of two weeks working at site and two 
weeks off.  
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SECTION 3.0 - ALTERNATIVES 

The NIRB guidelines section 6.1 outlines the requirements for the evaluation of alternatives of carrying out 

the Project components: 

“The EIS shall include an explicit analysis of all alternative means of carrying out the Project 
components, including a "no-go" alternative, the identification and application of criteria used to 
determine the technical feasibility and economic viability of the alternatives to the Project (e.g., 
transportation, natural, social, economic and cultural environment).  This analysis must be done 
to a level of detail which is sufficient to allow NIRB and the public to compare the Project with the 
alternatives in terms of the economic costs and the environmental, social and economic impacts 
and benefits.  The Proponent must include reasons for selection of the Project as the preferred 
alternative, and the reasons for rejection of other alternatives.”  

The key features of the Mary River Project are the transportation and logistics aspects.  Iron ore mined from 
Deposit No. 1, located in the central region of North Baffin Island, must be transported to a coastal port on 
North Baffin Island, loaded on to ore carriers, and, shipped to customers. 

The North Baffin region has no existing transportation infrastructure.  In order to get the iron ore product to 
the customers, Baffinland must build: 

• a port facility; 
• a transportation link from the mine site to the port site; 
• a specialized fleet of ore carriers; and 
• the infrastructure and accommodation facilities for its workforce at both the Mine Site and the Port. 

To determine the transportation link and associated infrastructure, the evaluation of “alternative means of 
carrying out the Project components” must be addressed in five distinct stages: 

1. Alternative ways to meet customer requirements 
2. Alternative port locations 
3. Alternatives for moving ore from the mine to the port  
4. Alternative transportation routes 
5. Other alternative ways to operate the Project   

3.1 EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Viable alternatives for the development of the Mary River Project must meet the following criteria: 

3.1.1 Technical Feasibility 

Technical feasibility relates to the appropriateness of an alternative from an engineering or operational 
perspective and incorporates aspects of known performance and reliability for the Project.  Technical 
feasibility covers physical and operational considerations.  In turn, physical constraints or consideration can 
only be understood in the context of operational constraints. 

Given both the cold climate and relative remoteness of the Project, an important consideration in evaluating 
technical feasibility is proven northern performance.  

3.1.2 Environmental Acceptability 

Potential residual effects on the environment consider the expected severity of residual effects on the 
environment of one alternative relative to the other.  The “environment” in this context refers to the natural 
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and the socio-economic environments, focusing on valued ecosystem components (VECs) and valued 
socio-economic components (VSECs) identified in the impact assessment (Volume 2). 

3.1.3 Social Acceptability 

Community acceptability or preferences are considered in the decision making process.  For this Project, 
this input was derived from community consultations as presented in Volume 2.  This criterion is by nature 
subjective, in terms of the community perspectives that have been expressed and the interpretation and 
weighing of those perspectives.  In some instances communities have varying views on a specific 
alternative.  Baffinland attempted to address concerns by undertaking supplemental studies and developing 
further processes to facilitate community engagement.  

With respect to enhancing socio-economic effects, it is recognized that some alternatives may provide 
tangible and intangible benefits to local communities and the region. 

3.1.4 Economic Viability 

Economic viability relates the ability of the Project to achieve sufficient future cash flows to pay back the 
capital invested, pay the ongoing operating expenses, and cover the closure and reclamation costs while 
generating the necessary return on investment for shareholders to attract the upfront capital investment 
needed.  These financial projections generate the expected “Net Present Value” (NPV) of the investment 
which is used by shareholders and the investment community to allocate capital investment.  A project that 
cannot attract the necessary capital will not be developed.  This is a basic go/no go decision point for the 
Project. 

For Baffinland, the major factors impacting NPV projections are: 

1. Expected future prices of iron ore (forecast based on current market conditions, number of competitors 
and expected growth for steel demand).  In turn, this is influenced by Baffinland’s ability to meet its 
customers’ requirements for quality or product and timeliness of delivery. 

2. Capital cost of the Mary River Project is very high and this capital must be repaid. 

3. The cost of the capital relating to financing charges for the money invested until capital is repaid. 

4. Ongoing operating costs for the Project which includes cost of supplies, consumables, manpower 
availability and training, ongoing monitoring, transportation and marketing charges for the iron ore, 
taxes and ongoing benefits paid to the land owners. 

5. Required rate of return on the Project to maintain capital investment from shareholders to carry out the 
Project rather than other company investment opportunities. 

Evaluation of Economic Viability is complex and depends on many external factors on which the Proponent 
has no control or influence (market forces for iron ore and competitive nature of the industry).  These factors 
add financial risk that investors will consider. In addition, the Mary River Project introduces another 
dimension to the financial risks in terms of its location in the high Arctic.  As a result, an alternative that does 
not meet Baffinland’s criteria in terms of acceptable “business risk” and the related “return on investment” 
(as measured by NPV projections) will not meet the conditions of Economic Viability and there would be no 
Project possible using that alternative.   

All of the above four factors Technical Feasibility; Economic Viability; Environmental Acceptability and 
Social/community acceptance are critical.  An alternative that fails to meet the criteria in any one of the 
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factors can no longer be considered and any analysis of the remaining factors for this alternative is 
meaningless.  

3.2 ASSESSMENT OF ECONOMIC VIABILITY FOR ALTERNATIVES TO MEET CUSTOMER 
REQUIREMENTS 

When assessing alternatives it is important to understand the constraints and to build the criteria an 
alternative would need to meet. For the Project to succeed it must be able to meet the demands of its 
customers and sell a sufficient quantity of iron ore. 

3.2.1 Market Conditions 

3.2.1.1 Iron Ore 

The iron ore commodity market is a high volume, low margin operation.  There are many producers in the 
world and as a result, the industry is extremely competitive.  The ability to produce the ore and to provide a 
consistent and reliable ore supply are required in order to secure long-term supply contracts and 
successfully compete on world markets. 

3.2.1.2 The Steel Industry 

The primary customer for iron ore is the steel industry.  Over the past decade, the rapid growth of the Asian 
economies has progressively diverted the higher grades of iron ore from traditional steel makers in Europe, 
who now need to secure a long-term supply of high quality iron ore. 

Steel-making is also a capital intensive, highly energy intensive and, competitive industry.  Production costs 
are largely driven by the quality of raw material inputs and the associated energy consumption.  Most steel 
mills are located in proximity of large industrial or urban centres where available space (real estate) required 
to maintain large stockpiles of raw materials is limited and costly.  Furthermore, the competitive nature of the 
iron ore supply markets enables the steel producers to operate on a “just in time” delivery of their raw 
material.  As a result, steel mill operators operate with minimal stockpile inventories. In addition, once a steel 
mill is configured for a specific type (metallurgical characteristics) of input materials, like iron ore, it cannot 
readily re-tool for other sources again underlying their need for a consistent supply. 

3.2.1.3 Market Competition  

In some regions of the world where other iron ore projects are being developed or expanded (Brazil, South 
Africa and Australia) climatic conditions make it possible to operate without interruption year-round.  
Infrastructure is a key component to the development of iron ore deposits.  For most of these developments, 
there is existing transportation infrastructure (ports, roads, railway, and necessary utilities).  As well, in some 
regions of the world, a pool of qualified and non-qualified workers is readily available in close proximity, thus 
eliminating the requirements for worker accommodations.   

Implications for Baffinland and the Mary River Project 

The Project must be able to satisfy the “just in time” delivery requirements of the customers for iron ore and 
must ensure the consistent and reliable delivery of iron ore, year round.  This will enable Baffinland to 
negotiate long term supply contracts and secure stable sources of revenues for its operations. These types 
of supply contracts are essential in order to minimize the financial risks associated with widely fluctuating 
spot prices for iron ore. 
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3.2.2 Alternatives Considered 

There are two alternatives to meeting the customer needs as analysed above: 

1. Year-round Shipping from an Arctic port site selected for the Project; and 

2. Seasonal shipping from an Arctic Port with a secondary port for stockpiling (in order to accommodate 
for seasonal shipping) and then reloading and shipping the ore to the customer (in order to 
accommodate for seasonal shipping).  

Year Round Shipping 

Year-round shipping is described in the Project Description. There is a relationship to the infrastructure costs 
and the minimum amount of ore needed to cover these costs. Mining less ore does not lead to reduced 
infrastructure costs. The Feasibility study determined that for the capital costs for the Project as described, 
the minimum ore requirement was 18 Mt/a.  Lower production levels would still require most of the same 
fundamental infrastructure and any lower production levels would not be sufficient to cover the costs. 

Year Round shipping is economically viable as per the Definitive Feasibility Study (2008) 

Seasonal Shipping 

In order to meet the customer needs for consistent delivery, seasonal shipping implies the need to: 

• store more ore at the Arctic port;  
• ship a year’s supply of ore to an intermediate port in a shorter shipping season;  
• stockpile ore at an intermediate port; and 
• Ship regularly to customers from the intermediate port.  

There are higher costs for almost all aspects of both construction and operation of a seasonal shipping 
option and there are no identifiable cost-savings.  

Thus seasonal shipping imposes the following requirements at the Arctic shipping port: 

• Larger ore stockpiles; 
• Larger loading capacity at the dock (dock and ship loading systems); 
• Larger port site infrastructure (power, maintenance facilities, camps, etc.) to deal with increased tonnage 

handled over a shorter period of time; and 
• More ore carriers and/or a much increased shipping schedule to move the required tonnage of ore in a 

shorter period of time. 

Seasonal shipping also implies that working inventories (stockpiles) would be required at the intermediate 
port (or ports) along the shipping route (between Steensby Port and the receiving port at the customer’s 
location).  The intermediate port would need to operate year-round. This would require the establishment at 
a port with the following infrastructure: 

• Construction (or purchase) of dock and port facilities at an appropriate location; 
• Construction/installation of conveying/stockpiling and reclaiming equipment; 
• Construction and operation maintenance and workforce. Depending on the location of the intermediate 

port it may require (camps, maintenance, etc.) to support these  port operations; and 
• Additional ore carriers. 

Since the specific locations of the end use customers (steel mills) is not known and varies, it cannot be 
assumed that increasing receiving and stockpiling facilities at each of the customer’s mill is a feasible option.  
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Most known operations are located in urban areas and have limited stockpile capacity.  As noted above 
steel mills have mostly arranged their operations for just-in-time delivery of input products. 

Seasonal shipping implies that in addition to a larger Arctic shipping port facility, the Project would have to 
support the construction (or purchase) and operation of a second port facility (as described above) and 
double handling of iron ore shipped from Mary River.  Operational logistics would also be much more 
complex. 

All costs are higher and since the 18 mT/a was the minimum needed for economic viability for the base 
costs identified in the Project Description, 18mT/a is no longer sufficient to provide an acceptable NPV 
project and attract the needed capital.  

The following table presents an overview of the additional costs attributed to seasonal shipping assuming 
the same production rate of 18 mT/a.  

Conclusion 

On the basis of: 

1. Reliability and security of revenue stream, and 
2. Additional costs associated with a seasonal shipping operation. 

Seasonal shipping does not meet the criteria of “Economic Viability”.   

Year Round Shipping meets the criteria for Economic Viability. A potential port location determined to 
enable year round shipping achieves Technical Feasibility for the port. The assessment of VECs concluded 
that there were no significant residual effects and thus the alternative meets the criteria in Environmental 
Acceptance and Community preferences have been taken into account in designing the specific 
components of the shipping design. 

In the assessment of the following alternatives, year-round shipping as the only viable alternative is 
assumed. 

Alternative Size for Ore Carriers 

A range of sizes was considered for the ore carriers.  The considerations are the capacity of the shipping 
and receiving ports with respect to ship size (will set an upper limit); the number of transits required to ship 
the amount of ore required; the number of ships required; potential for congestion in a port area depending 
on the number of ships.  Table 3-6.2 compares the various numbers.  Baffinland has balanced the various 
considerations and arrived at the optimal number of 10 to 12 ore carriers with 160,000 to 190,000 DWT 
capacity. 

3.3 PORT SITE LOCATION 

Due to the geographical location of the Mary River deposit, the selection of a port location is the primary 
component for the technical feasibility of the Project.  In order to deliver a constant and reliable supply of 
iron ore to its customers, the port facility must be accessible year round.  The port must accommodate 
cape size ore carriers (160,000 to 190,000 DWT; approximately 330 m long by 50 m wide) with ice 
breaking capabilities.  Several potential port locations on Eastern Baffin Island have been evaluated for 
suitability of the port site.  These sites are shown on Figure 1-3.1. 
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Figure 1-3.1 Potential Port Locations 

3.3.1 East and North Coast of Baffin Island 

Many of the potential locations were on the north and north eastern shore of Baffin Island; all have been 
found to present navigation challenges due to the large size of the ore carriers.  Significant ice formations 
on the north and north eastern seaboard of Baffin Island effectively form barriers to safe transit during up 
to two months of the year.  As stated in the Enfotec Ice Report (Volume 3, Appendix 3G): 

• The heavy ridging that can be expected at the entrance to and within Lancaster Sound has the 
potential to add significant delays to winter transits.  This ridging, which has been known to be 20 
m in depth, may at times be virtually impenetrable for periods of time while the ice remains under 
pressure.  This may be narrowly viewed as a commercial consideration; however consequent long 
delays in vessel access to the port would almost certainly lead to congestion with several ships 
potentially affected.  The Project would need to consider this possibility in determining winter 
shipping schedules. 

• The port option to Steensby Inlet would require a vessel two ice classes lower (PC 4/5) compared 
to Milne Inlet (PC 2/3).  This is owing to the much lower concentrations of old ice found along the 
route to Steensby Inlet than is the case for Milne Inlet.  It should be noted that the MV Arctic 
attempted early winter voyages into the eastern Canadian Arctic in early December in both 1986 
and 1989 and had to abandon the voyages because of the heavy old ice concentrations and 
pressure in Baffin Bay just north of the entrance to Pond Inlet (the Canadian Coast Guard vessel 
CCGS Louis St.  Laurent was with the MV Arctic in 1986 and the CCGS Sir John A MacDonald in 
1989 and they both were also unable to contend with the ice conditions).  However, the same MV 



  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  February 2012 
 

Volume 1 - Main Document  42 of 167 

Arctic now trades all winter to Deception Bay on the south side of Hudson Strait independently 
without any icebreaker escort through essentially similar ice conditions as those that lead to 
Steensby Inlet.  This is an operational example of the difference between the ice conditions to 
these two port options. 

• Ice navigation along the Baffin Coast can present considerable challenges as the full weight of the 
Baffin pack can descend on the coast south of Pond Inlet.  The resulting ridging and shear zones, 
the locations of which would be dynamic would make route selection to the port subject to constant 
changes.   

• The potential effects of Climate Change were considered as well.  The conclusion being that 
changes in ice conditions due to Climate Change will be relatively consistent in the areas in 
question.  There is nothing to indicate that Climate Change will effectively alter the localized 
patterns of ice development, indicating to us that ice conditions will remain significantly more 
difficult along routes to North Baffin compared to Foxe Basin. 

• The Steensby Inlet fast ice appears level with no shear ridge at the entrance and no inclusions of 
old ice.  The shore fast ice of Eclipse Sound is subject to ridging during freeze-up and often 
contains old ice inclusions.  For these reasons Steensby Inlet has much more favourable fast ice 
conditions for winter navigation than the ice leading to any site in North Baffin. 

• Given the significantly more difficult ice conditions at the North Baffin Sites at present and in the 
future our recommendation is to pursue shipping through the Foxe Basin. 

On the basis of: 

• The difficult and potentially impenetrable ice conditions (during several months of the year) on the 
Eastern and Northern shores of Baffin Island; 

• An operational standpoint, transiting through such difficult ice conditions, even with a capable ship, 
resulting in a higher risk profile; 

• A Polar Class 1 or 2 that may be able to penetrate the types of ice conditions expected on the east 
coast of Baffin Island, there would be likely times when pressured ice would prevent passage for long 
periods.  In addition, technical issues around the design of a very large ore carrier with such a Polar 
Ice Class would be extremely challenging. 

• The narrow fiords that would lead to navigation congestion within a smaller maneuvering area (due to 
not being able to effectively turn in heavy ice conditions) and to safety and environmental concerns. 

• The heavier ice conditions and the increase powering requirement of the ships would result in a higher 
overall fuel consumption and an increased carbon footprint for the Project. 

Baffinland does not consider any location on the northern (Arctic Bay, Nanasivik, Milne Inlet) or the 
eastern Baffin coast as viable alternatives for uninterrupted year-round shipping.  The Northern and 
Eastern Baffin Island locations do not meet the criteria of “technical feasibility” with respect to: 

• Uninterrupted year-round access to the port, 
• Navigability in the narrow fjord by the large ore carriers, and 
• Environmental and safety concerns related to access to the port sites through the dense ice pack and 

ice ridging at certain times of the year. 
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These three factors are critical for the Mary River Project.  Based on consideration of these factors and 
the need to ship 18 Mt/a all 12 months of the year, no further consideration can be given to the 
development of a port on the Eastern or Northern shores of Baffin Island.   

Year-Round Shipping via Foxe Basin 

Because the Project requires year-round shipping of 18 Mt/a of ore, and because the northern and 
eastern locations are not viable, shipping via Hudson Strait and Foxe Basin is required.  Further, a 
suitable location for the port is one that can be linked to the mine site for overland transportation of ore.  
Therefore, the port location must take into account the technical feasibility of transporting iron ore from 
the Mine Site to the selected port location. 

3.3.2 Ore Transportation Alternatives from Mine Site to Port Location 

Various overland transportation methods were considered to transport ore from the Mary River Mine Site to 
a potential Port location.  The potential overland methods are listed below:   

• Conveyor;  
• Slurry pipeline;  
• Road trucking; and 
• Conventional railway. 

All four methods require construction of linear infrastructure, including utility roads with various materials, 
slope and ground stability requirements. 

3.3.2.1 Conveyor 

A conveyor system, while similar to a rail system, was studied and determined to be not technically feasible 
because of the extreme climate conditions.  In this environment, conveyor maintenance over a distance of 
100 or more kilometres would be extensive.  A conveyor system would require very large trestles to deal 
with the sharp grade changes along the Mary River-Steensby route, and could potentially be a barrier to 
caribou, since it would be suspended at a level higher than a railway embankment. 

3.3.2.2 Slurry Pipeline 

Slurry pipelines are effective for moving materials of small particle size.  The iron ore produced will be up to 
60 mm, which makes slurry transfer not technically feasible. 

3.3.2.3 Trucking  

Truck transportation of large quantities of material is employed in Australia.  Truck transportation is effective 
and economical over short distances or for seasonal types of operations.  Fuel and maintenance 
requirements for trucking are much higher ($15/t to $22/t) than for railway transportation (roughly $1.50/t). 
 Shipping 18Mt/a, over 51,000 tonnes per day, and assuming use of conventional highway trucks carrying 
50 tonnes per load, would require over 1,000 truckloads per day.  Assuming four trips per day at three hours 
each way (a distance of 150 km), more than 250 trucks would be required, involving over 2,000 passes a 
day.  This translates to over 80 passes per hour, or more than one per minute.  This rate is very intense, 
exacerbating the already high potential for collisions with other trucks and wildlife.  During the summer 
months, dust generation could be considerable.  

Such a large fleet of trucks would have huge maintenance requirements.  The cost of purchasing, 
transporting to site and maintaining such a large fleet would be prohibitive.  In addition, the operation of a 
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truck fleet is highly sensitive to fuel prices, which introduces an element of risk in the Project’s economic 
viability. 

3.3.2.4 Railway  

Railways are the most efficient and economical form of land based transportation for large tonnages of 
materials over long distances.  Rail transportation is the conventional means of transportation for large 
volumes of iron ore over long distances.  For the Project, it is the only practical method for moving 18 Mt/a.  
Due to economies of scale rail transportation is the only practical and economically viable option. 

3.3.3 Port Locations Accessible via Foxe Basin 

Based on a requirement to ship ore from a location that is accessible through Foxe Basin, two sites were 
examined.  A location on the shore of Steensby Inlet and a location on the shore of Cape Jensen (Nuvuit) 
both presented potential port locations based on accessibility from Foxe Basin.  The two main criteria that 
dictate the viability of the potential port site are: 

• Bathymetry at the proposed port site – the depth of the sea bed determines the feasibility of navigation 
by large vessels as well as the capital expenditure required to construct the port docks and 
considerations of the potential disturbance in building extensive dock structures; and 

• Distance between the port site and the Mine Site – the construction costs of a railway range from $12 
million to $15 million per kilometer (primarily depending on tunneling requirements, the number of 
bridges to be constructed, terrain and ground conditions).  In addition to construction cost, the railway 
will operate in a difficult and challenging environment.  A longer rail corridor implies additional 
equipment and operational concerns in terms of risks and safety of operation. 

Once a port location is selected, the challenge is to find the optimal alignment for the railway corridor 
between the port and the Mine Site.  The construction and operation of a railway in an Arctic environment 
presents serious technical challenges: 

• Maximum grades of 1 % (1.5 m over 1 km); and 

• The longer railway route increases both safety and environmental risks for both construction and 
operation; the amount of support infrastructure for railways is proportional to the length of the railway. 

Developing transportation infrastructure in an Arctic environment is logistically challenging and very 
costly.  Economy of scale is required in order to generate sufficient revenues to pay for the development 
and on-going operation of this infrastructure.  For the Project as defined, and current iron ore prices, a 
minimum production rate of 18 Mt/a will ensure the Project is economically viable. 

During the review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, some Inuit proposed the port location be 
moved from Steensby Inlet to Nuvuit.  As a consequence of this concern the following actions were taken: 

• In 2011  the company held a series of meetings in Igloolik; 
• The Company requested Canarail to prepare  a technical review assessing the proposed routes; 
• The QIA initiated an independent review of the Canarail Report; 
• In September the Company hosted a site visit to tour and compare the  two alternatives; and  
• The QIA requested their financial advisors evaluate the implications of various alternatives on the 

project’s rate of return (see Volume 3, Section 6.1.4). 

A detailed feasibility study for the Cockburn Lake – Nuvuit coastal route (based on QIA preferred routing 
alignment) was prepared by Canarail in September 2011 (Canarail, Cockburn Lake – Nuvuit Coastal Rail 



  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  February 2012 
 

Volume 1 - Main Document  45 of 167 

Link Alignment Pre-Feasibility Design, September 2011).  Key findings of the feasibility report are 
presented below.  The report is located in Appendix 3E.  A separate report prepared by consultants to 
QIA is also included in the appendix. 

Table 1-3.1 Key Findings of Cockburn Lake – Nuvuit Coastal Rail Link Feasibility Report  

Railway Component Conclusion of Feasibility Report 

Additional length of railway 104 km 

Incremental capital cost for 
construction of railway 

Direct capital = up to $864 million 

Total cost = 1,700 million 

(including EPCM and contingencies) 

Additional cost of rolling stock 
(locomotive, rail cars) 

3 locomotives and 141 cars at an estimated cost of $21.6 million (excluding 
freight & delivery charges) 

Additional fuel consumption 6.44 ML per year (estimated at $4.5 million/year) 

Increase in Baffinland personnel 

 

Transportation Department = 44 employees 

Rolling Stock personnel= 26 employees 

Maintenance of Way personnel = 42 employees 

Estimated associated salaries and expenses = $9.5 million per year 

Requirement for second 
Maintenance of Way shop 

Satellite facility at mid point along the railway line  

Direct cost = $15 million 

Total constructed costs = $30 million 

Reference:  

Canarail, Cockburn Lake – Nuvuit Coastal Rail Link Alignment Pre-Feasibility Design, September 2011, 
Appendix 3E. 

 

The longer rail route and larger fleet increases operating risks in that it increases the number of operating 
train sets, the operating distance and the number of regular mainline train meets.  The Nuvuit route 
presents a larger terrestrial footprint than the Steensby route, with the associated environmental impacts, 
both during construction and operation, not least of which will be the impact of the additional mid-rail 
facility for Maintenance of Way.  

In summary, adopting Nuvuit as the port site would have the following impacts on the Project: 

• An extension of the railway by 325 km to Nuvuit, which would increase building costs by almost 
$2 billion; 

• The construction schedule would be extended by two years, which greatly reduces the attractiveness 
of the Project being developed; 

• The operating and maintenance costs would more than double (i.e., seven trains instead of three); and  
• A larger dock structure would be needed at Nuvuit to reach deep water, thus further increasing cost. 
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Therefore, on the basis of “technical feasibility”, “environmental acceptability” and “economic 
viability”, the location of the port at Steensby Inlet is the preferred alternative for the Mary River 
Project. 

3.3.4 Alternative Railway Routing Between the Mine Site and Steensby Port 

Several railway alignments were evaluated on the basis of the technical and environmental acceptability.  
The alignment retained offers the optimal combination of technical, environmental and cost 
considerations.  These rail options are discussed in detail in Volume 3 Section 6.7.3.  The two broad rail 
corridors were evaluated from the Mine Site to Steensby Inlet during feasibility studies: 

• One to the west of Angajurjualuk Lake (the Western Route, the original alignment studied); and 
• One to the east (the Eastern Route, and current “base case”) (Figure 1-3.2).  

 

 

Figure 1-3.2 Alternative Rail Routes Between Mine Site and Steensby Port 
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Combining the ratings for physical parameters with the environmental ratings, the preferred rail route is the 
route along the eastern side of Cockburn Lake followed by the route with segment “C” and then the route 
with segment “D-A”.  The technical and economic pros and cons for each alternative are summarized as 
follows: 

Table 1-3.2 Comparison of Railway Routing Alternatives to Steensby Port 

Route 
Length 

(km) 
Capital Cost Advantage Disadvantage 

Eastern Route 

(preferred) 
148.3 Base 

• Shortest (only slightly longer 
than Western Route) 

• Lowest cost 
• Least bridgework 
• Least exposed to glacial ice and 

solifluxion; greatest amount of 
construction on rock/shallow 
soils 

• Most exposed to rockfalls 
• Adjacent to Cockburn Lake 

(fisheries and raptor nests) 

Western Route 

(original) 
146.6 Base + 2.5 % 

• Shortest 
• Cost competitive with preferred 

alignment 

• Poorest ground conditions 
• High archaeological potential 
• Expected interactions with 

wildlife (birds, caribou) 

D-A 153.3 Base + 8.5 % 

• Moderate length and slightly 
higher than main alternatives 

• Avoids a portion (but not all) of 
poor ground along Western 
Route 

• Poorest ground conditions 
• Includes difficult Cockburn 

River crossing 
• High archaeological potential 
• Expected interactions with 

wildlife (birds, caribou) 

D-B 167.0 Base + 11 % 

• Moderate length and slightly 
higher than main alternatives 

• Avoids a portion (but not all) of 
poor ground along Western 
Route 

• Poorest ground conditions 
• Includes difficult Cockburn 

River crossing 
• High archaeological potential 
• Expected interactions with 

wildlife (birds, caribou) 

C 151.7 Base + 38 % 

• Least exposed to taliks 
• Fewest interactions with raptor 

nests 
• Lower archaeological potential 

• Highest cost 
• Significant fill volumes 
• Short radii turns (operational 

issues) 
 

 
Based on this analysis, the selected rail transportation corridor to Steensby Port is the Eastern Route 
shown above. 

3.3.5 Conclusions Related to Overland Transportation Corridor and Port Site 

For the Mary River Project to be commercially viable, ore shipment to customers in Europe will be required 
12 months of the year.  Economic viability requires efficient transportation by railway from the Mine Site to 
the Port. 
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Based on these project fundamentals, a thorough assessment of port and land transportation alternatives 
indicate that Steensby Inlet is the only economically viable alternative for the location of the Project port 
facilities.   

The key determinants for the selection of Steensby Port are: 

• Favourable ice conditions in the Foxe basin that ensure reliable, year round shipping conditions; 
• Favourable bathymetry at Steensby port; and 
• Shortest distance from the Mine Site to the Port location which maximizes safety and minimizes 

environmental interactions, capital costs and operating costs associated with the railway operation. 

In terms of the railway alignment, the Eastern Route to the east of Angajurjualuk Lake and along Cockburn 
Lake was selected as the preferred route based upon environmental, geotechnical, cost and constructability 
considerations. 

The proposed railway transportation corridor is removed from communities and does not present major 
conflicts with land use.  The railway corridor does not affect any key wildlife habitat.  To the extent possible, 
the corridor is inland rather than on the scenic coast and avoids known archaeological sites. 

3.3.6 Shipping Route Alternatives Through the Foxe Basin 

Two shipping corridors (eastern and western) were assessed through northern Foxe Basin into Steensby 
Inlet, as shown on Figure 1-3.3.  The ships will pass through southern Foxe Basin following established 
shipping lanes accessing Hall Beach and Igloolik.  In northern Foxe Basin, the ships will pass to either the 
east or the west of the Spicer Islands, Rowley Island and Koch Island. 

The more westerly route departs from the existing shipping lanes near to Igloolik and Hall Beach and runs 
west of Rowley and Koch Islands.  The easterly route departs from the existing shipping lanes south of the 
Spicer Islands and runs east.  Based on the results of 2007 surveys, both routes are viable for the Project, 
but the eastern route is operationally preferable.  The communities of Igloolik and Hall Beach have indicated 
preference for the more easterly route during public meetings held by Baffinland in September 2007, on the 
basis that this route was more removed from their primary land-use areas.  

The eastern route is the preferred alternative, as it is considered less intrusive to local land users.  The 
communities of Igloolik and Hall Beach have indicated a clear preference for the eastern route.  The 
Nunavut Wildlife Harvest Study shows harvest locations concentrated near the communities of Igloolik and 
Hall Beach but virtually none reported along the eastern route (refer to Presentation on Port Location made 
to QIA Executive Aug 31, 2011, attached in Volume 3, Appendix 3F).  Marine Mammal workshops and 
individual interviews from Inuit knowledge study show that the western route has a higher level of use than 
the eastern route.  The use is limited to Steensby Inlet which is fairly removed from the communities.  

3.3.6.1 Shipping Route Through Hudson Strait 

At public meetings in Cape Dorset, community representatives requested that Baffinland put as much 
distance as possible between its ships and the community, as safety allows.  The Company has modified its 
proposed nominal shipping route at this request.  While better ice conditions are found closer to the Baffin 
coast, ships will pass to the south of Mill Island (between Mill Island and Salisbury Island) to the extent 
possible (Option D on Figure 1-3.3).  The Company has stated that ships will likely need to pass to the north 
of Mill Island (Option C on Figure 1-3.3) when ice conditions are very poor, to maintain safe and reliable 
passage.  
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3.3.6.2 Other Alternatives in Project Operations 

Once the port location and the railway corridor are established, alternative means of carrying out the Project 
components can be evaluated.  A number of Trade-off studies (Volume 3, Appendix 3H) were carried out 
during 2011 in order to optimize the design of the various Project components.  However, it must be pointed 
out that for mining methods and power supply, there are no alternative approaches to what Baffinland has 
presented in its Project Description (Volume 3, Section  3.2 and 3.3).  The assessment of alternatives within 
the Project included the following: 

• Production Rate; 
• Trucking 3 Mt/a via Milne Inlet; 
• Mining methods; 
• Power supply; 
• On-site Accommodations and Worker Related Issues; 
• Air Strip Locations; 
• Steensby Ore Dock Location and Configuration; 
• Steensby Freight Dock Location and Configuration; 
• Ice Management; 
• Ore Crushing Optimization; 
• Waste Rock Disposal; and 
• Closure Alternatives. 

A description of these alternatives and the rationale for the preferred choices that are described more 
completely in the Project Description (Volume 3) is provided in Volume 3, Section 6. 
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SECTION 4.0 - PUBLIC CONSULTATION 

Consultation with stakeholders for the Mary River Project has focused on the Inuit communities near the 
Project sites, and has included the public, local and regional Inuit organizations, the Government of 
Nunavut, and federal agencies with mandates relevant to the Project.  A detailed account of the consultation 
efforts undertaken by Baffinland since 2004 is presented in Volume 2, Section 1. 

Inuit of the Baffin Region enjoy a rich oral tradition.  This tradition has influenced how Baffinland has 
engaged local communities.  Baffinland’s emphasis has focused on establishing a presence in the region, 
meeting with the community members, and recording in-person discussions.  Since the dominant language 
is Inuktitut, with regional dialects across Baffin Island, translation using local interpreters has been an 
important element during the consultation process.  Translation that enables effective comprehension has 
been the goal at meetings and in the translation of written materials.  

4.1 OBJECTIVES 

Since 2004, consultation efforts have been and continue to be guided by the following objectives: 

• To adequately scope and conduct environmental and socio-economic baseline studies; 

• To understand local conditions and issues, through the scientific process and by engaging in dialogue 
with local communities and knowledge holders to acquire Inuit knowledge and understand current and 
historical patterns of land and resource use; 

• To incorporate local knowledge and concerns in Project design at an early stage; 

• To appropriately scope the environmental assessment of the proposed Project, including selection of 
valued ecosystem components (VECs) and valued socio-economic components (VSECs); 

• To identify mitigating measures and monitoring plans, and to assist in Baffinland’s evaluation of 
significance of residual impacts (impacts after mitigation has been applied); and 

• To ensure that local stakeholders have current information about the project and how potential changes 
to the environment could affect them. 

In this context, Baffinland views the communities of potentially affected by the Project in three categories: 

• Category 1: Communities in the immediate vicinity of the Project, which have existing and historical 
socio-economic and/or ecosystemic ties to the Project area, and for which the Project has a direct effect 
on the traditional land use of their residents.  These communities are Arctic Bay, Clyde River, Hall 
Beach, Igloolik and Pond Inlet. 

• Category 2: Communities with a potential interest in the Project because of their location along the 
shipping lanes: Cape Dorset and Kimmirut. 

• Category 3: City of Iqaluit, which will be affected because of its commercial and institutional importance 
in Nunavut. 

Socio-economic studies and public consultation initially focused on the Category 1 communities and Iqaluit 
and more recently have focused on all communities as a result of the provisions stated in the Guidelines 
(NIRB, 2009).  The ties of the individual communities to the Project are described in more detail in the 
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following subsections.  This information is based on historical land use patterns and discussions with elders 
from various communities. 

4.2 COMMUNITIES AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO THE PROJECT 

The potentially affected communities in relation to the Project sites are shown on Figure 1-4.1. 

4.2.1 Category 1 Communities 

Arctic Bay is located on northern Baffin Island, 280 km northwest of the Mary River site.  Harvest and land 
use patterns indicate that the effect of Project activities is less than what it would have been historically.  
Arctic Bay residents might use the Milne Inlet, Eclipse Sound, and Mary River areas for hunting on a 
sporadic or occasional basis, but other geographic areas are more important to this community’s land use. 

Clyde River is located in northeastern Baffin Island, 415 km from the Project area.  Historical land use 
information and discussions with Elders from various communities suggest that the people of the area used 
to travel inland from Cambridge Fiord facing Baffin Bay, into the Raven River area east of Angajurjualuk 
Lake and southeast of Mary River.  Harvest patterns suggest that contemporary land use activities are now 
concentrated closer to the community; however, historical ties to the Mary River area resulted in the 
inclusion of this community in the study area. 

Hall Beach is located on the mainland just south of Igloolik, 192 km from the Steensby Port site and 288 km 
southwest of the Mary River site.  Harvest patterns are distinct from those of Igloolik, despite their proximity, 
with a concentration of marine harvesting centred on the Hall Beach area.  Some hunting occurs on Baffin 
Island intermixed with Igloolingmiut hunting, including in and around Rowley and Koch islands and Steensby 
Inlet; thus, the shipping route through this area could have both land use and ecosystemic effects on the 
community. 

Igloolik is located on the mainland but is the closest community to the Steensby Port site (155 km) and 
second-closest geographically to the Mary River Project site (230 km).  Historically, Igloolingmiut spent the 
summer hunting caribou along the western side of North and Central Baffin Island.  Current harvest patterns 
show that while they use the Baffin coast and marine areas at the mouth of Steensby Inlet, their activities 
are heavily concentrated around the community on Melville Peninsula and the closest Baffin Island shoreline 
to the north.  They still hunt around Rowley and Koch islands and even in Steensby Inlet; thus, the shipping 
route through this area could have both land use and ecosystemic effects on the community. 

Pond Inlet is geographically the closest community to the Mary River mine site, located approximately 
160 km northeast of Mary River.  Residents rely on hunting in the marine environment of Eclipse Sound and 
Milne Inlet and caribou hunting through the Mary River area.  Pond Inlet has the closest land use, historical, 
and ecosystemic ties to the Mary River area. 

4.2.2 Category 2 Communities 

Cape Dorset and Kimmirut are located on South Baffin Island.  While Project ships pass near the 
communities through Hudson Strait, harvest data for Cape Dorset and Kimmirut suggest that hunting 
activities are very concentrated along the coast and do not extend far into Hudson Strait.  There is potential 
for hunters in boats to interact with Project vessels during the open-water season, and the potential for 
these ships to interact with marine mammals harvested by these communities. 
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4.2.3 Category 3 Community 

Iqaluit is both geographically and ecosystemically well removed from the Project area but is inherently tied 
to it in a socio-economic sense because of the presence of government/regulatory agencies with whom the 
Project must interact and the need to pass through Iqaluit to access other Nunavut communities from other 
parts of Canada.  The size of the city and its developed commercial economy make it a logical procurement 
centre and point-of-hire for the Project.  It is conceivable that mine employees who were originally based in 
other Baffin communities might opt to move to Iqaluit because of its amenities and relatively lower cost of 
living. 

Other communities in the Qikiqtani Region were also considered in terms of potential Project interactions, 
but baseline investigations did not identify any current or historic socioeconomic or ecosystemic ties to the 
Project area.  Each of these communities is at least 500 km from the Project area.  Qikiqtarjuaq, 
Pangnirtung, Grise Fiord and Resolute were considered but are geographically and socioeconomically well 
removed from the Project area.  All Project activities, including shipping routes, are located far from these 
communities and their land use patterns do not encroach on areas that might be affected by the Project. 

Although Baffinland intends to focus on the five Category 1 North Baffin communities as its direct points-of-
hire, qualified workers from other Inuit communities will also be welcomed as members of the Project 
workforce. 

The Nunavut Impact Review Board engaged early in the review process with Makavik Corporation and the 
communities in the Nunavik region of Quebec, carrying out scoping sessions in Nunavik communities along 
Hudson Strait in 2009.  Also in 2009, Baffinland made project information presentations to Makivik 
Corporation.  In February 2011 Baffinland presented to the Nunavik Marine Region Planning Commission & 
Impact Review Board an update on the Mary River Project including a summary of the DEIS. 

4.3 CONSULTATION METHODS AND ACTIVITIES 

Baffinland has endeavoured to engage potentially affected communities in four types of engagement 
(see Table 1-4.1). 

Baffinland has focused stakeholder engagement efforts first and foremost with the communities identified as 
potentially affected by the Project, and secondarily with the South Baffin communities of Cape Dorset and 
Kimmirut, which are adjacent to the primary shipping route through Hudson Strait, and Iqaluit as the main 
administrative centre.  

Particular emphasis has been placed on recognition of the historic and contemporary land-use ties to the 
area in which the Project is located.  Information and stakeholder feedback obtained through consultation 
has been integrated in the design and planning process, as broad community support is critical to the 
ultimate success of the Project. 
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Table 1-4.1 Types of Community Engagement 

Type of 
Engagement Description Engagement Activities Undertaken 

Information Flow from the company to 
stakeholder 

Newsletters, community posters, Baffinland Liaison Officer offices, 
mining symposium, Project website, information booths in co-ops 

Consultation Information exchange  Formal and informal public meetings with public, Hamlets, Hunters, 
and Trappers Association/Organization (HTA/HTO), Community 
Land and Resource Committees (CLARC) 

Participation Active interaction and more 
intensive form of consultation 

IQ study (2007-2010), IQ Working Group workshop (March 2008), 
Baffinland- Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA) thematic workshop 
(September 2010); additional 2011 workshops with QIA and  QIA 
Executive site visits (September 2011) 

Negotiation Face-to-face discussions 
with the intent of reaching 
agreement 

Baffinland and the QIA have been working on an Inuit Impact and 
Benefits Agreement (IIBA) since 2006, and signed a Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) on the economic provisions of a future IIBA 
on March 31, 2009.  Included in the economic provisions are 
contracting, employment, capacity building, training and education, 
support for the communities, implementation and management 
(measurement, reporting, enforcement, mediation, and arbitration) of 
the future IIBA. 

 

4.3.1 Community Liaison Offices 

In 2007, Baffinland initially established Baffinland Liaison Officer offices in the five Category 1 
communities.  Baffinland has continued to maintain these offices in two of the Category 1 communities, 
Pond Inlet and Igloolik, and recently reopened its liaison office in Iqaluit. Two additional offices will re-
open in early 2012.  The offices are now referred to as Baffinland Liaison Offices and the office leads are 
known as Baffinland Liaison Officers. 

The Baffinland Liaison Officer offices are a first point of contact for communities in terms of obtaining or 
exchanging information on the Project and employment.  The Baffinland Liaison Officer offices have been 
instrumental in rolling out several initiatives, including the Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ, or Inuit knowledge) 
and socioeconomic studies.  Baffinland Liaison Officers, as local hires, speak with community members in 
Inuktitut and English, facilitating the flow of project information between the company and communities.  
Establishment of Baffinland Liaison Officer offices reflect Baffinland’s larger commitment to community 
consultation, stakeholder engagement, and building community capacity. 

4.3.2 Meetings with Community and Local Stakeholders 

This initial consultation focused on obtaining and disseminating information regarding exploration efforts 
(2004 and 2005), and later regarding bulk sampling plans (2006).  Efforts were broadened in scope and 
outreach in 2007 to include all communities expected to be directly affected by Project.  In that time frame, 
Baffinland undertook its first formal public consultations on the mine development plans.  The purpose of 
these consultations was to inform stakeholders and solicit public input.  
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A second round of public meetings was held in the same communities in late March 2008 following 
submission of Baffinland’s Development Proposal (Baffinland, 2008) to regulatory agencies.  The objective 
of these meetings was to: 

• Hold dialogue with the communities;  
• Provide them with information regarding the Project Development Proposal;  
• Identify any issues or concerns that might be associated with planned Project activities; and 
• Integrate appropriate stakeholder feedback in Project decision-making.  

In April 2009, Baffinland attended NIRB scoping sessions in the potentially affected communities.  Through 
2010, Baffinland visited potentially affected communities (including Cape Dorset and Kimmirut) on several 
occasions to provide Project updates and to discuss preliminary findings of the draft environmental impact 
statement (DEIS).  Baffinland carried out two rounds of open houses in the Category 1 and 2 communities in 
2011, and held numerous other meetings with communities in northern Foxe Basin regarding port location 
alternatives. 

PowerPoint presentations used in public meetings were in Inuktitut.  Speeches delivered in English were 
translated simultaneously using local translators as much as possible to preserve local dialects.  As much 
as possible, Baffinland had at least two translators on hand at all meetings with Baffinland Liaison Officers 
attending meetings to provide backup translation.  During meetings, headsets were provided by Baffinland, 
so attendees could properly hear the translations.  Minutes from these meetings were recorded by 
Baffinland and incorporated in a central public consultation database (Volume 2, Appendix 2A-2). 

4.3.3 Inuit Knowledge Working Groups 

Inuit knowledge studies were initiated in Pond Inlet in 2006, expanded to Igloolik and Arctic Bay in 
early 2007, and to Hall Beach and Clyde River in 2008.  Studies were initiated first in those communities 
with the closest ecosystemic and socio-economic ties to the Project and then to the other potentially 
affected communities.  The overall objective of the studies has been to obtain local knowledge of wildlife, 
land use, and areas of cultural value to support Project decision-making and the social and environmental 
assessment process.  

Inuit knowledge discussions held to date have informed and influenced descriptions and understanding of 
the natural environment, local land uses, and social conditions, guiding the Project research in ways that are 
acceptable to the community and culture.  Information was collected through establishment of working 
groups in each community.  Working groups were selected to represent a cross-section of people in the 
community with respect to gender, age, lifestyles, and occupation. 

While the focus of the Inuit knowledge studies has been to collect information, Baffinland has at the same 
time learned about perspectives and key issues related to the Project.  Records of working group meetings 
have been reviewed to identify key issues or concerns raised by the meeting participants. 

The working groups have provided valuable insights into community and cultural values, priorities, fears, 
and hopes, and helped researchers prepare culturally sensitive and appropriate research methodologies 
and plans.  Additionally, the presence of working groups facilitates information flow between the company 
and the communities.  

Records from the working group meetings were incorporated in a central Inuit Knowledge or IQ database 
and coded to sort by topic.  This database has been used to incorporate Inuit knowledge in the baseline 
reports for identified VECs.  
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4.3.4 Individual Interviews with Elders 

Knowledge of individual Inuit Elders was collected from documentary and primary oral historical research.  
As a starting point, the collections of the Igloolik Oral History Project were researched for information 
relevant to the study area regarding traditional land use, harvesting, and cultural values of Igloolingmiut in 
the areas around the Project (see the Land Use Report in Volume 4, Appendix 4C).  This research also 
contains information about traditional use by Igloolingmiut of the Steensby Inlet area and associated marine 
resources. 

To round out the knowledge of the study area, and to extend forward the time depth provided by the Igloolik 
Oral History Project information, individual interviews were carried out in Pond Inlet, Igloolik and Arctic Bay 
in 2006 through early 2008.  Local Inuit were trained by an anthropologist to interview, record, and map 
Elders’ information.  The interviews were transcribed in Inuktitut and translated into English.  The transcribed 
interviews were incorporated in a central Inuit knowledge database and coded to sort by topic.  

4.3.5 Focus Sessions 

Focus sessions were conducted with the communities on the following natural environment and 
socio-economic topics: 

• Caribou; 
• Marine mammals; 
• Land use (including archaeology); 
• Elders; 
• Youth; 
• Economic development; and 
• Health and social services. 

To achieve maximum and meaningful participation in the focus sessions, a variety of techniques were 
employed to reach as many community members as possible.  While a number of the focus sessions were 
restricted to invited persons, based on their particular community status (Elders and youth), knowledge 
(health and social services), or skill set in a particular field (economic development), other sessions were 
open to the general public.  These sessions contributed to identifying the Valued Ecosystem Component 
(VECs) and the Valued Socio-economic Components) VSECs that would be assessed. 

A series of meetings were held in the Category 1 and 2 communities to collect additional detailed 
information on topics identified as of prime importance to the communities: caribou, marine mammals, and 
land use.  Researchers met with community working groups, Elders, hunters and trapper organizations, and 
members of the general public.  In several communities, as the opportunity was available, Baffinland’s 
representative and working group members participated in call-in shows on local radio and set up display 
tables in the local co-op stores to increase exposure of the study to the broader community. 

The Kajjuqtikkut workshop brought together Inuit knowledge study working groups in March 2008.  A 
thematic workshop held at Baffinland’s exploration camp at Mary River in September 2010 presented 
baseline results and preliminary impact assessment conclusions to representatives of potentially affected 
communities and sought input on potential effects and their perceived significance.  During the session, the 
Project description and road operation alternative were presented and discussed.  The methodology used to 
collect baseline data and the selection of VECs was explained.  As part of the terrestrial environment, the 
caribou baseline study was discussed.  During the latter part of the session, discussion focused on the 
marine environment and the methodology for collecting marine mammals and biophysical data.  
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4.3.6 Site Visits 

Baffinland has been proactive in bringing community and government representatives to visit the operations 
at Mary River.  Representatives of North Baffin hamlet leadership, Inuit knowledge study working groups, a 
number of government representatives, and local community members, including students, have visited the 
Mary River operations over the past several years.  For many of the participants, it was their first opportunity 
to see mineral exploration and mining (bulk sample) operations, and feedback was that the opportunity to 
see such operations first-hand was of immeasurable value, and participants were left with a greater level of 
understanding of how their communities might be involved in research and operations. 

4.3.7 Radio Call-in Shows and Printed Media 

One of the most effective and wide-reaching techniques for educating, engaging, and receiving information 
from the communities is the use of call-in radio shows.  Local radio is a popular form of information sharing 
and entertainment, with virtually all levels of society listening to the local broadcast segments.  The call-in 
programs provided outreach to members of the community who aren’t normally engaged in the process.  
Feedback received both during and after radio shows has been very positive, and indicates a strong desire 
by the community to continue communicating with them via this format. 

With an oral tradition, written materials are of secondary importance as a communication tool in the 
communities where many people do not have the ability or the comprehension level to be comfortable with 
reading.  However, a proportion of the community who are bilingual have expressed a desire for more 
written materials to be made available in both Inuktitut and English. 

4.3.8 Participation in Environmental Studies 

Local involvement in environmental studies is Baffinland’s objective, as well as a desire expressed by the 
communities.  With varying degrees of regularity, local participants from Pond Inlet and Igloolik have been 
involved in the following studies on archaeology, caribou surveys and marine mammal surveys.  In addition, 
numerous bear monitors were provided by the Mittimatalik Hunter and Trapper Organization. 

4.3.9 Meetings with Government and Inuit Organizations 

Baffinland has also been proactive in the early engagement of those stakeholders located outside the 
potentially affected communities.  A Mineral Development Advisory Group (MDAG) meeting coordinated by 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada was held in Iqaluit in June 2007.  The meeting 
brought together a number of government agencies and Inuit organizations that could be responsible for 
issuing permits or approvals, and/or that will be involved in some capacity with the environmental review 
process.  

Since 2007, Baffinland also held a number of meetings with Inuit organizations, government agencies, and 
Institutes of Public Government (IPGs) to provide the groups with overviews of the Project, and to initiate 
and pursue dialogue regarding the applicable regulatory processes and information needs.  Meetings were 
also held with the mayor and council of each of the potentially affected communities. 

4.3.10 Public and Other Stakeholders 

Baffinland’s website (www.baffinland.com) hosts up-to-date Project information for a wide audience.  
Company representatives have also made presentations at conferences, engaged the popular press. 

http://www.baffinland.com/
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4.3.11 Post-DEIS Consultation with Inuit Organizations and Communities 

Upon submission of the DEIS in January of 2011, Baffinland undertook two rounds of open houses in the 
Category 1 and 2 communities and carried out a number of meetings and site visits, with a key focus being 
the alternatives to the port location at Steensby Inlet.  The results of these meetings have been incorporated 
into the public consultation database that appears in Volume 2, Appendix 2A-2. 

With guidance and assistance from the QIA, Baffinland undertook to develop a DEIS summary package 
consisting of 1- to 2-page summaries of the DEIS by valued component.  The QIA organized the translation 
and used this document as a primary tool for engaging its constituency in the technical review of the DEIS.  
The QIA can be credited for hosting a number of community sessions with local committees, facilitating 
committee site tours to Mary River, and hosting its own five-day workshop in Iqaluit to review the DEIS.  
This information is presented in Volume 2, Appendix 2A-3.    

4.4 KEY OUTCOMES OF THE PUBLIC CONSULTATION PROCESS 

The community meetings in the Baffin communities were well-attended and feedback on the proposed 
Project was balanced.  Baffinland was encouraged by the level of engagement demonstrated by the 
communities and looks forward to continued dialogue.  Volume 2, Section 1, provides more information on 
consultation process and a consultation record organized by key words is presented in Volume 2, 
Appendix 2A.  Where possible, the effects assessments have incorporated an analysis of the community 
support and concerns regarding the Project.  

The majority of the comments supporting the Project recognize the socio-economic and community benefits 
of the Project.  Elders were vocal in the need for employment for their youth.  The key concerns identified 
through these meetings, which Baffinland has responded to in various ways are summarized in Table 1-4.2. 

Table 1-4.2 Key Community Concerns and Baffinland Response 

Key Concerns How Baffinland Addressed the Concern 

A desire to maintain the existing social fabric of the Inuit 
culture. 

Baffinland recognizes and respects this strong desire, and 
is committed to developing a project that is consistent with 
this desire.  The Human Resource Management Plan is a 
response to this. 

Opportunities for training and employment Baffinland assessed training and employment in the 
Valued Socio-economic Component assessments, and 
has developed a Human Resource Plan aimed at 
maximizing training and employment opportunities on the 
Project. 

Potential impacts on wildlife (with a focus on caribou 
migration patterns affected by the railway and marine 
mammals being disrupted by shipping), the potential to 
affect food security, and a desire to be compensated for 
impacts on wildlife. 

Caribou and marine mammals were the focus of the IQ 
study.  Effects assessments have been prepared for 
caribou, marine mammals and land use (including 
harvesting).  

Opportunity for regional economic development and the 
need to make sure that the IIBA will benefit directly 
affected local communities. 

Baffinland is committed to economic development and 
signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the 
QIA on March 31, 2009, for the economic provisions of a 
future IIBA, of which regional economic development is 
one component. 
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Table 1-4.2 Key Community Concerns and Baffinland Response (Cont’d) 

Key Concerns How Baffinland Addressed the Concern 

The concern of environmental degradation due to spills, 
contamination and pollution and need for effective 
environmental controls and mine closure planning. 

Baffinland has developed a comprehensive environmental 
management system (see Volume 10). 

Desire to change shipping routes and port locations to 
reduce impacts on communities and marine mammals. 

Request to consider moving the location of the Steensby 
Port outside of the landfast ice. 

Baffinland selected the easterly of two potential shipping 
routes through Foxe Basin due to public concerns and IQ 
study results.  Alternate ports and railway alignments 
were evaluated at the request of local communities 
(Volume 3, Section 6) although none of these 
alternatives are viable.  The railway to Steensby Port is 
preferred because of distance, terrain and relative ease 
of construction and operation. 

Interest in a port at Nuvuit, as an alternative to Steensby 
Port (an extension of the above key concern) 

Baffinland conducted multiple meetings with the 
community of Igloolik and QIA Executive on this subject 
since issuing the DEIS.  The QIA Executive flew the two 
routes and port sites with Baffinland`s railway engineers 
and shipping experts, and contracted an independent 
railway engineer to review Baffinland’s engineering work 
regarding Steensby and Nuvuit feasibility.  

The potential to bring freight for communities by return 
shipping, and/or share shipping costs with local 
communities, thereby reducing the life expenditure of local 
communities. 

There will be limited opportunity to support community re-
supplies due to the distance of the port sites from 
communities. 

A desire to understand the Project, its use of traditional 
knowledge, research, monitoring, regulatory processes, 
operation and mitigation. 

Baffinland carried out an extensive Inuit knowledge study 
and has involved local communities in baseline studies.  
Moving forward, a Stakeholders Involvement Plan (Volume 
10, Appendix 10F-1) will guide the company’s 
commitments to stakeholder engagement. 

Involvement in the development and implementation of 
monitoring and mitigation plans for the Project. 

The Company scheduled a workshop in November 2011 
to obtain input from the community of Igloolik and the QIA 
into its Shipping and Marine Mammals Management Plan; 
due to weather this workshop had been delayed and was 
held in January 2012.  The company hopes to discuss 
other key management plans (such as the terrestrial 
wildlife management plan) with the relevant communities. 

The potential of shipping particularly during marine 
mammal calving and pupping seasons. 

The Project by necessity requires year-round shipping, 
which is carried out elsewhere.  The FEIS determined 
that the effects of the Project`s shipping activities on 
marine mammals will not be significant.  

The disturbance and need for the protection of 
archaeological sites and the removal of artifacts. 

The FEIS contains a preliminary mitigation plan 
addressing archaeological effects of the Project, and a 
Heritage Resources Protection Plan addresses ongoing 
protection of archaeological resources over the life of the 
project.  Baffinland must adhere to the Nunavut 
Archaeological and Paleontological Regulations. 

The extent of dusting from the operations may affect 
human health and terrestrial mammals. 

Baffinland carried on an assessment in the FEIS and 
determined that ore dust deposition presents minimal risk 
to humans and wildlife. 

 

The desire of the community of Igloolik (with support from the other communities) to have Steensby Port 
relocated to Nuvuit was a key issue raised during the review of the DEIS.  Baffinland made best efforts to 
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both further explore this option and to discuss the issue with the community of Igloolik facilitated through the 
QIA, and believes a key outcome of these efforts has been a recognition and acknowledgement that 
Steensby Port is the only viable port location to support the Project. 

4.5 HOW RESULTS OF PUBLIC FEEDBACK INFLUENCED THE PROJECT 

Public consultation and traditional knowledge carried out since 2005 influenced project planning and design.  
Community acceptance or preferences was one of the factors considered in the evaluation of alternatives 
(see Volume 3, Section 6).  Five key aspects of project design were particularly influenced by public 
consultation and traditional knowledge: 

• Initially, Milne Inlet was the proposed year-round port.  As further information became available, though, 
it became apparent that the ore carriers were too large for a sustained operation.  Inuit concerns related 
to the close proximity of the shipping route to Pond Inlet and to winter shipping activity that could 
interrupt important flow edge activities.  Therefore the current project proposal considers open-water 
shipping to Milne Inlet only.  

• Two viable shipping routes through Foxe Basin were surveyed by Baffinland, one on either side 
(east and west) of Rowley and Koch Islands in Northern Fox Basin.  Based on feedback expressed 
during public meetings in Igloolik and Hall Beach in 2007 and 2008, as well as mapped IQ information 
on marine mammals in Foxe Basin, the eastern route was selected as the preferred shipping route 
because it is considered less intrusive to marine wildlife and land use. 

• Communities requested consideration of several alternative port sites, including Nanisivik Port, East 
Baffin Bay (between Pond Inlet and Clyde River) and Nuvuit Peninsula/Cape Jansen (at the southern 
mouth of Steensby Inlet).  Baffinland reviewed these options (see Volume 3, Section 6), though none 
was found to be viable.  In 2011, Baffinland through the QIA met with community representatives in 
Igloolik on several occasions, provided the QIA executive with a site visit of the railway and port 
alternatives, and funded an independent engineering study to review railway alternatives, and carried 
out bathymetric surveys at the Nuvuit port site as part of additional engineering evaluations of this 
important alternative to the communities.  

• At a public meeting in Cape Dorset, participants recommended that the Company consider altering the 
shipping route to travel south of Mill Island rather than to the north (Figure 1-1.1).  While ship safety 
takes precedence, the nominal shipping route has been modified to accommodate this request. 

• During the community sessions, there was general consensus that the 2 week on/2 week off work 
schedule was preferred over other alternatives.  Baffinland has committed to the two-week rotation as 
much as practicable. 

Baffinland is committed to ongoing consultation throughout the life of the Project with governments, 
employees, local communities and the public, through implementation of its Stakeholders Involvement Plan 
(Volume 10, Appendix 10F-1), which will remain a living document through the life of the Project. 

Provisions found in the Management Plans (Volume 10) also reflect public comments.  Of note are the 
provisions incorporated in the Shipping and Marine Mammals Management Plan (Volume 10, Appendix 
10D-10).  
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SECTION 5.0 - BASELINE STUDIES 

5.1 SOCIO-ECONOMIC SETTING 

The Inuit of the North Baffin region have experienced tremendous social and cultural change over the 
course of a few decades.  Recent changes, particularly residential schools, have affected family integrity 
and by implication, social cohesion.  Elders are becoming more engaged in community life and in the 
education of youth in traditional skills.  At the same time, a shift toward Western middle-class expectations 
appears to be taking place among Inuit youth. 

The land-based economy is a major part of the livelihoods of many residents of the North Baffin.  Harvesting 
from the land and sea is estimated to produce food worth between $12 million and $20 million per year in 
this region.  The amount of work to harvest this food is estimated to be similar to 350 full-time jobs.  

In addition, residents of the region earn money through sales of arts and crafts, through employment, and 
from various government social programs such as Income Support.  The personal income reported by 
residents of the five North Baffin communities amounted to $83 million per year. 

Residents’ demand for wage employment is very high.  People want to work, even when this work requires 
flying to remote locations.  However, job opportunities in the North Baffin are limited.  Inuit employment in 
North Baffin is characterized by many individuals earning small levels of income, well under what full-time 
work would pay, and a small number earning full-time, year-round incomes.  Most residents working in full-
time jobs in Iqaluit do so year-round.  In North Baffin, many more full-time workers are engaged in these 
jobs for only short periods.  Women who work full-time jobs in North Baffin are more likely to work year-
round than are men. 

Nunavut relies on federal transfer payments for at least 90 % of its revenue.  Government employment is a 
mainstay of the wage economy, with many of Nunavut's small businesses and retail outlets established to 
support government needs or those of public servants.  The public sector accounts for a large portion of 
Nunavut’s economic activity.  Government jobs in administration, education and health account for about 
half of all employment earnings in the territory.  Construction has been growing as government infrastructure 
has been established.  

These communities have a subsistence economy and have experienced dramatic population growth over 
the last 20 years.  Over 70 % of the population is under 25.  Underemployment and lack of opportunities is 
causing social stress.  Community Elders recognize that the communities must position themselves to enter 
the wage economy. 

For many North Baffin households, harvest of country food provides an important contribution to overall 
well-being.  In all five communities, caribou, ringed seal, and Arctic char are of major importance.  In 
addition, walrus is a major species of importance in Hall Beach and Igloolik, while narwhal is a key 
component of the harvest among households in Arctic Bay, Pond Inlet and, to a lesser degree, Clyde River. 
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5.1.1 Socio-economic Baseline Studies 

The socio-economic baseline presents information and data needed to assess the socio-economic impacts 
of the Project and to understand how the Project fits into the local social and economic environment.  The 
baseline report is structured to meet several specific objectives: 

• Identify socio-economic conditions and trends that may interact with the Project; 
• Identify variability in socio-economic indicators across communities and social groups; 
• Present data to help measure contributions of the Project to the achievement of community 

development objectives; and  
• Describe conditions in areas that will be monitored should the Project proceed. 

Qualitative data gathered from the community-based research for the Project provide insight into the 
perceptions, expectations, values, concerns, and aspirations of study area residents.  Analysis of this 
qualitative data helped to frame the issues of importance to study area residents and provided the essential 
structure of the socio-economic baseline report.  These perceptions also set the quantitative (statistical) data 
in a context that allowed for better interpretation. 

Study area-specific statistical data were compiled mainly from government sources, including standard and 
customized 2006 Statistics Canada Census data, standard and customized Statistics Canada tax file data, 
and a range of Government of Nunavut data.  In addition, data provided by the major employers involved 
during the exploration and bulk sample activities were compiled. 

5.1.2 Population Characteristics 

Inuit and Non-Inuit Components of the Population 

The population of the North Baffin region are mostly Inuit (94 %), with non-Inuit accounting for just 6 %.  The 
balance between Inuit and non-Inuit in Iqaluit is more even, with 60 % Inuit and 40 % non-Inuit.  While the 
Inuit population has a very young age profile, nearly all non-Inuit residents in North Baffin are of working 
age.  In Iqaluit, 58 % of the population - 66 % of the male population - age 40 to 64 are non-Inuit.  Non-Inuit 
men also account for a majority of Iqaluit’s male population age 25 to 39.  The demographic data suggest 
non-Inuit residents move to local study area (LSA) communities primarily to work and that relatively few are 
raising families or living out their retirement years in these communities. 

Gender Ratios 

The ratio of non-Inuit males to females is approximately even in the younger half of the working-age 
population.  In the older age categories there are substantially more men, with a ratio of roughly 60 % males 
to 40 % females in North Baffin and Iqaluit.  Among the Inuit population, more males than females are 
resident in North Baffin, across all age groups.  The opposite picture is seen in Iqaluit, where the number of 
Inuit females is greater than that of males. 

Stability of Residency 

The Inuit population of North Baffin communities was very stable over the past decade.  Decentralization of 
territorial government jobs to Igloolik and Pond Inlet during this period did not lead to major relocation of 
Inuit workers from other communities.  This contrasts sharply with the non-Inuit population of North Baffin, 
where only 1-in-3 (35 %) non-Inuit residents resided in the same community five years earlier.  The level of 
instability of the non-Inuit population was even slightly higher during the five years leading up to the previous 
census in 2001. 
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The residential stability of the Inuit population in Iqaluit is less than that in North Baffin.  In the five years 
leading up to 2006, 2-in-10 Inuit moved to Iqaluit from another community, province or territory.  This level of 
mobility declined from a rate of 1-in-4 (24 %) before 2001.  Stability of the non-Inuit population is 
considerably higher in Iqaluit than in North Baffin, and appears to be trending toward greater permanency.  
Before 2001, 41 % of this population had been resident in the capital for at least five years.  By 2006, this 
stable population had increased to 50 %. 

Net Migration into the Baffin Region 

There are indications of an increasing net movement of Inuit from communities in the north to urban centres 
in the south.  During the 10-year period between the 1996 and 2006 censuses, the Inuit population in 
regions outside traditional Inuit lands, or “Inuit Nunaat,” increased 62 % from 6,795 to 11,000 individuals.  In 
2006, Inuit living outside Inuit Nunaat accounted for 21.8 % of the 50,480 Inuit living in all regions of 
Canada. 

As suggested by the analysis of the non-Inuit component of the LSA population, there has been tremendous 
movement between southern points-of-origin and Iqaluit and North Baffin, with nearly half the population 
changing-over within five years.  The majority of this group comes to pursue employment opportunities and, 
as indicated by the age profile, does not settle permanently in the region. 

Tax filer data indicate that during the period from 1997 through 2002—leading up to division of Nunavut 
from the Northwest Territories (NWT), and for several years into the establishment of the territorial 
government-the net flow of people between the Baffin region and other parts of Canada was mostly into the 
region.  Since 2002, this has reversed, with more people leaving the Baffin region than moving in.  This net 
migration is small, however, in the order of 150 individuals per year, or less than 1 % of the total population. 

Other regions of Nunavut as well as the Atlantic region of Canada have consistently seen more people 
leave for the Baffin region than they saw arrive from it.  Since 1995-96, 548 more individuals moved to the 
Baffin region from Atlantic Canada than returned to that region.  By contrast, the Baffin region provided a net 
contribution of 497 people to the population of Ontario during the same period, as well as 373 to the NWT 
and 383 to western Canada. 

Family Structure 

Most Inuit across the LSA live with immediate family members.  Among non-Inuit residents, a substantial 
number live either alone or with unrelated individuals.  In North Baffin, 94 % of Inuit live with immediate 
family members (i.e., in a “census family”).  Only 3 % live either alone or with unrelated people, and the 
remaining 3 % live with relatives.  Perhaps unexpectedly, this picture extends to Iqaluit as well.  The picture 
for non-Inuit is rather different, with approximately 3-in-4 living with immediate family members, while most 
of the remainder either live alone—14 % in Iqaluit and 21 % in North Baffin—or with unrelated people—9 % 
for Iqaluit and 6 % for North Baffin. 

Children in Single-Parent and Two-Parent Families 

In Nunavut, 1-in-4 children live with a single parent and the remaining three-quarters live with two parents.  
The incidence of children living in single-parent families in Iqaluit is similar to the territorial average of 26 %, 
while in North Baffin communities the rate ranges from 26 % in Hall Beach and Igloolik to 20 % in Arctic 
Bay, Pond Inlet and Clyde River.  In comparison, approximately 22 % of Canadian children live in single-
parent families, suggesting that the incidence in the LSA is in line with the national situation. 
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Language 

The Inuktitut language is prevalent in North Baffin LSA communities.  Nearly all Inuit residents of the 
North Baffin LSA learn this language as their mother tongue, and for 9-in-10 residents, Inuktitut is the 
language most commonly spoken at home.  A portion of the population, ranging from 6 % in Hall Beach to 
24 % in Igloolik, consists of unilingual Inuktitut speakers.  In North Baffin, nearly 2-in-3 Inuit work in settings 
where Inuktitut is the prevalent language. 

The linguistic picture in Iqaluit is dramatically different from that of North Baffin.  In the capital, slightly more 
than one-fifth of the Inuit population did not learn Inuktitut as their mother tongue and fewer than half speak 
Inuktitut at home.  Only 20 % of Inuit in Iqaluit speak Inuktitut in the workplace, and only 3 % are unilingual 
Inuktitut speakers.  It seems clear that while Inuktitut is healthy in North Baffin, it is under considerable 
threat in Iqaluit. 

5.1.3 Education and Training 

Early Childhood Education 

Early childhood education (pre-school) opportunities are not widely available across the study area.  
Before-school and after-school programs, which are important for parents working during the day, are 
absent in nearly all LSA communities, except for Clyde River, where an after-school program has been in 
place since 2008.  The level of service in Iqaluit is better, with full-day and part-day preschool programs and 
after-school programs available. 

Grade 12 Graduation 

The number of high school graduates has been increasing in Iqaluit and across North Baffin over the past 
20 years.  In total, 390 North Baffin and 393 Iqaluit residents have graduated from high school since 1987.  
However, while Grade 12 enrolment in Iqaluit and Pond Inlet has increased in recent years, it has declined 
elsewhere in the LSA. 

Post-Secondary Qualifications and Training 

While education levels are low across the study area, many residents of the RSA have been engaged in 
training and upgrading through the local college system and through various specialized programs.  
Arctic College, which has Adult Learning Centres in every community, reports that between 1,200 and 
1,350 Nunavummiut enrol in full-time programs at the college.  This equates to roughly one-quarter of the 
population between 20 and 29, or one-fifth of the 20-to-34 age group. 

The focus of post-secondary training varies between Inuit males and females.  Inuit men acquired 
post-secondary qualifications in areas such as construction trades and mechanical/repair technology, 
culinary services, corrections officer/services, peace officer/police, fire protection, heavy-truck driver, 
commercial driver, heavy-equipment operation, and commercial fishing.  Inuit women have focused more on 
the fields of business, management, public administration, social and behavioural sciences, law, and 
education.  Some men, particularly in Iqaluit, have also pursued programs focused on business, 
management, and public administration. 

Literacy and Numeracy 

Low baseline levels of literacy and numeracy present a major challenge to labour force development in the 
LSA and across Nunavut.  In a report on adult learning in Nunavut, the largest group of adult learners in the 
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territory are said to be at the lowest two levels of the four-level scale used in the International Adult Literacy 
and Skills Survey. 

5.1.4 Livelihood and Employment 

Importance of the Land-Based Economy to North Baffin Livelihoods 

The land-based economy is a major component of the livelihoods of many residents of the LSA, particularly 
in North Baffin.  The North Baffin land-based economy generates productive work equivalent to an 
estimated 356 full-time jobs annually, or approximately one-third the labour demand from the formal wage 
economy in the region.  This roughly translates to 0.6 million hours of labour. 

The harvest effort of residents of the five North Baffin LSA communities is estimated to yield approximately 
830,000 kg of food.  The cost to purchase an equivalent amount of imported food through local retailers is 
estimated at $12 million; this is the in-kind value to households of harvest activity in the land-based 
economy.  Since retail foods are subsidized through the food mail (and now through the Nutrition North) 
program, the “economic value” of the land-based harvest should take this into account, leading to a total 
economic value of the land-based harvest of approximately $20 million. 

Demand for Workers in the Formal Labour Market 

The current amount of work opportunity generated by the wage economies of the study area amounts to the 
equivalent of 3,700 to 3,900 full-time, year-round jobs, of which 1,100 are located in North Baffin and 
2,600 to 2,800 in Iqaluit.  This equates to approximately 2 million hours of work in the North Baffin labour 
market each year, and 4.7 million hours of work in the Iqaluit labour market. 

The number of jobs occupied by women has generally increased at a greater rate than those occupied by 
men.  In North Baffin, the growth in demand for male labour has not kept pace with the growth of the Inuit 
male population.  In Iqaluit, male-occupied job growth and Inuit male population growth rates appear to have 
increased at similar rates.  The jobs occupied by women are more narrowly concentrated in public sector 
industries.  While these sectors might be fairly stable in terms of boom and bust cycles, they are less likely 
to experience dramatic growth, suggesting that women coming into the labour market might need to find 
work in sectors not traditionally filled by women. 

In terms of the skills required by the LSA labour market, approximately 18 % of occupations in North Baffin, 
and 21 % in the Iqaluit labour markets require a university education.  One-quarter to one-third of 
occupations in the study area require college or apprenticeship levels of training and skills.  A similar 
number of occupations require high school education and/or occupation-specific training.  The remainder of 
jobs can be accessed by unskilled workers capable of undertaking on-the-job training. 

Supply of Workers to the Formal Labour Market 

A total of 2,255 North Baffin residents worked to “fill” 1,100 North Baffin jobs, a rate of 2 workers per job.  In 
Iqaluit, 3,665 individuals worked to fill the 2,600 to 2,800 jobs in that labour market, a rate of 1.3 to 
1.4 workers per job.  Wage-earners in North Baffin deliver 1.7 to 2 million hours fewer than they would if 
they were all working full-time, full-year.  Wage earners in Iqaluit deliver 3 million hours fewer than they 
would if they all worked full-time, year-round. 

Demand among residents for wage employment in the study area is very high, even when this work requires 
working in remote locations away from the community.  Inuit employment in North Baffin is characterized by 
many individuals earning small levels of income, well under what full-time work would pay, and a small 



  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  February 2012 
 

Volume 1 - Main Document  67 of 167 

number earning full-time, year-round income levels.  The picture of Inuit employment in Iqaluit suggests a 
blend of work patterns with many individuals earning small wage income and many earning full-time wage 
levels.  Most residents working in full-time jobs in Iqaluit work these jobs year-round.  In North Baffin, many 
more full-time workers are engaged in these jobs for only short periods.  The highest rate of short-term 
employment among full-time workers is among the younger male workforce.  Women who work full-time 
jobs are more likely to work year-round than are men. 

Experience from the Mary River Exploration and Bulk Sample Activities 

A total of 1.3 million hours of fly-in/fly-out labour was delivered during the Mary River exploration and bulk 
sample activities by 776 workers from across Canada over a three-year period.  Of this labour, 0.4 million 
hours were provided by 265 North Baffin residents, and 212 by residents of Iqaluit.  Women accounted for 
11 % of the total workforce.  During peak activity in 2008, 0.8 million hours were worked at the Project, of 
which 0.2 million hours were provided by residents of the LSA. 

Approximately 4-in-6 workers hired from North Baffin worked for at least three rotations of two weeks in, 
followed by two weeks back home.  However a substantial number, 1-in-5, did not complete one full 14-day 
rotation.  Among workers hired from Iqaluit, 1-in-8 did not complete one full rotation.  Both North Baffin and 
Iqaluit labour forces continued to supply new workers for the three-year period for which data were 
analyzed.  Therefore, the Project definition phase did not “tap out” the study area labour force. 

Sources of Income in LSA Households 

In addition to the $12 million in-kind income generated for North Baffin households through harvest activities 
in the land-based economy, residents gain monetary income through employment and various social 
transfers.  In 2007, personal income reported by residents of the five North Baffin LSA communities 
amounted to $83 million, and income reported by Iqaluit residents amounted to $196 million.  Among the 
resident Inuit population, earned income accounts for between 70 % (Clyde River) and 81 % (Pond Inlet) of 
total income.  Most of the remaining income, ranging from 17 % (Pond Inlet) to 27 % (Clyde River) is derived 
from government transfers.  Other income, such as that from investments, accounts for less than 3 % of 
total income.  In Iqaluit, the role of government transfers is much lower than in North Baffin communities, 
accounting for only 8 % of the total income of the Inuit population of the city. 

5.1.5 Human Health and Well-Being 

Population Health Status 

Life expectancy at birth in Nunavut is 10 years shorter than it is for the Canadian population overall.  From 
1999 to 2001, life expectancy at birth in Nunavut was 68.7 years.  Life expectancy at age 65 is similar 
among the male populations of Canada and Nunavut.  However, while Canadian women age 65 can expect 
to live an additional 20.6 years, a Nunavut, woman’s average life expectancy at age 65 is 11.4 years. 

In Nunavut the birth rate is roughly twice that of Canada generally, while the incidence of pre-term delivery 
and low birth weight are both high relative to Canada overall.  Nunavut’s infant mortality rate has been 
improving.  It is, however, much higher than in other regions of Canada.  

The major causes of death in Nunavut are cancer, suicide, heart disease, and accidents.  The profile of 
causes of death in Nunavut differs from that of Canada overall.  Age-standardized death rates for Canadian  
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provinces and territories can be used to compare death rates in Nunavut’s young population with those of 
the aging Canadian population: 

• The proportion of deaths by suicide in Nunavut is nearly four times that of Canada; 
• Transportation-related deaths are more than twice as common in Nunavut as in Canada; 
• Cancer accounts for a slightly higher share of deaths in Nunavut than in Canada; 
• Heart and other cardiovascular disease account for a lower share of deaths in Nunavut; and 
• Other causes of death account for a greater share of deaths in Canada than in Nunavut. 

Community Perspectives on Social and Cultural Change 

The Inuit of the North Baffin region have experienced tremendous social and cultural change over the 
course of a few decades.  During the Arctic Bay working group conference, several participants spoke about 
the effect that recent changes, particularly the residential schools, have had on family integrity — and, by 
implication, social cohesion.  Indication that Elders are becoming more engaged in community life and in the 
learning of the younger generation came out of community research.  In addition, though, a shift toward 
Western middle-class values and expectations was observed to be taking place among Inuit youth.  

Social change is clearly related to livelihood options.  A shift from traditional to wage economy livelihoods 
was clearly identified by an Elder in Pond Inlet as being related to an understanding that the capacity of the 
environment has become inadequate to support today’s population’s food needs.  Many other comments 
were made about the importance of employment both for gaining self-reliance as well as to support 
traditional harvesting activities.  Finally, the importance of strong social networks in supporting people’s 
ability to take on the challenges of fly-in/fly-out rotational work was raised. 

Alcohol and Drugs in the LSA 

Tobacco smoking rates in Nunavut are also high.  Smoking during pregnancy has major adverse effects on 
fetal development, contributing to low-birth weight and pre-term delivery.  The relationship between indoor 
smoking and respiratory problems has recently been highlighted in a study of Nunavut housing and 
respiratory disease.  

Alcohol abuse is an issue that concerns many residents, health practitioners, social service providers and 
those involved in the justice system.  On the health side, use of alcohol during pregnancy is known to cause 
brain damage in the fetus, leading to serious consequences for the individual born with fetal alcohol 
spectrum disorder (FASD).  Community perceptions and concerns related to substance abuse, along with 
local alcohol policies and other related issues include the following: 

• Perception that alcohol and drugs becoming more prevalent; 
• Misuse of income on substances affects individuals, families, and the community; 
• “If there is more money then there is potentially more availability of substances to abuse”; 
• “...but, even those without jobs are said to be able to purchase alcohol”; 
• Some are making an active effort to quit using drugs; 
• Drug/alcohol-free workplace is desirable: “Access to a drug-free place will be good for people”; and 
• FASD is a concern.  Education to warn pregnant women not to drink is noticed by some. 

In the Baffin Region, Iqaluit is the only “open” community, while Kimmirut, Pangnirtung, and Sanikiluaq are 
the only “dry” communities.  The five communities of the North Baffin LSA each have policies in place to 
restrict access to alcohol.  Bootleg alcohol, however, is considered to be widely available at a high cost. 
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Incidents of Reported Crime 

The rate of violent crime in Nunavut is the highest across Canada, varying from between six and eight times 
the national rate during the period 1999 to 2007.  Within the LSA, violent crime across North Baffin has been 
slightly over half the rate in Iqaluit. 

A territorial breakdown of crime incidents provides insight into the nature of this violence.  The rate of sexual 
assault across the territory reached a peak in 2003 at over ten times the national rate.  While rates of sexual 
assault continued to be high into the later part of the decade, a decline has been noted, with the 2008 rate 
being the lowest of the ten-year period.  Assaults with weapons and assaults causing bodily harm have 
increased consistently and dramatically over the decade. 

Accidents and Unintentional Injury 

Potential years of life lost (PYLL) among the male population of Nunavut is 3,465 per 100,000 population 
per year.  The corresponding rate for Nunavut women is 673 per 100,000.  This is the equivalent of roughly 
110 PYLL per year for men and women due to unintentional injury in the North Baffin LSA, and 140 PYLL in 
Iqaluit.  Workplace injury frequency is measured in days of work lost or modified.  In the Nunavut/NWT 
mining sector an average of 27 days of lost/modified work is experienced per 200,000 hours of labour 
supplied.  Over a three-year period these territories experienced one workplace fatality, which could be 
equivalent to up to 60 PYLL. 

Food Security 

For many North Baffin households, the harvest of country food provides an important contribution to overall 
wellbeing.  In all five communities, caribou, ringed seal, and Arctic char are of major importance.  Walrus is 
a major species of importance in Hall Beach and Igloolik, while narwhal is a key component of the harvest 
among households in Arctic Bay, Pond Inlet and, to a lesser degree, Clyde River.  The rate of subsidy that is 
effectively applied to country food harvests is estimated to average approximately $1.23/kg of edible food.  
This equates to between one-tenth to one-fifth the subsidy rate applied to southern foods transported for 
sale in the North Baffin LSA. 

The amount of nutritious, perishable food shipped per person in the LSA has increased steadily since 1999.  
During the decade total per capita shipments have increased by 52 %.  This observed increase in per capita 
retail food consumption would be consistent with an increasing reliance on retail foods to meet household 
nutritional requirements.  A positive relationship appears to exist between increasing income reported by 
women and the amount of nutritious, perishable foods purchased from retailers. 

5.1.6 Economic Development and Self-Reliance 

Sectors of the Economy 

The public sector accounts for a large portion of Nunavut’s economic activity; jobs in administration, 
education and health account for about half of all employment earnings in the territory.  Public administration 
accounted for $271 million, or 24 %, of the territory’s total $1.1 billion GDP in 2008.  Education and health 
expenditures account for another $202 million.  Combined, these public expenditures account for more than 
40 % of the territory’s GDP.  

Nunavut’s mining sector is once again expanding following closure, in the previous decade, of the Nanisivik 
and Polaris mines in the LSA and the Lupine and Jericho mines in the Kitikmeot region.  The Meadowbank 
Mine outside the study area in the Kivalliq region is expected to begin contributing over $90 million to 
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Nunavut’s GDP.  Medium-term prospects for expansion in the sector include Newmont’s Hope Bay 
development in Kitikmeot and AREVA Resources’ Kiggavik project in the Kivalliq region.  The Mary River 
Project is the only project In the LSA that has progressed to project description and feasibility study stage.  
A major challenge for the territory is to develop the labour force and entrepreneurial capacity to participate in 
the economic activity generated by the mining sector.  The shortage of skilled workers is expected to lead to 
local workers filling between 15 % and 20 % of Meadowbank jobs (Conference Board of Canada 2010).  
Major investments in training will be required to improve these numbers.  Communities, government, and 
the mining companies must work effectively together to achieve the potential for the mineral sector to 
contribute to sustainable community development. 

The construction industry in Nunavut is driven by a combination of government-funded infrastructure 
projects and major private sector developments such as the Meadowbank Mine Project.  Territorial 
government planned capital expenditures for the North Baffin LSA total $32.3 million for the planning period 
2010-11 to 2014-15, with another $33 million planned for Iqaluit.  Across the territory, $381.6 million in 
capital expenditures is envisioned over this period. 

The transportation sector provides a critical link between Nunavummiut in small communities to the 
specialized medical and educational services available only in larger centres.  For the 2010/2011 fiscal year, 
for example, the territorial government has budgeted $47.9 million for medical travel, an expenditure item 
that has increased at a rate of 6.9 % year-over-year, from a level of $32.6 million in 2005-06.  Goods 
imported into Nunavut by air and marine transport totalled $900 million in 2008, and the Iqaluit airport was 
among the top 20 busiest airports in Canada, based on number of flights.  In spite of the tremendous 
importance of air and marine transport, the sector is largely based outside the territory and transportation 
contributes less than $21 million to the territorial GDP.  The high cost of transportation means that many 
Nunavummiut face limited mobility options. 

Nunavut has a small commercial fishery based on turbot and shrimp fished offshore primarily in Baffin Bay 
and Davis Strait.  Nunavut’s share of this fishery has grown significantly during the past half decade.  In 
addition to the offshore fishery, commercial Arctic char production is carried out at plants in Pangnirtung, 
Iqaluit, Rankin Inlet, and Cambridge Bay.  Although the economic value is modest, the quality of this product 
is high and potential for value-added processing and marketing, including supplying the local Nunavut 
market where high retail food prices are the norm, continues to be realized.  A modest commercial caribou 
and musk ox harvest is also carried out, the former predominantly from Coral Harbour and the latter from 
Cambridge Bay.  As with the char fishery, these products represent high-value specialties that sell for 
premium prices.  Given the importance, and precedence under the NLCA, of the traditional non-commercial 
harvest of these species, the potential for expansion of commercial fish and wildlife operations is subject to 
inherent biological limitations. 

Most visitors to Nunavut come to the territory for work.  Business travelers account for approximately three-
quarters of all Nunavut visitors.  Between 3,000 and 6,000 visitors come each year for non-work purposes 
and this component spends $6 to $12 million annually.  An amount of $500,000 is estimated to be allocated 
each year across the North Baffin LSA to tourism activities outside business travel and sport-hunting.  In 
addition to spending by tourists who come to visit friends and family living in the north, these expenditures 
also include those of cruise ship visitors ($15,000 in one community), visitors to the national park, and 
adventure tourists. 
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Community Economic Development (CED) 

The municipalities of the LSA regularly undertake broad planning processes that engage many groups in 
the community.  These processes offer an opportunity to reflect on strengths and challenges faced by the 
community.  This self-reflection typically addresses social issues, cultural change, and issues related to 
education, business, and economic development.  Reflection on how well local organizations are working 
together to address common goals is an important outcome of this process, as this can improve institutional 
capacity at the local level.  It can be expected that with recent establishment of the Regional Socio-
Economic Monitoring Committees, which involve the hamlet mayors, the CED planning process could link in 
with monitoring progress in key areas.  

Infrastructure gaps are frequently suggested as important barriers to business, social, and cultural 
development in communities across the LSA.  Hamlet CED plans call for many types of infrastructure: 
space for small businesses, workshop space for carvers, visitor centres, fish plants, swimming pools, day 
cares, youth centres, healing centres. 

Major economic projects are widely seen to present opportunities to support achievement of local 
development aspirations.  The mechanisms that drive these opportunities typically include project effects on 
human resources development through training and employment, expansion of local business opportunities 
by raising the level of disposable income available to purchase local goods and services, and by offering 
opportunities to supply goods and services to the Project, and in development of local and regional 
infrastructure through direct contributions as well as through increased government revenue. 

Local wealth is a significant component for community development.  In 2007 personal income reported by 
residents of the five North Baffin LSA communities and Iqaluit amounted to $83 million and $196 million 
respectively. 

Contracting and Business Opportunities 

The LSA business community is small, reflecting the small populations and low income levels of these 
communities.  This is particularly the case in the North Baffin LSA communities, where two dozen 
businesses are registered with Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. (NTI) as Inuit firms, and/or with the 
Nunavummi Nangminiqaqtunik Ikajuuti (NNI) program as Nunavut firms.  The business sector in Iqaluit is 
substantially larger, with a total of 129 enterprises registered with NNI, NTI, or both.  In addition to these are 
a number of businesses that have not registered with either NTI or NNI.  These include incorporated and 
unincorporated enterprises such as local bed and breakfasts, taxi services, outfitters, and others.  For 
example, while there are seven businesses from Arctic Bay registered with NNI and/or NTI, the Hamlet of 
Arctic Bay Economic Development Plan (2007) identified 26 local businesses.  A total of 25 local businesses 
were identified in the Hamlet of Pond Inlet CED Plan (2010), compared with the 11 listed with NNI and/or 
NTI. 

Self-employment is an important indicator of entrepreneurial capacity, as it can be a stepping-stone toward 
larger-scale business activities.  The level of self-employment across the Regional Study Area (RSA) is 
fairly low, as is the amount of income earned through self-employment activities.  In 1996, a total of 270 
Baffin residents reported income from self-employment business activities.  By 2004, this number had 
increased to 410 individuals.  Most (6 out of 10) of these self-employed entrepreneurs live in Iqaluit, with the 
remaining 40 % distributed across the other Baffin communities.  In the North Baffin LSA, approximately 
70 individuals earned self-employment income in 2004. 
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Most North Baffin LSA residents reporting self-employment income earned less than $5,000 through their 
business activities.  In Iqaluit, self-employment earnings are a little higher, with half of self-employment 
income earners reporting more than $5,000, and 1-in-5 reporting $35,000 or more.  Of the self-employment 
income earners in Iqaluit, 1-in-4 had family incomes with no other source of market income.  Most people 
who report self-employment income however, live in families where a wage income is also earned.  This 
other income can be substantial. 

In Iqaluit in 2004, 100 of the 240 self-employment income earners, or 42 %, had family wage incomes of 
$85,000 or more.  In the rest of the Baffin region, a similar proportion of self-employment earners (24 %) 
have no other family wage income.  In these communities, however, the level of other family wage income is 
lower, with only 41 % of families having wage incomes of $35,000 or more, suggesting that employment 
income plays an important role as a spring-board to self-employment.  While a few families rely on 
self-employment as their main source of income, it is more common that self-employment activities are 
nurtured by the wage employment earnings of either the self-employed person or a family member, or both.  
This pattern appears to be stronger in Iqaluit than it is in the other Baffin region communities. 

Supply of Goods and Services to the Mining Sector 

During the Mary River Project definition phase, from 2006 through August 2010, $49.7 million worth of 
goods and services were procured by Baffinland from vendors based in the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit.  Of 
this amount, $10 million was purchased from businesses based in North Baffin, 3 % of total procurement, 
and $39.9 million from vendors based in Iqaluit, or 11 % of total procurement. 

5.2 BIOPHYSICAL TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENT 

Superficial landforms and deposits in the Mary River Project area are associated with widespread glaciation 
on Baffin Island.  Surface geology consists of locally abundant sediment deposits from glaciers and rivers.  
Occasional outcrops of granitic and sedimentary rock formations occur.  The North Baffin region containing 
the Mary River area lies within the Committee Belt, a granite-greenstone terrain mixed with sedimentary and 
volcanic rock.  The mountains to the east are older than 540 million years old, and the lowland plateaus to 
the west are about 250 to 540 million years old. 

The Project is situated in the Northern Arctic Ecozone.  The climate is semi-arid and permafrost coverage is 
continuous to a depth of 500 metres, with an active layer of up to 2 metres.  Extremely cold temperatures, 
combined with the permafrost, result in a short period of runoff that typically occurs from June to September.  
All rivers and creeks, exception for the very largest systems, freeze during winter.  Due to the combination of 
low temperatures and low infiltration, vegetative cover is minimal and surface water is abundant.  The region 
is dotted with thousands of small lakes and streams. 

The region experiences near 24-hour darkness with less than two hours of twilight from November to 
January.  During the winter months the treeless topography and fine powdery snow produce blowing snow 
conditions, resulting in restricted visibility.  Frost-free conditions occur from late June to late August.  There 
is continuous daylight from May to August.  The months of July and August usually experience the greatest 
precipitation.  From September to November, temperature and the number of daylight hours decrease, and 
by mid-October the mean daily temperature is generally well below 0 degrees C.  The highest snowfall 
typically occurs during this period.   

Air quality and noise levels in the Project area are typical of remote environment.  Freshwater quality 
measurements in the Mary River area indicate naturally elevated concentrations of dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity, aluminium and iron.  Some average values for pH, as well as cadmium and mercury in fresh water 
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are greater than levels recommended by the guidelines of Canadian Council of Ministers of the 
Environment. 

Vegetation is relatively sparse in much of the Project area and is generally consistent with flora of Arctic 
regions.  No plant species considered to be “rare” in Canada were found to occur in the survey locations. 

Terrestrial mammals in the region include barren-ground caribou of the North Baffin herd, wolf, Arctic and 
red fox, ermine, Arctic hare, and lemmings.  

North Baffin caribou are currently present at low densities and their numbers seem to vary in accordance 
with a 60- to 70-year cycle.  The last period of caribou abundance in the regional study area was 1980 to 
2000, and the previous period of low abundance was the 1940s.  Caribou are expected to remain at low 
numbers for the next couple of decades.  There is evidence that caribou occur throughout the entire region.  
While some populations of caribou migrate between preferred habitats in summer and winter, North Baffin 
caribou appear to be non-migratory and are likely to be found relatively equally in many locations throughout 
the Project area. 

Migratory bird species observed in the Mary River study area include snow geese, ducks, eiders, loons, and 
mergansers.  Raptors found include rough-legged hawks, peregrine falcons, gyrfalcons, and snowy owls.  
Relatively low densities of songbirds and shorebirds were recorded throughout the region.  

There are two fish species in the freshwater environment: Arctic char and a minnow species named 
nine-spine stickleback.  The inland waters near the Project mainly contain landlocked char, though 
anadromous or sea run char are present in a lake next to Steensby Port and up the Cockburn River system 
next to a portion of the Railway.  

5.2.1 Meteorology and Climate 

The North Baffin region is located within the Northern Arctic and the Arctic Cordillera Ecozones.  
Northern Baffin Island has a semi-arid climate with relatively little precipitation.  The region experiences near 
24-hour darkness, with less than two hours of twilight from November to January.  During winter the treeless 
topography and fine powdery snow produce blowing snow conditions resulting in restricted visibility.  Steam 
fog may occur in areas of open water, but does not persist more than a few miles downwind.  Ice fog is 
infrequent.  Frost-free conditions occur from late June to late August.  There is continuous sunshine from 
May to August.  The months of July and August bring maritime influences and are usually the wettest (snow 
may still occur), and southerly winds bring fog.  From September to November, temperature and daylight 
hours start to decrease, and by mid-October the mean daily temperature is well below 0°C.  The highest 
amount of snowfall typically occurs during this period.  A condition called “Arctic white-out” often occurs 
during this time, where diffuse white clouds blend into the white snow-covered landscape, reducing visibility 
and increasing the likeliness of disorientation.  This condition can also occur in April and May. 

5.2.2 Air Quality, Noise and Vibration 

Ambient air quality sampling equipment was deployed at the proposed Mary River mine site area in 
July 2007 to measure baseline ambient TSP, PM10, SO2, NO2, O3 and dust.  The monitoring results from this 
short-term air quality baseline monitoring program indicate that all the parameters measured are well below 
applicable indicator thresholds. 

Monitored data from the Mary River program were generally lower - and often much lower - than values for 
the Northwest Territories Environmental Protection Division long-term monitoring stations.  Maximum values 
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from the baseline ambient air quality data from the Mary River monitoring program will be used as baseline 
levels. 

A baseline assessment of ambient noise levels at the proposed mine and port locations were completed 
and determined that noise levels are faint.  Sound exposures ranged from 25-30 dBA in the locations 
sampled. 

5.2.3 Landforms, Soils and Permafrost  

The Mary River iron deposits are located within the Mary River Group, an assemblage of Late-Archean 
metasedimentary to metavolcanic rocks that have been folded and preserved in greenstone belts.  The 
Mary River Group greenstone belts are present as fragmented remnants stretching from Bylot Island south 
to Eqe Bay, with a maximum thickness of 4,000 m.  

Iron formations occur in varying thicknesses discontinuously within the Mary River Group meta sedimentary 
units but are typically not present in economically extractable thicknesses or configurations except in the 
Mary River area.  The high-grade iron ore at Deposits No. 1, 2, 3 and 4 were discovered in 1962, and these 
initial hematite-magnetite mineralized zones were mapped out within extensive belts of banded iron 
formation in the area over the next three years.  As typified at Deposit No. 1, the high-grade iron formations 
are inter layered with thin bands of chlorite-actinolite schist, staurolite-garnet-mica schist and banded iron 
formation across their strike width, with the entire assemblage up to 400 m-thick. 

The Project Mine Site area is located in a major glaciofluvial outwash deposit in what appears to be a 
classic “U’ shaped valley.  In addition to the glaciofluvial deposits, there appears to be some direct glacial 
deposition consisting of kames, moraines, and eskers in and around the southeastern portion of 
Sheardown Lake.  The outwash valley is essentially a relatively flat plane with very little local relief, the 
major exceptions being along bodies of water, esker deposits and adjacent to the edges of the valleys.  The 
walls of the valley are generally steep and abrupt and when looked at from a distance, distinct terrace levels 
are easily distinguished. 

The Milne Inlet Tote Road alignment generally follows a glacial valley oriented northwest-southeast to the 
Mary River Camp/Mine area.  The surficial deposits along this alignment include till veneer or blankets on 
the higher elevations with some drumlins and moraines (in places).  Glaciofluvial outwash sediments (gravel 
and sand) forming braided floodplains, terraces and fans or stratified glacial drift (gravel and sand) are 
typically found in the valley floors.  Limited bedrock exposure is present along the Milne Inlet Tote Road.  

The dominant landforms and deposition features in the Milne Inlet area are typically of glacial activity, 
marine and mechanical forms in various degrees.  Glacial activity is not overly apparent on the immediate 
site but is more pronounced in the higher elevations south of the site.  Marine and mechanical features are 
most predominant with terraces and strand (beach) lines formed by marine action which have been cut by 
mechanical features, some of which may be attributed to permafrost.  Wind appears to have been 
responsible for some drifting on the finer grained soils on the lower part of the site.  Recently deposited 
colluvium is present on many of the slopes and side hills in the area.  The action of surface water has 
produced numerous sharp gullies along water-ways.  Marine clays were also noted at some locations at the 
site.  

The topography of the Rail Alignment to Steensby Port is generally quite hilly, with the exception of the 
Ravn River area, which is relatively flat.  Glaciated valleys are evident along a portion of the alignment.  The 
surficial geology of the RSA is also characterized by the recent (relatively) glacial activity of Baffin Island.  
Surficial geology consists of several types of deposits including glacio-lacustrine sediments, alluvial 
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sediments (alluvial deposits), end moraine till, and till veneers and blankets.  Occasional outcrops of 
pre-Quaternary bedrock and sedimentary rock formations are also common along the southern section of 
the Rail Alignment. 

Near surface bedrock is dominant in the Steensby Port area.  Limited overburden is in the form of marine 
sediments and localized deposits of till.  The majority of the overburden is located in depressions between 
the numerous bedrock outcrops and is typically overlain by a significant layer of wet organics and boulders. 

Project-area soils were classified based on the Canadian System of Soil Classification (Soil Classification 
Working Group, 1998), and included primarily Cryosols (permanently frozen soils or soils with permafrost 
within 100-200 cm of soil surface) and Brunisols (soils with weak B horizon development).  In general, 
Project area soils have weakly developed horizons, with a general lack of organic material accumulation.  
Fine to medium-textured soil materials were generally cryoturbated, and patterned ground phenomena 
related to permafrost and freeze-thaw cycling were also commonly observed. 

Permafrost is defined as soil or rock that remains below 0 ºC for at least two years.  The Mary River Project 
is located in a zone of continuous permafrost.  The active layer through the Project area typically ranges 
from approximately 1 to 2 m but may be greater in areas where there is loose, sandy soil at the edges of 
lakes or ponds and less in areas with significant layer of wet organics at surface.  Unfrozen zones termed 
“taliks” can exist within areas of continuous permafrost below lakes, under major rivers or near the coast.  
Taliks may exist under lakes within the terrestrial RSA, particularly larger lakes such as Mary Lake, 
Angajurjualak Lake and Cockburn Lake. 

5.2.4 Vegetation  

Vegetation baseline studies were conducted in proximity to the Project from 2005-2008.  A total of 760 plots 
were surveyed, covering the deposit and proposed mine infrastructure area, the Tote Road and rail 
alternative to Milne Inlet, and the proposed rail alternative routes to Steensby Inlet.  Locations within the 
proposed Steensby and Milne Port area were also surveyed.  

Based on the information compiled from the vegetation plots, a vegetation classification system was 
developed and a species list was compiled.  No “rare” Canadian plant species were found.  To help develop 
an understanding of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit regarding the traditional use of plants by Inuit, studies were 
carried out with Elders in Pond Inlet.  Metals analysis of samples of surface soil and plant foliage from 
baseline stations in the Local Study Area established a baseline of metal concentrations in plants and soil. 

Vegetation of the study areas was generally consistent with flora of Arctic regions and was characterized by 
short plant heights growing on rocky, sandy or silt soils of low nutrient content.  Percentage of cover was 
dependant on slope aspects substrate and moisture regimes.  

5.2.5 Ecological Land Classification 

The purpose of the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) was to predict the abundance of selected plant 
species and/or guilds for the RSA from continuous spatial habitat data and to use these maps of plant 
species/guilds as well as spatial habitat data to characterize habitat suitability for wildlife.  The Mary River 
ELC includes a descriptive and a quantitative component.  The descriptive component was derived from 
work done by the Federal Government of Canada in the late 1970s and early 1980s.  The quantitative 
component involved the development of a GIS-based model using field data, maps of habitat conditions, 
statistical analyses, and spatial modeling.  A total of 45 variables related to wildlife habitat were incorporated 
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into the model.  The ELC model was used in combination with field data regression analysis and expert 
opinion to produce habitat suitability for avian VECs.   

5.2.6 Terrestrial Wildlife and Habitat 

The terrestrial and wildlife habitat baseline report provides the most extensive and thorough summary of 
North Baffin Island caribou currently in existence.  It summarizes and synthesizes the history of government 
surveys, local harvest, IQ, habitat use, and terrestrial wildlife surveys, and is one of the most in-depth 
analyses of caribou habitat selection completed in Nunavut. 

Results and synthesis of information indicates that north Baffin Island caribou currently occur at low 
densities and their abundance seems to be cyclical.  Inuit harvest data and IQ suggest a roughly 
60-to70-year cycle of abundance.  The cyclical pattern of caribou abundance is similar to patterns described 
on Greenland and south Baffin Island.  The cause of these changes in abundance is currently unknown.  
The last period of caribou abundance in the RSA was 1980 - 2000.  Caribou numbers are expected to 
gradually increase in the Mary River Region, but might not recover to historical “highs” until the 2050s.  
There is evidence that caribou occur throughout the entire region and, therefore, use most of the RSA as 
some form of habitat.  Analyses of habitat use show a greater probability of caribou occurrence for some 
habitats in summer and winter, but the probability of occurrence of caribou is relatively equal in many 
locations throughout the Project area. 

Wolves and foxes are the dominant carnivores in the RSA and exist at low densities.  Very little information 
was collected on carnivores because they were so rarely observed.  Information in published journal articles 
was supplemented with anecdotal and IQ information specific to the Project area for this baseline. 

5.2.7 Birds 

Baseline studies were conducted on birds within the Project area to determine species occurrence, 
abundance, distribution, and diversity within the RSA and LSA.  Seasonal occurrence and habitat 
requirements of species migrating through the RSA and LSA areas and/or breeding in them were also 
documented.  In all three years of study, numerous ground-based and aerial surveys were conducted in 
each of the five component areas (Milne Inlet, Milne Inlet Tote Road, the Mine Site, railway, and Steensby 
Port), as well as several appropriate control areas, during the spring migration, breeding season, and fall 
migration periods for all bird species present. 

Forty-six species were seen in the Project study area and 38 of these species nested in the area.  Several 
Peregrine falcon, Rough-legged hawk, and Gyrfalcon nests were found throughout the area in all three 
years indicating that the area is well used by these species and that they are well distributed throughout the 
area.  A few Snowy Owls were seen in the area in 2006 and 2007, but nearly 200 sightings were recorded 
in 2008.  Only four Snowy Owl nests were found in 2006 and no nests were found in 2007; however, in 
2008 105 nests were found.  Three Short-eared Owls were seen in 2007 and 2008 (none were seen in 
2006) but no nests were found.  Short-eared Owls are not known to occur this far north but that may be due 
to the lack of research. 

Breeding Loons were common throughout the RSA in all three years of the study.  Four species were seen: 
Red-throated, Pacific, Yellow-billed, and Common loons (in order of decreasing abundance).  Long-tailed 
Ducks were also very plentiful in these areas.  Some breeding Red-breasted Mergansers were seen in the 
rivers in 2007 and 2008; no broods were seen in 2006, although several groups of non-breeders were 
present on a semi-regular basis.  Hundreds of King Eiders and Common Eiders migrated through the RSA 
in all three years and although no nests were found in 2006 and 2007, dozens of King and Common Eider 
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broods were seen along the coastline of Steensby Inlet every year, indicating that this area was used for 
nesting and brood-rearing.  

Thousands of Snow Geese also migrated over the RSA each year in the spring and fall.  Over 250 nests 
were found within the RSA over the three years of study.  Each June, Snow Geese stopped over on various 
lakes around Steensby Inlet to rest and to forage on-shore before continuing their spring migrations 
northwards.  In July and August of each year, they returned again to rest, forage, and moult their feathers 
before continuing their migration south.  

Relatively low densities of songbirds and shorebirds were recorded throughout the RSA in all three years 
compared to other studies on mainland Nunavut and NWT.  Very few of these species were found foraging 
or nesting in or around Deposits No. 1, 2, and 3 at the Mary River site.  Exceptions were Snow Buntings and 
American Pipits observed in low densities.  Higher densities and diversity levels of songbirds and shorebirds 
were found in low-lying tundra and wetlands found along the two transportation corridors (the Milne Inlet 
Tote Road to the north, and the proposed railway alignment from Mary River to Steensby Inlet).  

Several hundred Glaucous Gulls were observed throughout the RSA in marine and inland environments, as 
were a few Herring, Iceland, Mew and Thayer’s Gulls.  Almost 300 gull nests (mostly Glaucous Gulls) were 
found scattered throughout the RSA. 

5.2.8 Hydrology and Hydrogeology 

Hydrologic information within the Mary River Project area was obtained from site specific stream gauges 
and regional data.  Field specific data was obtained for locations along the PDA including areas around the 
Mine Site, Milne Port, Steensby Port and the transportation corridors that will connect the Mine Site to these 
Ports.  In combination field and regional hydrologic information was used as the basis for in assessing 
aspects of engineering design and environmental assessment of Project activities. 

Stream flow usually begins in early to mid-June as temperatures climb above 0oC, and ends in late 
September to late October.  Within the Project area runoff increases very rapidly as a relatively low 
proportion of precipitation is lost to infiltration, evaporation or transpiration as it makes its way into the 
channels.  Shallow permafrost, cool temperatures and lack of vegetative cover increase this effect.  In 
catchments with significant lakes, these events were attenuated, producing lower peaks and longer duration 
flow events. 

There are numerous factors that can be attributed to the variation of flow described in the Project area.  The 
proportion of lakes within a watershed has a profound effect on water flows.  Lakes attenuate rapid runoff 
events as well diurnal fluctuations in runoff, resulting in much lower intensity and longer lasting storm event 
runoff and overall more stead flows.  Lakes also act to evaporate larger volumes of water than does the 
surrounding land, therefore lowering the mean annual runoff in catchments with large lake components.  
Furthermore, because the lakes are still free of ice when precipitation begins to fall as snow and permafrost 
melt ends, rivers fed by lakes freeze up approximately a month later than systems that do not include lakes.  

5.2.9 Surface and Groundwater Quality 

Streams sampled for water quality within the Project area typically had naturally elevated concentrations or 
values for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, aluminum and iron.  Some average values for pH exceeded the 
CCME guidelines as did average values for cadmium and mercury at most sites.  Selenium routinely was 
reported at the CCME guideline.  When all areas for stream sampling were compared based on Water 
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Quality Index values, the sampling locations within the area between Camp Lake and Milne Port indicated 
the highest value of 99.5, or “excellent” water quality. 

Lake profiling indicated that dissolved oxygen and temperature in Mary Lake, Sheardown Lake and Camp 
Lake all showed vertical thermal stratification in late July and early August.  In late August and early 
September the lakes were isothermic and uniformly mixed throughout the water column.  Average values for 
pH exceeded the CCME range of 6.5 to 8.5 for lakes within the Mine Site area (Mary Lake, Camp Lake and 
Sheardown Lake).  Cadmium and Mercury were at or above CCME guidelines in Mary Lake.  Parameters 
that were at or above the CCME guidelines in Camp Lake and the northwest and southeast basins of 
Sheardown Lake included cadmium, mercury and selenium.  

In areas where sediment samples were collected, the streambeds were typically cobbles and boulders with 
the samples being collected from the riffle pools behind the larger boulders.  Sediment quality at stream and 
lake sites across the project area were generally good with naturally higher levels of chromium, copper and, 
to a lesser extent, arsenic, cadmium, mercury, lead and zinc. 

5.2.10 Freshwater Biota and Habitat 

The freshwater biota and habitat baseline studies provided a synthesis of information related to freshwater 
biota, including fish and lower trophic level communities, and aquatic habitat.  Freshwater biota and aquatic 
habitat was characterized for Milne and Steensby Ports, the Mine Site area, the Milne Inlet Tote Road and 
the railway and access road areas.  

Site specific data was collected for aquatic habitat (streams and lakes), primary producers 
(e.g. phytoplankton and aquatic plants), secondary producers (e.g., zooplankton and invertebrates), fish 
populations and movements and baseline metals in Arctic char (Salvelinus alpinus).  Only two fish species 
were present in the study areas - Arctic char and ninespine stickleback (Pungitius pungitius).  Both species 
were generally abundant and widespread in distribution; however, ninespine stickleback were absent from 
the freshwater lakes and streams that were surveyed near the Milne Inlet coast. 

All streams with the possible exception of large rivers freeze solid in winter.  Lakes provide the only 
overwintering habitat for both species.  Lakes also provide spawning habitat for Arctic char across the study 
areas.  Many streams provide rearing and foraging habitat and potential protection from predators for 
juvenile Arctic char.  Most of the drainage basins that support Arctic char either contain barriers preventing 
anadromous migrations and/or are distant from the coast and most populations in the five study areas are 
land-locked.  Nearshore zones of larger lakes also provide rearing and foraging habitat and potential 
protection from predators for juvenile Arctic char, foraging and, in some cases, spawning habitat for adult 
Arctic char, and overwintering habitat for all life stages.  Mercury concentrations in Arctic char muscle 
exceeded guidelines for human consumption in some fish captured, although concentrations were similar to 
those reported for other land-locked char populations. 

In general, the lower trophic level communities were found to be similar to other areas of the Canadian 
Arctic.  As is typical of Arctic ecosystems, the freshwater environment is relatively nutrient-poor and primary 
productivity is relatively low.  In general, Arctic freshwater ecosystems are characterized by relatively low 
diversity of zooplankton communities due to low temperatures and nutrients.  Results of the baseline studies 
for Mine Area lakes are consistent with this generalization.  The benthic invertebrate communities in the 
Mine Area are generally moderately diverse, although higher diversity is found in some small tributaries, and 
are dominated by chironomids. 
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5.3 MARINE ENVIRONMENT 

5.3.1 Marine Physical Environment 

The marine physical environment varies across the Project area.  Milne Inlet is comprised of a fjord system 
having water depths reaching over 800 m with depths commonly between 150 and 300 m.  Closer to the 
proposed Milne Port location is a characteristic U-shaped cross-sectional profile common to fjords that has a 
maximum water depth of approximately 150 m.  Phillips Creek and a smaller creek to the east discharge 
into the inlet and have formed a sand, fjord-head deltaic complex along the southern shore with small 
estuaries.  Hudson Straight is generally between 200 and 400 m in depth with depths north of Ungava Bay 
reaching 1,000 m.  Foxe Basin is a broad shallow depression and is characterized by water depths 
commonly lower than 100 m.  Water depth was in excess of 40 m over most of the area surveyed in 2008.  
Southern Steensby Inlet is marked by two north-south longitudinal troughs reaching maximum depths of 
about 145 m, shoaling to a depth of 40-60 m near the proposed port area. 

Climatic conditions are similar throughout the Project area with cold, dark conditions throughout the winter 
and cool to moderate temperatures with 24 hours light during the summer months.  Precipitation is primarily 
snow with moderate rainfall during summer. 

Tides and currents vary substantially between Milne Inlet and Steensby Inlet.  Milne Inlet tidal currents were 
generally small (<0.05 m/s) while tidal currents in Steensby Inlet are estimated between 0.2 and 0.4 m/s. 

Winter water temperature and salinity in Milne Inlet are uniform with depth at -1.5°C and 32 practical salinity 
units (psu) respectively.  Surface water temperatures of 4.5°C have been measured in the summer, 
decreasing to approximately -1.5°C at a depth of 45 m.  Salinities of 23 psu at the surface were typical of 
open water conditions. 

5.3.2 Marine Water and Sediment Quality 

The water quality of Milne Inlet and Steensby Inlet was circumneutral, hard, and clear with moderate 
amounts of nutrients.  Nutrient concentrations tended to be higher in deep waters than they were near the 
surface, and a distinct upper layer of water was observed.  Nutrients are generally higher during the ice 
cover season than during the open-water season.  Overall, nutrient concentrations are generally within 
range of those found in nearby Arctic waters. 

The major elements in water samples collected from Milne Inlet and Steensby Inlet reflect those typical of 
marine waters (e.g., chloride, sodium, sulphate, magnesium, etc.).  Several metals (including cadmium and 
iron) are present in such low concentrations that they are generally below the analytical level of detection.  
Mercury concentration at Milne Inlet exceeded the CCME guideline for the protection of marine aquatic life 
in two samples collected from Milne Inlet. 

Sediments in shallow areas of Steensby Inlet tended to have a higher amount of coarse material than those 
in deeper areas; this was not observed for Milne Inlet sediments.  Metal concentrations are higher in 
sediments with a higher proportion of fines and are similar to concentrations reported in literature.  
Petroleum compounds measured in Milne Inlet were low, also reflective of the literature.  Concentrations of 
arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, mercury and zinc are always below the respective Probable 
Effects Levels and Interim Sediment Quality Guidelines.  Metal concentrations at Steensby Inlet are higher 
in sediments with higher proportions of fines, similar to trends observed in previous studies of the region.  
Concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, mercury and zinc are always below the 
Probable Effects Levels and most were below the Interim Sediment Quality Guidelines. 
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5.3.3 Marine Biological Environment  

Observations made with underwater video imagery formed the basis of the nearshore seabed habitat 
mapping at the Port Sites.  Vegetation cover was the dominant biotic feature in nearly all observations, with 
bladed kelps and filamentous red algae being the dominant flora.  Overall, the nearshore subtidal vegetation 
cover is somewhat less in the Milne Inlet survey area than observed at Steensby Inlet.  Associated fauna at 
Milne Inlet is depth stratified, generally sparse, and was most often observed in places where algal cover 
was low.  Brittle stars, sea urchins and bivalve siphons are all commonly observed in Milne Inlet. 

Surveys revealed that the coastal habitats of Milne Inlet and Steensby Inlet are typical of periglacial coastal 
environments where most of the shoreline is dominated by either rock or coarse sediment beaches 
comprised of poorly sorted boulder, cobble, pebble, and sand.  Limited open-water seasons and the coarse 
nature of the shorelines results in complex, poorly organized shoreline morphology.  The presence of sea 
ice limits the development of intertidal biota, although rockweed was commonly observed along the shore.  

Abundances in the nearshore algal community were estimated from analysis of the georeferenced 
underwater video imagery collected at Milne Inlet.  The degree of cover varied with water depth and 
included benthic bladed kelp, foliose red and filamentous red algae. 

Cyclopoid copepod Oithona similis dominates the Milne Inlet zooplankton community, followed by Calanus 
finmarichus/glacialis and Calanoid copepodites.  C. finmarichus, Pseudocalanus minutus, O. similis, 
Harpacticoida, Sagitta elegans, and Fritillaria borealis were also present in samples.  Zooplankton samples 
were collected from water depths that ranged to 150 m, and the dominant species were similar to those 
identified within that depth range in Lancaster Sound in 1979.  Calanoida had the highest average density in 
2008, followed by the chordate Larvacea, and Thoracica.  In 2010, Thoracica had the highest average 
density followed by Calanoida and Larvacea.  Species dominance and richness were similar between the 
two years.  The species P. minutus and Balanus sp. (nauplius or cypris) were present in 100 % of samples 
in both years, while F. borealis, C. finmarichus, and unidentified polychaete larvae were occasionally 
absent.  In 2010, Harpaticoida and unidentified Calanoid copepodites were also present in 100 % of 
samples.  The dominance of copepods within Steensby Inlet samples appears to be typical for the region, 
as reported in the literature. 

A total of 146 benthic infauna species were identified from Milne Inlet.  Polychaetes and ostracods were the 
most abundant taxa in Milne Inlet, although copepods, amphipods and several species of bivalves were also 
common.  As reported in previous studies of the Canadian Arctic, the abundance and community 
composition of benthic infauna in Milne Inlet varies with depth.  

The distribution and abundance of epifauna were classified from underwater towed videography.  Samples 
were collected opportunistically during Steensby Inlet algal sampling in the same years.  Like the infauna 
samples, epifauna species are stratified by depth.  Although barnacles and bacterial mats were commonly 
at shallow depths and feather stars are common in deeper waters, anemones are the most abundant taxa at 
all depths.  Polychaetes, usually followed by either Malacostraca or Ostracods, were the most abundant 
taxa of the 202 benthic infauna species identified from the Steensby Inlet samples.  Benthic invertebrate 
community composition and densities changed with depth with the highest benthic infauna densities 
occurred between 10 m and 45 m. 

The nearshore marine fish community in the vicinity of the Milne Port is characterized by low species 
diversity and abundance.  Arctic char, fourhorn sculpin, shorthorn sculpin, Arctic staghorn sculpin, and 
Greenland cod were captured during the experimental gillnetting program, with sculpin species accounting 
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for 80 % of the catch.  Muscle samples collected from the Arctic char catch contained an average mercury 
concentration below the Health Canada commercial export limit of 0.5 ug/g.  Although few Arctic char were 
captured at the Milne Port site, the nearby Tugaat and Robertson Rivers support anadromous char 
populations. 

In general, the marine fish community near the Steensby Port documented during Project specific studies 
was characterized by low species diversity and abundance.  Arctic char, fourhorn sculpin, shorthorn sculpin, 
and Atlantic lumpfish were captured during experimental gillnetting programs.  Arctic char were by far the 
most common species observed, comprising 90.6 % of the catch.  The average concentration of mercury 
within muscle tissue samples collected from the Arctic char catch was below the Health Canada commercial 
export limit of 0.5 ug/g. 

5.3.4 Marine Wildlife and Marine Habitat 

Volume 8, Section 5.0 presents the baseline marine mammal information for the Project area.  In total 
twenty-two marine mammal species are known or expected to occur in the identified RSA including the 
proposed shipping routes in Baffin Bay and Davis Strait.  Species accounts are provided for all species; 
however, emphasis is placed on species which regularly occur within the RSA.  Only one mysticete or 
baleen whale species, the bowhead whale (Balaena mysticetus), occurs regularly in the RSA.  Narwhal 
(Monodon monoceros) and beluga (Delphinapterus leucas) are abundant in the RSA; other Odontocetes 
that occur (albeit in low numbers) in the RSA include killer whales (Orcinus orca) and northern bottlenose 
whales (Hyperoodon ampullatus).  Pinniped species which occur regularly in the RSA include ringed seal 
(Pusa hispida), bearded seal (Erignathus barbatus), and walrus (Odobenus rosmarus).  Polar bears (Ursus 
maritimus) also occur throughout the RSA. 

5.3.4.1 Bowhead Whale 

Bowhead whales occur seasonally in the RSA, typically alone or in small groups.  They are adapted to living 
in areas of heavy unconsolidated ice and can navigate extensive distances under ice, although they are 
capable of breaking up to 20 cm of ice in order to breathe.  Feeding and calving usually takes place in 
nearshore, sheltered, shallow waters in summer.  During open-water periods their distribution is likely driven 
by the distribution of prey species.  Bowheads are baleen whales (filter feeders), eating pelagic crustaceans 
as well as epibenthic invertebrates.  Traditionally, they have been observed feeding along the floe edge and 
their presence is often dependent on the tides. 

There are four recognized bowhead stocks, one of which (the Eastern Canada-West Greenland stock) 
occurs within the RSA.  This stock ranges throughout the eastern and central northern Arctic and from 
northern Baffin Bay to Hudson Strait.  Whales within Davis Strait and Baffin Bay were commercially 
overexploited in the early 1900s, reduced from an estimated 11,800 to perhaps as low as 1,000.  The stock 
has shown a significant recovery in recent decades and may now number greater than 14,000.  

Bowhead whales occur along the proposed northern shipping route during summer and fall.  They may 
summer along the east coast of Baffin Island, or move westward through Lancaster Sound during June and 
July to feed and nurse calves in inlets and sounds within the Canadian Arctic archipelago.  The IQ suggests 
that the number using Eclipse Sound appears to be increasing in recent years.  It is thought that fall 
migrants wintering in Davis Strait follow the east coast of Baffin Island south to wintering areas, whereas 
those that winter along the west coast of Greenland may cross north Baffin Bay and then move south.  
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The number of bowheads within the Foxe Basin-Hudson Bay region is estimated at over 2,000.  They 
congregate to feed and nurse calves in spring and summer around Southampton Island, along the western 
Hudson Bay coast, and in a relatively small area in northern Foxe Basin between Igloolik and Fury and 
Hecla Straits.  The IQ indicates that bowheads observed near Hall Beach in spring migrate from southern 
Foxe Basin.  Migrations are not well documented, though most movement is thought to take place through 
the western and central portion of Foxe Basin and may be influenced by ice cover.  During summer, they 
tend to select areas of high ice cover, presumably to reduce the risk of predation by killer whales.  Northern 
Hudson Bay, Foxe Basin, and Admiralty Inlet have been identified as summering areas, with whales moving 
farther into inlets and bays as the ice breaks up.  In summer months, bowheads north of Igloolik consist 
primarily of juveniles and females with calves, suggesting that this is a nursing area.  Aerial surveys of the 
Foxe Basin area identified small numbers of bowheads in northwest Foxe Basin but not Steensby Inlet.  

Hudson Strait has been identified as a primary wintering area for bowhead whales.  They begin winter 
migrations in October as the sea ice begins to form, heading south towards northeastern Hudson Bay and 
Hudson Strait.  In 1981, over 1,300 bowheads were estimated in Hudson Strait and were observed during 
aerial surveys. 

5.3.4.2 Beluga Whale 

Beluga whales have a circumpolar distribution and occur seasonally within the RSA.  They are opportunistic 
feeders, consuming a wide array of fish and invertebrates.  Mating is thought to peak prior to mid-April, with 
calving likely occurring in offshore areas during late spring migration.  That a limited amount of calving may 
also occur near estuaries and bays is supported by IQ, indicating that Koluktoo Bay and the southern 
portion of Milne and Navy Board inlets may be calving areas. 

Four of the seven recognized populations in Canada occur in the RSA, including the Eastern High Arctic-
Baffin Bay, Western Hudson Bay, Eastern Hudson Bay population, and Ungava Bay populations.  The 
Eastern High Arctic Baffin Bay population (estimated at >20,000) summers in the Canadian Arctic 
archipelago and winters in the loose pack ice of two distinct areas; along the west coast of Greenland and in 
the North Water Polynya in northern Baffin Bay.  Beluga from the smaller population wintering in the North 
Water begin entering Lancaster Sound in late April or early May with peak movements occurring in late June 
to July depending on ice conditions.  Those wintering off the west coast of Greenland generally occupy 
similar geographic areas between years.  Large numbers from the Eastern High Arctic Baffin Bay population 
migrate past Bylot Island during spring on their way to summering areas concentrated near Somerset 
Island.  Only a small number of animals move into areas inland of Bylot Island, ostensibly for calving and 
feeding.  Eastward fall migrations begin in September, and are concentrated almost exclusively along the 
southern coast of Devon Island.  Belugas were observed in Eclipse Sound, Eskimo Inlet, Koluktoo Bay, 
Milne Inlet, and White Bay during aerial surveys. 

All four populations in the RSA are known or expected to occur along or in the vicinity of the southern 
shipping route.  Beluga from the Eastern High Arctic Baffin Bay population enter into northern Foxe Basin 
during spring and remain in the general area of eastern Fury and Hecla Strait throughout the summer, 
remaining in shallower waters where feeding is thought to occur.  

The Western Hudson Bay and Eastern Hudson Bay populations occur in the southern shipping route waters 
from late October through April when the whales are in their wintering grounds, and during fall migrations 
from summering areas in late September and October.  Belugas from both populations occur in the vicinity 
of Igloolik, Hall Beach, and likely Steensby Inlet during July to early September.  The very small (possibly 
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extirpated) Ungava Bay population possibly occur year-round within the RSA.  The most recent population 
estimate for the Western Hudson Bay population is about 57,000.  The Eastern Hudson Bay population has 
been in decline.  

The wintering location of the Western Hudson Bay beluga population has not been confirmed but is thought 
to be primarily in Hudson Strait.  Spring migration occurs during late April to May.  The majority of animals 
likely follow the eastern coast of Hudson Bay south to the Belcher Islands, and then across through the pack 
ice to the Manitoba coast in late May and early June.  A small number move westwards towards 
Southampton Island.  They generally remain within estuaries along the coast and in September begin a 
northward migration towards Southampton Island. 

Based on aerial survey results, beluga whales were widespread in Steensby Inlet, Foxe Basin and Hudson 
Strait, but abundance varied with location and month. 

5.3.4.3 Narwhal 

Narwhals generally inhabit deep Arctic waters of Baffin Bay, the eastern Canadian Arctic and the Greenland 
Sea, but are seldom found south of 61°.  Their diet is thought to be similar to that of beluga, consisting 
primarily of small cod, flatfish such as Greenland halibut, squid and other small fish and invertebrates.  

Narwhals prefer coastal areas that provide deep water and protection from the wind during summer.  They 
appear to favour deep fjords and the continental slope during winter, in areas where water depths are 
1,000 to 1,500 m and marine water upwelling increases biological productivity.  They are highly social 
animals and can be found in small numbers and in groups of hundreds or thousands during migration. 

Based largely on summer distributions, two tentative populations of narwhal occur in Canadian waters: the 
Hudson Bay population and the Baffin Bay population; however, they are currently assessed as a single 
population in the eastern Arctic.  They occur throughout the northern shipping route year-round but are 
found in the RSA primarily during the open-water period.  Those that winter in Baffin Bay typically summer in 
the eastern Canadian Arctic, moving to summering areas in Melville Bay, Eclipse Sound, Smith Sound, and 
beyond Lancaster Sound.  Important summering areas identified within Baffin Bay include Eclipse Sound, 
Inglefield Bredning, and Smith Sound-Kane Basin.  

Recent estimates indicate that approximately 45,000 narwhal summer around Somerset Island, while over 
27,000 inhabit waters in the Prince Regent and Gulf of Boothia area, with approximately 20,000 in the 
Eclipse Sound area, 10,000 in the East Baffin Island fjord areas, and 5,000 in Admiralty Inlet.  Survey 
results from the late 1980s and early 1990s indicated that summer distribution within Eclipse Sound, Milne 
Inlet, Koluktoo Bay, and Tremblay Sound is influenced by presence and distribution of ice and killer whales.  

Narwhals begin to migrate out of their summering areas in groups of a few hundred to several thousand just 
before freeze-up begins in late September.  Those summering near Somerset Island enter Baffin Bay north 
of Bylot Island in mid to late October.  Populations summering in Pond Inlet begin migrating down the east 
coast of Baffin Island in late September.  They generally arrive in their wintering areas in November.  The 
Baffin Bay population winters at two discrete areas: in the pack ice in central Baffin Bay and in polynyas at 
the north end of Baffin Bay.  

Narwhals, often numbering in the thousands, were identified in aerial surveys throughout in Eclipse Sound, 
Milne Inlet and Koluktoo Bay.  They were also frequently seen in Tremblay Sound and White Bay.  Aerial 
surveys documented fine scale movements of large groups of narwhal between various areas of Eclipse 
Sound and surrounding fjords.  
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A much smaller number of narwhal inhabit waters along the southern shipping route.  The Hudson Bay 
population was estimated to be almost 2,000 in the year 2000, though it may be as many as 3,500 during 
summer months.  The timing and routes of migration used by the Hudson Bay population are less 
understood than those of the Baffin Bay population; they are thought to winter in eastern Hudson Strait and 
move towards summering areas located primarily in the Repulse Bay area north of Southampton Island 
during late June, while some may move north towards Fury and Hecla Strait, in the vicinity of Igloolik.  Fall 
migrations to Hudson Strait begin in late August or early September, depending on ice conditions.  A small 
number of narwhals that winter in Baffin Bay are thought to move through Fury and Hecla Strait into 
northern Foxe Basin during spring migrations in April and May.  

Aerial surveys confirmed that narwhal occur in relatively low numbers in Foxe Basin; there were no sightings 
in Steensby Inlet.  Narwhal were most abundant in Hudson Strait during April and June surveys when a 
small number of individuals were recorded. 

5.3.4.4 Walrus 

Walrus have a discontinuous circumpolar distribution and are migratory, moving with the ice.  They winter in 
the offshore pack ice of Davis Strait and along the west coast of Greenland, the North Water Polynya off 
eastern Devon Island and northern Labrador, as well as in Foxe Basin ranging from the floe edge along the 
north side of Rowley Island and south to the Melville Peninsula.  They are primarily benthic feeders on 
bivalve molluscs and other invertebrates, and are generally confined to shallow coastal waters up to 100 m. 

Four extant stocks occur within Canadian waters; however, these may be further subdivided.  Three of the 
four identified stocks occur within the confines of the RSA; the Baffin Bay (High Arctic) population, the 
Foxe Basin population, and the North Hudson Bay-Davis Strait population.  

The Baffin Bay walrus population is estimated between 1,700 and 3,000 individuals with summering 
populations in Kane Basin, Buchanan and Princess Marie bays, Jones Sound, eastern Ellesmere Island, 
and the Lancaster Sound-Barrow Strait area.  Walrus along the northern shipping route winter in the 
North Water and other polynyas among the Canadian Arctic islands, inhabiting northwest Baffin Bay north 
from Pond Inlet to Kane Basin, Lancaster Sound, Barrow Strait, and Jones Sound.  They are also distributed 
along the west coast of Greenland.  They move westward along the southern coast of Devon Island during 
spring to summering areas in the Canadian Arctic islands.  Only a few individuals are now observed among 
the inlets and fjords south of Bylot Island.  Aerial surveys within the vicinity of Eclipse Sound recorded two 
walrus: one in Eclipse Sound and one in Milne Inlet.  

Walrus are considerably more abundant along the southern shipping route.  They are year-round residents 
in northern Foxe Basin, overwintering in small polynyas and shore lead systems near the outlet of Fury and 
Hecla Strait, to the east of Hall Beach, and among the islands (Rowley, Koch, and the Spicer Islands) 
located farther to the east of Hall Beach and south of Steensby Inlet.  Their distribution appears to be driven 
by ice and open-water conditions during winter.  During the open water period, they move onto beaches and 
coasts among the islands south of Steensby Inlet and onto drifting pans of ice.  Walrus have been observed 
within Steensby Inlet during late summer, but the degree to which they use other locations within Steensby 
Inlet is uncertain.  The Foxe Basin population is estimated at approximately 5,500.  

Walrus were abundant within northern Foxe Basin portion of the aerial survey route in 2006.  They were 
observed in pack ice or open water with densities in northwest Foxe Basin estimated at about seven times 
higher than those observed in northeast Foxe Basin or southern Foxe Basin.  During the aerial surveys, two 
terrestrial haulout sites were observed, one at Manning Islands (mid-way between Hall Beach and Spicer 
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Islands) and the other at Bushnan Rock (a small sandy islet west of the gap between Rowley and Koch 
Islands).  Walrus densities in Hudson Strait were lower than any observed in Foxe Basin. 

5.3.4.5 Ringed Seal 

The ringed seal is an important element of the Arctic marine system, both as main prey of polar bears, and 
as a major consumer of marine fish and invertebrates.  Ringed seals occur year-round along both proposed 
shipping routes and in the vicinity of both proposed port sites and are a major traditional food source for the 
Inuit. 

Ringed seals establish a series of breathing holes and subnivean lairs, many created shortly after fall freeze 
up.  Birth lairs are constructed on the landfast ice in mid-March and pups are born in April.  Landfast ice is 
preferred for breeding rather than pack ice.  The population of ringed seals in the Canadian Arctic is 
estimated to be at least a few million. 

Ringed seals are common throughout Baffin Bay as well as along the length of West Greenland.  During 
winter and spring, they concentrate on stable shorefast ice, though in areas where fast ice is limited, as in 
Baffin Bay, increased numbers may occupy offshore pack ice.  As ice breaks up during summer, they 
disperse as solitary animals or small groups throughout open-water areas or to coastal.  Though ringed 
seals were originally thought to remain in the same general region throughout the year recent evidence 
suggests that some members of the population, particularly juveniles, may undertake extensive seasonal 
movements. 

Ringed seals are abundant and have been observed throughout along the proposed northern shipping 
route, occurring throughout Baffin Bay and Davis Strait, Eclipse Sound, Koluktoo Bay, Navy Board and 
Pond Inlet. 

Ringed seals are abundant along the proposed southern shipping route, occurring throughout Foxe Basin, 
including the landfast ice of Steensby Inlet and Hudson Strait.  Southern Steensby Inlet, Igloolik, Hall Beach, 
Murray Maxwell Bay, and Rowley Island into Fury and Hecla Strait have been described as important 
hunting and/or pupping areas for ringed seal.  

5.3.4.6 Bearded Seals 

The bearded seal has a patchy circumpolar distribution as far north as 85ºN.  While there is no reliable 
abundance estimate for bearded seals in Canadian waters, some have suggested an estimate of >190,000.  
They typically occur alone or in small groups.  Whelping occurs between late April and early May, and pups 
are typically born on unstable pack ice, where they are weaned after 12-18 days.  Bearded seals eat a wide 
variety of foods and are generally considered to be benthic feeders that prey on an array of benthic 
invertebrates and fish, although pelagic fish are also a food source.  

Distribution is largely determined by the presence of shallow water but the seals usually move into areas of 
open water <200 m deep when the pack ice retreats, while some individuals associate with ice year-round.  
They are seldom found in fast ice areas, but are widely dispersed in open water areas of pack ice where 
leads and cracks are frequent, and where ice pans are sufficient for haul out sites.  

Bearded seals are considered common in the RSA.  Large numbers occur around north eastern Baffin 
Island and in Lancaster Sound.  The many polynyas of northern Foxe Basin support several colonies of 
bearded seals and is thought to be an area of high density. 
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Aerial surveys (2008) in support of the Project found bearded seals in all areas of Foxe Basin and Hudson 
Strait, and most sightings occurred from April to August, when they are easily observed basking on sea ice.  
During aerial surveys in June 2008, larger numbers were sighted near the mouth of Steensby Inlet; densities 
were lower in northwest Foxe Basin, northeast Foxe Basin, southern Foxe Basin, and Hudson Strait.  They 
were observed in small numbers during springtime seal surveys in Eclipse Sound and Milne Inlet in 2007 
and 2008. 

Bearded seals are present year-round along both shipping routes.  They occupy pack ice, giving birth in late 
winter.  During breeding season the males are very vocal, territorial and aggressive.  The interaction of the 
Project with the bearded seal population will be limited to the shipping activity, and as a result the residual 
effect is assessed as not significant.  

5.3.4.7 Polar Bear 

Polar bears have a circumpolar distribution and occur in relatively low densities throughout most of the 
ice-covered areas in the RSA.  They tend to be more abundant along shore lead systems and polynyas 
during winter, when less consolidated ice cover provides habitat for prey species.  Non-pregnant females, 
juveniles, and adult males remain active on the pack ice throughout the year, often moving considerable 
distances with the ice.  Their distribution and population is likely regulated by the extent of sea ice and the 
distribution and numbers of their primary prey, the ringed seal. 

Females give birth to 1-3 cubs every 3 to 4 years.  Mating occurs from April to June, and females give birth 
the following December or January in maternity dens, which are excavated in accumulations of snow on 
stable parts of landfast ice, offshore pack ice, and most often on land within approximately 50 km of the 
coast.  Dens are created in the fall, and bears leave them in April. 

The global polar bear population is estimated at 22,000 to 25,000, of which at least 15,500 occur in Canada 
or in subpopulations shared with Canada.  Three subpopulations occur within the RSA: Foxe Basin, Baffin 
Bay, and Davis Strait with each subpopulation numbering around 2,000. 

Along the northern shipping route, polar bears are distributed throughout Baffin Bay, Lancaster Sound, and 
along coastal areas.  Polar bears from the Baffin Bay subpopulation occupy drifting pack ice and landfast ice 
between Baffin Island and west Greenland during winter, but can concentrate along the Lancaster Sound 
fast ice edge.  Bears are also concentrated along landfast ice edges across Pond and Navy Board inlets 
during spring.  Bylot Island and coastal Baffin Island are used as summer retreats when sea ice melts and 
also provide denning habitat for pregnant females.  The Davis Strait subpopulation occurs in the 
Labrador Sea, eastern Hudson Strait, Davis Strait south of Cape Dyer, and an undetermined portion of 
southwest Greenland.  Polar bears are harvested domestically as well as during commercial spring sport 
hunt based out of Pond Inlet.  Small numbers were observed during aerial surveys during the open-water 
season in Milne Inlet, Eclipse Sound, and Eskimo Inlet and on landfast ice in Milne Inlet, Koluktoo Bay, and 
Navy Board Inlet. 

Polar bears from the Foxe Basin subpopulation range over Foxe Basin, northern Hudson Bay and western 
Hudson Strait during winter and move ashore during the open-water period, concentrating on Southampton 
Island and along the Wager Bay and other coasts within Foxe Basin.  During aerial surveys they were 
observed on landfast ice, pack ice, terrestrial areas, and in open-water areas primarily in northern 
Foxe Basin but also in Hudson Strait.  
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SECTION 6.0 - RESIDUAL EFFECTS ASSESSMENT 

The environmental effects assessment identifies potential effects of the Project on the biophysical and 
socio-economic environments.  The objectives of the environmental effects assessment are as follows: 

• To identify and avoid or reduce potential adverse Project effects; 
• To identify and promote potential positive Project effects; 
• To engage Inuit, stakeholder, and government consultation; and 
• To consider plausible alternatives to the Project and Project design. 

Various methods were adopted for the assessment including the following: 

• Identification of potential environmental and socio-economic concerns; 
• Environmental and socio-economic baseline and Inuit knowledge studies; 
• Consultation with local public, Inuit organizations, and government agencies; 
• Determination of valued components to focus the environmental effects assessment; 
• Identification of key potential Project interactions between valued components and environment or 

socio-economic receptors; 
• Identification of mitigation measures and adaptive management plans; 
• Evaluation of the significance of residual environmental and socio-economic effects; and 
• Development of monitoring programs to distinguish Project-related effects from natural variability in the 

environment, to verify impact assessment predictions, and as a component of adaptive management. 

The effects assessment methodology applied in the EIS was based on contemporary environmental 
assessment practices in Canada and is consistent with the requirements of Section 12.5.2 of the NLCA, 
NIRB guides, and the Guidelines (NIRB, 2009).  

With regards to terminology, Baffinland used definitions and concepts as identified in the Guidelines, in 
NIRB’s (2007) terminology guide, and the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act.  A detailed description 
of the assessment methodology is presented in Volume 2, Section 3. 

6.1 BOUNDARIES 

Spatial and temporal boundaries were determined to set maximum limits within which the environmental 
assessment was conducted.  Spatial boundaries for the effects assessment were determined on a VEC- 
and VSEC-specific basis for biophysical effects.  Spatial boundaries were defined by the anticipated zone of 
influence of Project effects.  A nested approach was adopted as follows: 

• Potential Development Area (PDA) reflect the physical footprint of the Project activities; 

• Local Study Area (LSA) - Is the area where there exists the reasonable potential for direct interaction 
due to Project activities, ongoing normal activities, or to possible abnormal operating conditions 
(i.e., accidents and malfunctions).  The LSA includes all existing and Proposed Project Areas (PDAs), 
and the nominal shipping route within the Nunavut Settlement Area (NSA).  Individual LSAs were 
defined for each biophysical environmental component, and for land use and other socio-economic 
components; and 

• Regional Study Area (RSA) - Is the area within which there exists the potential for direct, indirect, and/or 
cumulative biophysical and socio-economic effects.  This area includes lands, waters and potentially 
affected communities within the NSA.  Effects extending beyond the NSA have been addressed in a 
separate transboundary effects assessment (Volume 9, Section 4).  RSAs have been defined for each 
of the major environmental components (human, atmospheric, terrestrial, freshwater and marine) and 
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are illustrated in each respective volume.  Confidence and accuracy of predicted effects was generally 
reduced at this scale, with qualitative analysis more common than quantitative analysis. 

6.1.1 Temporal Boundaries 

Temporal boundaries define the period of time analyzed within which the Project or Project activities interact 
with environmental or socio-economic components.  Temporal boundaries were defined by Project phase, 
as follows: 

• Pre-development or Definition Phase (nine years - 2004 to 2012); 
• Construction Phase (four years - 2013 to 2016); 
• Operation Phase (21 years - 2017 to 2037); and 
• Closure (three years - 2038 to 2040) and Post-Closure Phase (minimum five years - 2041 to 2045). 

With respect to the above temporal boundaries, the following is noted: 

• The Definition Phase is inclusive of all exploration and research programs, as well as the bulk sampling 
program carried out in 2007 and 2008; and 

• The Closure and Post-Closure Phase is considered the period required for decommissioning and/or 
removing Project infrastructure. 

6.2 BASELINE STUDIES 

Baseline studies, starting in 2005, were undertaken for the following:  

Subject Description 

Socio-economics Includes demographics, workforce experience, health, social services, youth, education, 
economic development, opinions, perceptions, and the spiritual aspects of archaeology 

Physical environment Includes climate, air, noise, water, waste rock characterization, soils, and the physical 
aspects of archaeology 

Terrestrial ecology Includes terrestrial wildlife and wildlife habitat (e.g.,  caribou and carnivores), birds (e.g.,  
raptors, geese, loons, shorebirds and songbirds), freshwater fish and fish habitat, 
vegetation, habitats, and biodiversity 

Marine ecology Includes marine mammals, marine fish and lower trophic levels, physical and chemical 
oceanography, and marine and shoreline habitats 

 

Objectives of the baseline studies included: 

• Defining existing social and environmental conditions (note: baseline studies were run concurrent to the 
bulk sample program); 

• Identifying potential social and environmental concerns and sensitivities; and 
• Providing information for the Project design. 

Baseline studies were conducted using the following:  

• Literature review; 
• Site investigations; 
• Stakeholder, Inuit, and government consultation; and 
• Inuit knowledge studies. 

Baseline study methodologies and a summary of results preface each effects assessment. 
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6.2.1 Challenges in Baseline Data Collection 

Collection of baseline environmental data in the High Arctic has challenges, with near 24-hour darkness 
between November and January, and long winters of extreme temperatures.  As a result, only the largest of 
rivers do not freeze up, and ice cover on lakes reaches thicknesses of up to 10 feet.  The lack of basic 
infrastructure means an increased reliance on helicopters, adding cost and logistical challenges.  This is a 
reality faced by any proponent working in Nunavut or other cold-climate regions.  Consequently, baseline 
data collection is biased to spring, summer and fall for many aspects of the program.  For most 
environmental components (air, noise, soils, geochemistry, archaeology, vegetation, migratory birds), this 
has not negatively affected the baseline dataset.  

Winter work for fish was limited to late winter assessments on Sheardown Lake; however, this has not 
affected or biased the dataset since most streams are frozen and fishless in winter.  Caribou aerial surveys 
were not possible during the deep winter; however, recent caribou collar data from the Government of 
Nunavut has helped with an understanding of year-round distribution of caribou.  

6.2.2 Gaps in Baseline Data 

The Project is located in an area that has been subject to relatively limited environmental studies in the past.  
Baffinland addressed these data limitations a variety of ways depending on the environmental component.  
Baffinland established numerous data collection programs that have provided data on the area that is the 
only such data in existence.  In Volume 2 Section 3.3.2 the various strategies for data collection are outlined 
for a large number of the important parameters. 

6.2.3 New Baseline Data Incorporated Since the DEIS 

Since the DEIS was issued in January 2011, the following additional work has been carried out and is 
presented in the FEIS: 

• Additional water quality sampling was carried out in 2011 and was incorporated into an updated water 
and sediment quality baseline report; 

• Additional bird surveys (raptors and shorebirds) have been conducted and are reported in an updated 
bird baseline report; 

• Additional caribou collaring data recorded since the DEIS was prepared was obtained from the GN and 
was incorporated in an updated terrestrial wildlife report; and 

• The baseline information on hydrology was updated to include data collected during the 2010 and 
2011 seasons. 

A cooperative effort has been initiated with key agencies and affected communities to identify important 
baseline information needs in the marine environment that can improve the ability to monitor potential 
environmental effects of the Project.  Once developed, these additional studies will be considered in 2012 
to improve knowledge of the pre-Project environment.  Key attention will be paid to marine mammal 
distribution in Steensby Inlet and along the Southern shipping route.  These studies will serve to inform 
the design and implementation of environmental effects monitoring 

6.3 INUIT KNOWLEDGE STUDIES 

NIRB (2007) defines Traditional Knowledge as “Cumulative body of knowledge, practice and belief, evolving 
by adaptive processes and handed down through generations by cultural transmission.  Specific Inuit 
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Traditional Knowledge is referred to as Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit”.  For the EIS, the term Inuit knowledge has 
been used interchangeably with Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit or “IQ”.  

Inuit knowledge studies were carried out specific to the Mary River Project, 2006 through 2010, with the sole 
focus of supporting project design and the environmental assessment process.  IQ was explored through 
individual interviews with Inuit Elders (i.e., oriented to more historical-based perspective), and through 
workshops with current land users to obtain a contemporary perspective.  An overview of this process is 
presented in Volume 2 Section 1. 

Overall, the IQ information was found to be complementary to science, and in some instances (e.g., caribou) 
where limited historical scientific data was available prior to Project studies, IQ information played a central 
role in developing an understanding of baseline conditions and historical trends of caribou abundance, 
distribution and habitats.  Pre-existing IQ studies by others, such as the Inuit Land Use and Occupancy 
Project (Milton Freeman Research Ltd., 1976) and the Nunavut Wildlife Harvest Study (Priest and Usher, 
2004) were also incorporated into a land use baseline report (Volume 4, Appendix 4C) and wildlife baselines 
and effects assessments.  

IQ was used to identify and substantiate VECs and VSECs, to help focus the effects assessments on the 
issues identified by local communities and knowledge-holders, and in identifying mitigation and monitoring 
plans.  Local hunters, for example, suggested a wildlife harvest study as a means of monitoring Project 
effects, and a preliminary study plan for a harvest study has been noted in the Terrestrial Environment 
Management Plan (see Volume 10, Appendix 10D-11), as one potential approach to monitor wildlife in the 
region as the Project moves forward. 

6.4 ISSUES IDENTIFICATION 

In order to focus the environmental effects assessment, environmental and socio-economic issues of 
concern were identified through the North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan (NPC, 2000) and through Inuit, 
stakeholder, and government consultation.  Issues were identified through the following: 

• Public meetings; 
• Inuit knowledge and IQ working group meetings; 
• Intervener comments during NIRB’s screening of Baffinland’s bulk sampling program; 
• North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan; and 
• Issues raised in NIRB reviews of other mining projects. 

Issues of concern led to identification of valued components, as described below. 

6.4.1 Identification of Valued Components 

Valued components (VCs) identify key species or topics to focus the effects assessment.  NIRB (2007) 
distinguishes between “valued ecosystem components” (VECs) as the valued components of the 
biophysical environment, and “valued socio-economic components” (VSECs) relating to the human, 
economic and spiritual environment.  VECs and VSECs are defined by NIRB as follows: 

• VECs include those aspects of the environment considered to be important to a particular region or 
community and may include: 

o Resources that are either legally, politically, publicly, or professionally recognized as important such 
as parks, land selections, and historical sites; 
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o Resources that have ecological importance, such as keystone species which, if affected, have a 
disproportionate effect on their surroundings relative to the types and numbers of other species in a 
community, and those species that are suitable ecological indicators; and 

o Resources identified for their importance to local communities because they are either harvested or 
of prominent spiritual importance. 

• VSECs include those aspects of the social and economic environment that are identified to be important 
to a particular region or community, including components relating to the local economy, health, 
demographics, traditional way of life, cultural well-being, social life, archaeological resources, existing 
services and infrastructure, and community and local government organizations.  VSECs were identified 
through focus sessions and individual and key person interviews.  

The VSECs and VECs for the Project are presented in Tables 1-12.1 and 1-12.2.  The impact assessment 
volumes (Volumes 4 through 8) are organized according to resource component themes (e.g. socio-
economic environment, atmospheric environment, terrestrial environment, freshwater aquatic environment, 
marine environment).  VECs and VSECs were identified within each of these themes based on the issues 
identified.  The NIRB Guidelines (2009) identify a minimum set of VECs and VSECs to be considered by the 
Proponent in the environmental effects assessment.  

Key Indicators (KIs), or environmental indicators, are sub-sets of VECs or VSECs that are used to 
communicate information about the environmental effects of the Project.  The use of indicators is a 
pragmatic approach to conducting environmental effects assessment, where evaluating every potential 
impact to the receiving environment is not practical.  Key Indicators have been identified under each VEC 
(Volume 4 through 8) and are used to monitor the effectiveness of the Environmental Mitigation and 
Management Plans (Volume 10, Table 1). 

6.4.2 Measurable Parameters and Thresholds 

Measurable parameters are clearly defined aspects of an indicator (or VEC /VSEC) that can be quantified 
and compared against a baseline value or condition.  Each measurable parameter has an associated 
performance level or standard that can establish an effect magnitude or indicate compliance with formal 
standards.  

Thresholds are limits of acceptable change determined from regulated guidelines or by professional opinion.  
For this assessment they were determined on a VEC specific basis.  Wherever possible, quantitative 
thresholds, determined by relevant regulatory bodies, were adopted for biophysical VECs, however, where 
these did not exist, qualitative thresholds were considered based on professional judgment.  Qualitative 
thresholds were commonly applied to VSECs, for example: establishing thresholds for demonstrating broad 
community support.  

6.4.3 Interactions, Key Issues and Subjects of Note 

Interaction matrices were developed as a starting point for the assessment, by relating key Project activities 
with VECs or VSECs and KIs.  These interactions matrices are presented in Volume 2.  Not all social or 
environmental effects or issues are equally important to warrant the same level of consideration in the EIS 
presentation.  To focus the EIS analysis on those issues that are important to stakeholders and/or more 
likely to have the potential to cause a significant adverse environmental effect, a distinction between key  
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issues and subjects of note has been made by assigning one of three levels to each potential interaction 
shown in accordance with the following definitions: 

• Level 0 - indicates there is no measurable (or detectable) interaction. 

• Level 1 - indicates Subjects of Note, i.e., interactions that are less likely to be of notable environmental 
importance or consequence.  These result from Project-environment interactions that are well 
understood, are common to projects of this nature, and which can be addressed through application of 
standard, proven mitigation or prevention approaches.  While these subjects have been identified and 
analyzed to establish their level of significance as part of the impact assessment process, they are 
addressed with brevity in the EIS presentation in order to focus the assessment on the key issues.  

• Level 2 - indicates key issues, i.e., interactions that are of substantial public interest and/or of potentially 
high environmental importance or consequence and, consequently require rigorous investigation and 
analysis in the EIS.  Key issues may warrant modeling combined with scientific and/or traditional expert 
evaluation to substantiate effects predictions.  Key issues are those which have potential to result in 
negative consequences to stakeholders, the environment, and/or the decision-making process. 

6.5 EFFECTS ASSESSMENT  

6.5.1 Assessment Methodology 

The identification and assessment of environmental and social effects was based on the following steps: 

• Identification of major Project activities during each phase of the Project, as defined in the Project 
Description (Volume 3); 

• Identification of project interactions that are likely to result in a change/effect to a VEC/VSEC its 
indicator and mapping the interactions and effects on linkage diagrams; 

• Designation of Project interactions with VEC/VSEC or indicators as either nil (no interaction), subjects of 
note ( level 1 interaction), or key issues (level 2); 

• Assessment of the magnitude of the effect of the Project’s interaction with the VEC or VSECs 
depending upon the relative importance (scale, frequency, duration, intensity)  and certainty/uncertainty 
around the effects; 

• Selection of appropriate measurable parameters and thresholds based on established performance 
criteria or professional judgment; 

• Establishment of the framework for evaluating significance of residual impacts; 

• Identification of mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate negative effects; 

• Determining the potential for a residual effect, and if anticipated, its significance; and 

• Identifying monitoring plans and adaptive management objectives. 
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Baffinland has used best practice methods to predict the nature and extent of effects that may result from 
Project implementation.  For each impact assessment volume, relevant references, analyses, and 
explanations appropriate to the resource theme being analyzed are included defining: 

• How scientific, engineering, community and Inuit knowledge was used in the assessment; 
• Which studies included the assistance of communities and individuals, who was involved (if the 

information can be made public), and how participants were selected; 
• Data collection methods and limitations thereof; 
• Model assumptions and study methodologies; 
• Study and model outputs, calculations, support analyses, and explanation of results; and 
• Reference literature or other information sources for any contributions, including Inuit Knowledge. 

Additional studies were carried out to support the development of the impact assessments.  Wherever 
possible these studies included statistical analysis or mathematical modeling to support effects predictions.  
A list of studies completed in support of the EIS is presented in Volume 2 while the specific modeling studies 
are reported in the appendices of the respective impact assessment volumes. 

6.5.2 Effect Categories 

NIRB defines an environmental effect as a positive or negative change in the biophysical and/or socio-
economic environment caused by or directly related to a proposed activity.  Effects are defined as direct, 
indirect and cumulative as follows (NIRB, 2007): 

• Direct Effects - Changes in the VEC/VSEC that result from direct interactions between Project activities 
and the environment. 

• Indirect Effects - Effects on the environment that are not a direct result of the Project.  For example, 
fugitive dust fallout could have the potential direct effect of causing losses of local vegetation species.  
An indirect effect results when the availability of that vegetation as forage becomes limited and reduces 
the food supply for certain terrestrial mammals. 

• Cumulative Effects - Effects that result from incremental changes caused by interactions between the 
Project and other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects or activities.  Cumulative 
effects are addressed in Volume 9. 

6.6 MITIGATION MEASURES  

Mitigation measures can be physical structures, management actions or strategies applied to minimize or 
eliminate negative environmental effects.  Mitigation of environmental effects can be achieved through 
project design and adaptive management.  Project design considerations and alternatives used to minimize 
or eliminate the potential for residual effects are identified in the Project Description (Volume 3).  Mitigation 
measures are also used to reduce or eliminate the potential residual effects of the Project and are identified 
in each of the effects assessments, along with potential residual effects of the Project.  Once the Project is 
underway, monitoring results are used to verify effect predictions identified in the EIS.  If required, further 
mitigation measures will be identified periodically throughout the life of the Project.  This is further described 
in the Baffinland Environmental Management Plans (Volume 10, Table 1). 
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6.7 DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE OF RESIDUAL EFFECTS 

Residual projects effects refer to the environmental effects identified for the Project, post-mitigation.  The 
significance of residual environmental effects was determined from the following criteria (NIRB, 2009): 

• Direction or nature of an effect (i.e., positive/beneficial versus negative/adverse); 
• Magnitude and complexity of an effect; 
• Extent of the effect, including such as the geographical area that will be affected, the size of the affected 

human populations, and/ or the size of the affected wildlife populations and habitat; 
• Frequency and duration of an effect; 
• Reversibility or irreversibility of an effect; 
• Probability of occurrence of the effect; 
• Confidence in the effect prediction; and 
• Context of the effect. 

These criteria were adopted for this assessment, as specified in the Guidelines and because the criteria 
have a precedence of use for other environmental assessments in the Canadian Arctic (NIRB, 2009; NIRB, 
2007; Lawrence Environmental, 2000 and 2004; Wolfden Resources Inc., 2006; De Beers, 2004).  In 
addition to the above attributes, NIRB (2009) directed Baffinland to consider additional qualifiers in its 
significance evaluation.  Definitions and assessment criteria for each metric are presented in Volume 2, 
Section 3. 

Level of confidence is a qualifier that relates to limitations in the overall understanding of the ecosystem and 
limitations in accurately foreseeing future events or conditions.  The level of confidence with predictions of 
the significance of the residual effect is an important qualifier in that a low level of certainty will require that a 
conservative approach be taken to each of the evaluation criteria.  Uncertainties associated with each 
prediction are described in each effects assessment at a level of detail that corresponds to the relative 
uncertainty.  

The likelihood parameter is assigned both a probability dimension as well as a level of certainty, to qualify 
significance rankings relative to the likelihood that the predicted impact will actually occur. “Unlikely” 
indicate a low probability of occurrence, “Moderate” a moderate probability, and “Likely” a high probability 
of occurrence.  Certainty is assigned to indicate the relative level of confidence in the probability prediction.  
Collectively, the probability and certainty assignments indicate the overall likelihood of an effect. 

6.7.1 Rating Criteria for Residual Socio-Economic Impacts 

Similar criteria have been applied to socio-economic effects assessment with some modification and 
additional criteria in consideration of the nature, complexity and multiple perspectives associated with 
socio-economic issues.  These criteria are presented in Volume 2, Section 3 and include direction, 
geographical Extent, social extent, equity, magnitude, frequency, duration over the life of Project, and, 
reversibility. 

6.7.2 Overall Evaluation of Significance 

The overall significance of an effect or impact is derived from the experience and professional judgment of 
the environmental practitioners who prepared the assessment, considering the rankings of the contributing 
attributes of significance.  The general approach applied in determining significance is presented in 
Volume 2, Section 3. 

NIRB (2009) also directed Baffinland to communicate with potentially-affected communities and 
organizations to solicit input on the values placed on VECs and VSECs as well as significance of impacts.  
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To this end, Baffinland has attempted to assemble, synthesize and present feedback from the following 
sources: 

• Records of public meetings held from 2006 through 2010; 

• Records from Inuit knowledge studies held to date (individual interviews and workshops); 

• Kajjuqtikkut - a five-day workshop held in Arctic Bay on March 10-14, 2008, attended by members of the 
five Inuit Knowledge Study working groups.  The key themes of transportation (marine and rail), caribou, 
marine mammals and socio-economic issues were discussed and minutes recorded; and 

• A five-day workshop jointly held by Baffinland and the QIA at Mary River the week of 
September 12-18, 2010, with community representatives selected by the QIA.  The workshop focused 
on community perspectives on the significance of predicted impacts on caribou, marine mammals, and 
land use. 

Baffinland has integrated a summary of the significance determination within each of the individual impact 
assessments in Volumes 4 through 9.  The approach taken in this EIS has been to present the evidence 
clearly and in the manner requested in the Guidelines.  

6.8 MITIGATION AND MONITORING PLAN 

Mitigation measures are incorporated in the Project design in order to avoid, reduce or mitigate the severity 
of the expected adverse impacts of the project.  Once these mitigation measures are implemented, it is 
necessary for Baffinland to monitor and report on the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures and 
introduce corrective action as required.  This process of monitoring, reporting, evaluating, reviewing and 
continuous improvement is achieved with Baffinland’s EHS Management System.  

6.9 PROJECT RESIDUAL EFFECTS 

The detailed assessment of the Project residual effects is presented in Volume 4 through 8.  The findings of 
these assessments are summarized in Section 12; Table 1-12.1 presents the residual effects on the VECs 
while Table 1-12.2 presents the residual effects on the socio-economic environment VSECs. 
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SECTION 7.0 - ACCIDENTS AND MALFUNCTIONS 

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

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

health, safety and environmental legal requirements can be met. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Experience of personnel with other Projects. 

Only credible malfunctions and accidents that have a reasonable probability of occurring during the Project 
have been assessed.  For the purpose of this assessment, the likelihood of occurrence for the accidents 
and malfunctions is defined as follows: 

Despite the fact that all foreseeable precaution measures have been implemented to prevent the 
occurrence of malfunctions and accidental events, the consequences of the occurrence associated with 
their occurrences can entail the loss of human life or severe environmental damage.  Table 1-7.2 presents a 
list of credible potential accident and malfunction scenarios for the Mary River Project.  Risks were 
assessed based on operational controls implemented on the basis of best management practices (BMPs) 
as outlined in Baffinland’s EHS Management System (Volume 10, and Appendix 10A-2 for Hazard 
Identification and Risk Assessment Procedure) and the application of the various management plans 
provided as appendices in Volume 10.  The detailed discussions related to these major accident and 
malfunction events is presented in Volume 9, Section 3.0.  
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Table 1-7.1 Likelihood 

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

Almost Certain Consequence expected to occur in most 
circumstances 

High frequency of occurrence - occurs 
more than once per year 

Likely Consequence will probably occur in most 
circumstances 

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

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

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

Rare Consequence may occur at some time Occurs once every 1000 to 10 000 years 

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

 

7.1 EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN 

The Mary River Project is essentially a transportation Project.  Iron ore is mined and crushed at the Mine 
Site (no processing involved), loaded into rail cars for transportation to Steensby Port, where the ore is 
further crushed, sized and stockpiled prior to loading into ore carriers for transportation to customers 
mostly located in Europe.  There is no processing of the iron ore on Baffin Island.  

As a result, the number of hazardous substances transported, stored and used on the Project sites is 
limited.  Bulk hazardous material consists of:  

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

o Transported by tankers during open water season to either Milne Port or Steensby Port;  
o Stored in tank farms at both Milne and Steensby Port;  
o Transported by truck from Milne Port to the Mine Site during the construction phase;  
o Transported by rail cars from Steensby port to the Mine Site during the operation phase; and 
o Transported in double-wall 20,000L ISO-containers to the various work site along the railway line 

during construction. 

• Ammonium nitrate for the manufacture of explosives  

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

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

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

In terms of storage of fuel, all tank farms (Milne, Mine Site and Steensby) will be constructed in 
accordance with applicable codes and regulatory requirements.  All fuel tanks will be installed within 
impermeable secondary containments.  Detailed designs of these containments are presented in Volume 
3, Appendix 3B, Attachment 5.  
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All other hazardous substances are limited in quantities and are stored in barrels/drums or specialty 
containers transported within the confine of Seacan containers.  Such hazardous substances include:  

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

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

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

It should be noted that ammonium nitrate as such does not pose a risk of explosion.  Ammonium nitrate is 
mixed with diesel fuel to produce an emulsion that is used as explosives.  The production of this emulsion 
occurs in a controlled environment at the emulsion production facility.  The emulsion is then transported 
by specialized vehicles to the end use at the quarry sites or mine site.  The use, storage and handling of 
explosives are strictly regulated.  Baffinland will retain a qualified contractor licensed in the handling, 
production, use and storage of explosives.  A detailed explosives management plan is presented in 
Volume 3, Appendix 3B, Attachment 8.  

With respect to fuel, the draft Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan presented in Volume 3, 
Appendix 3B, Attachment 5, addresses all credible spill scenario.  Draft OPEPs are presented for both 
Milne Port and Steensby Port.  OPEP must be reviewed and approved by Transport Canada on an 
annual basis.  These OPEPs address possible/credible fuel spill scenario for ship to shore transfer of fuel 
and fuel storage at the Port facilities.  Transport Canada reviewed and approved the OPEP for Milne Port 
for the 2011 season.  The OPEPs submitted in the FEIS address the 2012 shipping season at both 
Steensby and Milne Port.  As these OPEPs will be required for the 2012 shipping season, detailed 
information will be provided regarding the composition of the Emergency Response Team, their role and 
responsibilities, the emergency response training provided (classroom and field exercises), and, the 
content of the emergency response kits at each sites during the first quarter of 2012.  

Baffinland’s overall Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan also addressed in a conceptual 
manner, possible fuel spills occurring during transportation of fuel from Milne Port to the Mine Site by 
tanker truck (construction period) and from Steensby Port to the Mine Site (by rail) during the operating 
period.  The Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan presented in the DEIS will be updated to 
reflect the realities of the Project Pre-development work.  
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Baffinland intends to be self-sufficient and will not require the assistance of the Canadian Coast Guard 
(CCG) for any intervention related to its operation.  However, in accordance with protocol, the CCG will be 
informed of any spill events.  In addition, Baffinland has indicated that delivery of fuel will occur only 
during the open water season.  The only fuels required at and delivered to the site are Arctic grade diesel 
fuel, marine diesel and aviation fuel.  Diesel and aviation fuels are volatile and completely evaporated 
within days of a spill.  

Canadian Transport Agency (CTA) staff has expressed concern over the issue of emergency 
preparedness in the case of train derailments and spills.  Baffinland points out that the only hazardous 
substance susceptible to a major spill during rail transport is fuel (diesel and aviation fuel).  Baffinland will 
use state of the art railway tanker cars for transportation of fuel.  These tanker cars are designed to 
withstand the impacts of derailments.  Should a derailment occur, Baffinland’s response will be as follows:  

• Access site derailment site by helicopter and snow cat to provide first aid and evacuate to injured 
personnel;  

• Insure that no personnel is in imminent danger; evacuate operators if need be;  
• Inspect derailed cars for damage and seal leakage if possible;  
• Repair damage to the rail line; and 
• Organize recovery operation of derailed cars/locomotives as weather permits.  

A railway emergency response plan is presented in Volume 10, Appendix 10D-9.2. 

7.2 DIESEL SPILL  

Many reviewers have expressed concerns about the effects of a major fuel spill along the shipping lane.  
Baffinland has committed to be self-sufficient in terms of response to environmental emergencies and 
search and rescue operations to provide adequate resources to implement and maintain the Emergency 
Response and Spill Contingency Plan, including human, material and financial resources.  In addition, 
Baffinland will implement annual training programs for emergency responders to ensure that emergency 
response and spill contingency procedures are effective and up to date).  External organization such as 
Transport Canada, the Canadian Coast Guard, representatives of the Government of Nunavut and of North 
Baffin Island communities. Draft versions of the Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan and the 
Oil Pollution Emergency Plans for Steensby Port and Milne Port are presented in Volume 3, Appendix 3B, 
Attachment 5. 

Large diesel fuel spills in Steensby Inlet (Volume 9, Appendix 9B), Milne Inlet (Volume 9, Appendix 9A) and 
along the shipping lane (Volume 9, Appendix 9C) were modeled in order to determine the size and direction 
of a potential diesel slick assess the potential impacts of such events.  Baffinland commissioned a study by 
Coastal & Ocean Resources Inc. on the Coastal Sensitivity of Proposed Port and Shipping Routes for the 
Mary River Project.  This study is presented in Appendix 9C and it considers the potential for open water 
diesel spill associated with fuel shipment to the Project.  The assessment examines potential environmental 
sensitivity associated with the Project shipping routes. 

As discussed in Volume 9, Section 3.8.2, Arctic diesel fuel and Jet-A fuel will be delivered to Milne Port in 
10-20 ML tankers, while aviation fuel, Arctic diesel and marine diesel will be delivered to Steensby Port in 
20 to 50 ML tankers during the open-water season.  For reasons explained in Volume 9, Section 3.8.8, a 
credible volume for a spill is approximately 5 ML (10 % of the cargo). 

The results of the two spill scenarios that were modeled to assess potential extent of spill impacts at 
Milne Port and Steensby Port (Volume 9, Appendix 9A and Appendix 9B) can be used to infer outcome of 
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potential spill scenarios along the shipping lane.  The Steensby and Milne spill scenarios were modeled in 
OilMap, a widely used spill-modeling program.  These models assumed spill volumes and release 
periods, previously measured wind conditions for open-water periods and predicted tidal currents to 
predict possible fuel spill trajectories. 

Evaporation of the spill, dispersal of fuel into the water column and stranding of fuel along shorelines are 
the primary processes that dissipate the spill.  A diesel slick is tracked as part of the modeling process.  
Plots of individual model runs provide a spatial picture on the extent of the spill at any one time. 

The spill is modeled over a wide variety of measured wind conditions to build a stochastic picture of spill 
probability around the site.  The spill probability envelopes indicate the potential of spills to reach a certain 
point. 

The modeling results are developed for a specific site and rely on appropriate wind data and tidal current 
data for that site.  Thus the predictions and results are specific to a site (wind conditions, currents).  In 
terms of the Project shipping lane, the most challenging bathymetry and currents are on the eastern end 
and western end of the Hudson Strait. 

However, there are some aspects of the spill scenario that can be applied to other locations.  Diesel is a 
relatively volatile fuel and weathering is relatively rapid (refer to discussion in Volume 9, Section 3.8.3).  
The overall extent of a spill in open water is limited by nearby shoreline and the drift from the spill site.  
The above assumptions can thus be used to develop a generic worst-case spill description based on site-
specific modeling. 

7.2.1 Worst Case Spill Scenario 

The northern shipping route is 570 km in length and the southern route is 1,610 km.  A worst-case spill of 
5 ML is assumed for evaluating impact scenarios.  Spill trajectory analyses suggests that a 15 km swath 
to each side of the proposed shipping route is likely to contain a significant proportion of the spill 
trajectories so a 30-km wide corridor aligned with the proposed shipping routes is used to assess 
resources at risk within this area of concern.  

7.2.2 Diesel Spill Along the Northern Shipping Route 

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

Concentrations of narwhal occur in Milne Inlet during the summer open-water season (estimates of up to 
one-third of the total narwhal population).  Although the sensitivity of narwhal to spills is unknown, the 
large aggregation of animals in a small area could result in a significant exposure to a worst-case, open-
water diesel spill. 

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

The southern shipping route enters eastern Hudson Strait, passes close to the community of Cape Dorset 
and turns northward in Foxe Basin, passing 15 km offshore from Prince Charles Island and into Steensby 
Inlet, where the fuel terminal is located.  There are approximately 900 km of shoreline within the area of 
concern, of which 500 km (56 %) is located in the Steensby Inlet area.  Much of the proposed southern 
route passes well offshore from Foxe Basin shorelines. 

Significant bird colonies and bird usage occurs along the shorelines of Foxe Basin and Hudson Strait and 
the area includes 13 designated Important Bird Areas.  Although these areas are generally more than 15 
km from the proposed shipping route, birds do forage offshore to considerable distance and may be 
vulnerable to open-water spills. 

Estuarine habitats include salt marsh that is an important feeding habitat of geese and also co-occurs 
with many anadromous Arctic char streams.  Estuaries in Steensby Inlet and northern Foxe Basin are 
within 15 km of the shipping route, so have the potential to be contacted in a worst-case, open-water spill. 

During varying parts of the year marine mammals congregate in various locations along the southern 
shipping route.  Walrus haulouts are an example.  These locations are vulnerable to open water spills.  
Significant exposure may result during a worst-case, open water diesel spill. 

7.2.4 Effects Assessment of a Major Diesel Spill Along the Shipping Lane 

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

• Wind conditions; 
• Wave conditions; and 
• Visibility.   

The response measures investigated are:  

• In-situ burning; 
• Containment and recovery; and 
• Dispersant. 

The study concludes that for the central Davis Strait, the months of June, July, August and September, at 
least one method of response intervention is applicable 100 %, 100 %, 99 % and 95 % of the time 
respectively (on the basis of wind and wave data).  The effectiveness of the recovery methods can drop 
to the low 80 % by November. 

This study confirms that for the Mary River Project, the optimal months for fuel delivery are from June to 
September for the Davis Strait, which translate to the July to September period for the Foxe Basin as the 
ice free condition in that area start a bit later in the year. 
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7.2.5 Possible Significant Effects 

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

A second potential significant effect identified is that of the unlikely potential for a large fuel spill to occur 
along the shipping route.  While unlikely to occur and depending upon location and other factors such as 
weather, a diesel spill by a tanker in the open water could result in a moderate magnitude effect to most 
marine environmental components and a high magnitude effect to seabirds.  A large spill, depending upon 
the location and sensitivity of the area, could have a large extent (Level II or possibly Level III) and effects 
are potentially permanent (Level III duration) and only partially reversible (Level II reversibility). 
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SECTION 8.0 - EFFECTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT ON THE PROJECT 

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

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

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

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

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

Along the Railway, risks associated with the ice-rich permafrost and thaw-sensitive soils could result in 
creep settlement in high embankment sections, thermokarst development along the route or in borrow 
areas, and some general embankment instability.  These risks will generally be mitigated through proper 
design and construction in an effort to protect and maintain the thermal conditions along the road.  
Maintenance may be required at some locations to prevent thermal degradation of the underlying 
foundations.  Areas of cut along the Railway will require over excavation and backfill to ensure thermal 
stability of foundations.  Cut slopes in ice-rich overburden will require a protective thermal barrier.  Another 
risk present is related to the hydrology and high runoff events that may lead to flows beyond the capacity of 
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the hydraulic structures.  This risk is further increased by the spring icing of culverts, further reducing 
capacity and leading to potential overtopping, localized changes to the thermal regime and potential 
washout of embankment sections.  Regular inspections and maintenance programs will be implemented 
throughout operations and these programs will be critical for mitigating many of the risks associated with 
permafrost and hydrology related issues.  

Potential for significant snowdrifts exists in highly exposed and hilly areas such as the Milne Inlet Tote Road, 
access roads and the Railway.  Significant volumes of snow may exceed what was naturally collected by 
the existing terrain on the downwind sides of hills, especially when cut to accommodate a transportation link.  
Detailed snowdrift assessment of designs is recommended where the terrain is higher than the 
transportation corridor within a lateral distance of 75 m.  Inactive mitigation measures include snow fencing, 
terracing and exposed (raised) road surfaces.  Active mitigation measures include the use of snow berms 
and shaping snow banks to minimize snowdrifts.  Changes in snow accumulation will have an indirect effect 
on run-off, slope stability/erosion and permafrost impact and may also require assessment of the change in 
local drift patterns. 

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

Table 1-8.1 provides design measures that may be implemented to protect the project structures from the 
impacts of construction, operations and potential changes to the climate.  In general, conservative 
assumptions are used as the way to address potential effects of climate change. 

Table 1-8.1 Project Design Measures to Account for Climate Change   

Project Structure Design Measures used to Account for Climate Change 

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

Milne Inlet Tote Road - Water 
Crossings  

A 1:100 year storm event was used for design of all water crossings 

Railway - Embankment 
Embankment thickness and over-excavation depths in ice-rich materials 
increased based on a 50 % greater thickness of active layer 

Railway - Water Crossings 
(Bridges) 

Designed culverts and bridges to a higher return period of 1:200 (Dillon, 
2008) 
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Table 1-8.1 Project Design Measures to Account for Climate Change (Cont’d) 

Project Structure Design Measures used to Account for Climate Change 

Railway - Auxiliary Facilities 

Loading and unloading facilities and the workshop will be located on bedrock 
or piles to account for the increased thickness of the active layer.  The 
inspection shed will be unheated and placed on run of quarry rock fill.  
Telecommunication towers will be located on bedrock or piles into bedrock 
where possible; towers installed on thaw sensitive soils will be monitored for 
subsidence during thawing months; further, specific operating instructions will 
dictate how everyone is to act in the case of a tower failure; redundant 
measures will be in place. 

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

Open Pit Mine 
Thermal Barrier on ice-rich overburden slopes should be of adequate thickness 
to account for increase to active layer thickness  

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

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

Building foundations 
Adfreeze pile calculations to account for slightly warmer permafrost and deeper 
active layer.  Thermal barriers and foundation pads thicker. 
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SECTION 9.0 - CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

The Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) defines a cumulative effect as: 

“…the impact on the environment that results from the incremental effects of a development when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” (NIRB, 2009) 

The cumulative effects assessment (CEA) in Volume 9, Section 1 identifies the residual effects of the 
Project, and the potential to interact with the residual effects of other projects or activities that could result in 
a greater effect to a valued component (VC) of the biophysical or socio-economic environments.  The CEA 
consists of three main steps: 

• Determine whether the Project will have a residual effect on identified valued components (VECs and 
VSECs, together referred to as VCs); 

• If a residual effect is likely, assess the potential for the Project’s residual effect to interact with residual 
effects resulting from other projects or activities (past, current, or future); and 

• Determine if the interaction of the residual Project effect, in combination with other project effects, is 
likely to meaningfully influence a VC. 

The assessment of a single project determines if that project is incrementally responsible for adversely 
affecting a VC beyond an acceptable level.  The CEA must make clear to what degree the project under 
review is alone contributing to that total effect.  Interactions are only considered if their assessment would 
influence the decision regarding approval by the regulatory reviewers.  

The temporal boundaries selected for the cumulative effects assessment was 1970 to 2045, a period of 75 
years, based on the approximate date of introduction of industrial development in the area and the life of the 
current Project.  The Nunavut Settlement Area was selected as the spatial boundary for the assessment, 
with provisions to include shipping through Hudson Strait associated with the Raglan Mine.  Study areas 
were selected appropriate to the evaluation of each VC. 

The CEA considered certain and reasonably foreseeable past, present, and future projects.  These are 
defined as follows: 

• Certain: based on currently available information at the time of writing the project or activity exists, will 
proceed, or there is a high probability the action will proceed; and 

• Reasonably foreseeable: based on currently available information at the time of writing, the action may 
proceed, but there is some uncertainty about this conclusion. 

For the assessment, ‘certain’ projects includes past and ongoing projects and activities as evidenced by 
existing disturbance areas and facilities, current land use tenures and activities, and traditional knowledge 
and use. ‘Reasonably foreseeable’ projects are those projects and activities that have entered into a formal 
project approval or permitting process, projects that have not entered a formal process but that have been 
discussed publicly by proponents, and those specified in the Guidelines (NIRB 2009). 
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Several key certain and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities were identified and considered in the 
assessment: 

• Baffinland’s previous exploration and bulk sampling programs; 
• Baffinland’s proposed monitoring programs concurrent with the Project; 
• Raglan Mine at Deception Bay, Nunavik; 
• Meadowbank Mine near Baker Lake, Nunavut; 
• The decommissioned Nanisivik and Polaris Mines; 
• A potential mine associated with the Roche Point Iron Ore Project, south of Hall Beach; 
• The induced expansion of the Mary River Project through development of additional iron ore deposits 

with a credible development scenario of a doubling of the proposed production rate; 
• General shipping through the study area, based on shipping statistics for a nine year period from 2002 

through 2010; 
• The proposed naval facility at Nanisivik; 
• DEW Line Decommissioning; 
• Air Transport; 
• Military Exercises; 
• Traditional land use; 
• Communities; and 
• Climate Change. 

The assessment concludes that the greatest potential for cumulative effects on terrestrial and 
socio-economic VCs was the potential for induced development of additional ore bodies at Mary River.  
Under this scenario, Baffinland assumes that development of additional deposits would practically involve 
an approximate doubling of production output over the temporal scale of the assessment, through the 
development of one or two additional deposits.  It is unlikely that more than this would be developed before 
the end of life of the current Project (and temporal boundary of the cumulative effects assessment), based 
on capital requirements, the required ship fleet, throughput capacity of the port sites, and the market for iron 
ore within the temporal bounds of the assessment. 

The potential for cumulative effects on marine VCs is driven by current shipping by mining projects, 
community sealifts, military and coast guard traffic, all represented by the shipping statistics available, as 
well as previous and reasonably foreseeable mining projects.  Again, the credible expansion scenario for 
Mary River was the largest factor in the assessment.  

No significant cumulative effects were identified in the assessment.  The assessment identified the potential 
need to incorporate additional mitigation measures to maintain effects below acceptable thresholds.   

• Climate change – A cumulative effect on climate change will occur through the release of greenhouse 
gases (GHG), though these emissions will not be significant in the context of global GHG emissions; 

• Air quality – A cumulative effect to air quality will occur within the Project’s local study area as a result of 
Baffinland’s credible expansion scenario.  It is expected that the cumulative effect will not be significant, 
with the application of additional mitigation measures, if necessary; 

• Noise – A cumulative effect will occur in the vicinity of the Project due to the expansion scenario, but this 
effect will not be significant; 

• Vegetation – Cumulative effects are likely to occur to vegetation within the terrestrial RSA as a result of 
the expansion scenario and possibly additional exploration, but this effect will not be significant; 
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• Caribou – An incremental amount of habitat will be lost within the North Baffin caribou range due to the 
expansion scenario and ongoing exploration and aircraft disturbance, but cumulative effects to caribou 
movement and mortality are not expected.  The predicted cumulative effect to caribou is not significant; 

• Migratory birds – An incremental amount of habitat loss within the terrestrial RSA is predicted to be not 
significant; 

• Freshwater quantity and quality – Incremental increases in water withdrawals from water supply lakes, 
and additional runoff into the Mary River from new mining areas within the freshwater LSAs will not be 
significant; 

• Freshwater fish – Potential additional effects to fish and fish habitat, from habitat loss or water quality 
changes, are predicted to be not significant; 

• Sea ice – Additional disruption of fast ice is likely to occur within Steensby Inlet; based on an assumed 
doubling of ice breaking associated with the credible expansion scenario for the Project and a 
conservative estimate for how much fast ice will be disturbed with each ship passage, the cumulative 
disruption effect approaches the selected threshold of disturbance based on ringed seal habitat.  It is 
expected that based on the conservatism in the estimate, and with additional efforts to restrict the 
amount of fast ice disturbed, that this effect will be not significant; 

• Marine water and sediment quality – Increased production will result in ballast water discharges at the 
port sites twice as frequently, and increased dust emissions.  Increased frequency of ballast water 
discharge could result in water quality changes that may in turn affect the composition of local benthic 
biota.  Increased dust could similarly increase the magnitude of water quality effects.  Additional 
modelling of ballast water dispersion and ore dust deposition would need to be undertaken to confirm 
whether effects are significant, but it is expected that with additional mitigation (for example, ballast 
water treatment; or additional dust emission controls) that these effects could be satisfactorily mitigated 
to within acceptable limits, with no significant cumulative effect.  Monitoring as part of the Project will 
allow for more accurate predictions in a future environmental assessment, if a project expansion 
occurred; 

• Marine biota - Under the credible scenario of a doubling of production at Mary River, changes to 
infrastructure at Steensby Port will be required. However no cumulative effects to marine coastal habitat 
are expected; and 

• Marine mammals VECs - For purposes of this assessment, the credible development scenario of a 
doubling of production at Mary River is assumed to result in an approximate doubling in shipping 
frequency; this would likely increase the potential for synergistic cumulative effects because the 
frequency of ore carrier transits will be approximately doubled along the shipping routes, thereby 
increasing the likelihood that more than one ore carrier may transit a given area at the same time.  
Synergistic disturbance and masking effects from icebreaking ore carriers are most likely to act on 
belugas, narwhals, and bowhead whales in Hudson Strait during the ice-covered season. During the 
open-water period, cetaceans, particularly narwhals in Eclipse Sound and Milne Inlet, may also 
experience synergistic disturbance and masking effects.  However, the modelling of the noise from 
passing ore carriers indicated no additional effects.  Should a decision be made to seek approval to 
proceed with the development of additional Mary River ore deposits, an environmental assessment 
would be required.  The certainty level in cumulative effects predictions at that time will be increased by 
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the results of the marine mammal monitoring program proposed for shipping activities associated with 
the current Project. 

With respect to Communities, the following Valued Components and Key Indicators were considered in the 
cumulative effects assessment: 

• Population demographics (demographic stability) – the Roche Bay Project and Nanisivik Naval facility, if 
the either proceeds, will have overlapping employment and the possibility to induce in- or out-migration.  
The cumulative effect, however, is predicted to be not significant; 

• Human health and well-being (substance abuse; and community and social stability) – cumulative 
effects are possible with the same two projects above, but are not predicted to be significant; and 

• Community infrastructure and public service (competition for skilled workers)  - given that the Project 
demand for labour may exceed supply, any additional projects are unlikely to have a cumulative effect 
on this VSEC.  

For the purpose of this cumulative effects assessment only negative residual effects were addressed, 
though it should be noted that most of the residual socio-economic effects determined for the Project will be 
positive effects.  In considering the cumulative effects that may arise through interactions with other projects 
and other reasonably foreseeable projects, none of the positive residual effects are expected to become 
adverse through any reasonably foreseeable interaction, and therefore, these positive residual effects are 
not considered further. 

Additionally, an expansion scenario at Mary River combined with other land uses may have cumulative 
effects on cultural resources (archaeological sites).  However, Baffinland has well established procedures 
for managing cultural resources and therefore an expansion of the Project is unlikely to cause cumulative 
effects since surveys will be conducted and any sites properly mitigated.  The activities of other land users 
could contribute to a cumulative effect that can be managed through effective enforcement through land use 
permits. 

Although cumulative effects have been identified as a possibility for several VCs, particularly caribou and 
marine mammals, no significant cumulative effects are anticipated to result from the Project.  With the 
exception of marine mammals, most potential cumulative effects identified were the result of potential 
interactions with projects that may be induced by the Mary River Project (development of Deposits No. 2 to 
9 and the Separation Lake hydroelectric project).  As noted, if a decision is made to move forward with 
these projects (contingent on the Mary River Project proceeding), another environmental assessment will be 
conducted, including a detailed assessment of the potential effects of these activities in conjunction with 
effects of the Mary River Project; the potential cumulative effects would be reviewed by the appropriate 
regulatory agencies and any potential significant cumulative effects would be identified and avoided. 
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SECTION 10.0 - TRANSBOUNDARY EFFECTS 

10.1 DEFINITION AND APPROACH 

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

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

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

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

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

10.2 SHIPPING 

There are three types of events that could cause transboundary effects resulting from the Project’s shipping 
activity: 

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

10.2.1 Large Fuel Spill Along the Shipping Lane 

Large diesel spill scenarios along the shipping lanes were modeled to predict the trajectory of a diesel spill 
and the coast line that could be impacted by such a spill.  The purpose of this modeling was for estimating 
the marine and coastal areas potentially affected by such an event and the initial weathering fate of the 
diesel fuel.  In most cases, the modeling indicates that the worst case diesel spill of 5 ML is likely to have a 
relatively short duration, in the order of days to weeks.  In addition, it is likely that a swath of 15 km on either 
side of the shipping lane is likely to contain to contain 98 % of the possible trajectories for an open-water 
diesel spill (Volume 9, Appendix 9C).  Given the distance of the shipping lane from other jurisdictions, it is 
unlikely that such a spill would reach into other Canadian jurisdictions.  
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10.2.2 Marine Mammals 

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

10.2.3 Introduction of Invasive Species 

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

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

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

10.3 AIR EMISSIONS 

The assessment of effects on air quality is presented in Volume 5 of the EIS.  The air dispersion modeling 
carried out as part of the impact assessment shows that residual effects will not extend beyond 3 km from 
the Project site.  As a result and given the location of the Project no transboundary air quality effects are 
possible.  

In addition to local air quality, the Project will emit greenhouse gases (GHG) into the atmosphere as diesel 
generators are the only current viable and available source of energy, which is required to operate the mine 
and support facilities.  GHG emissions contribute to global warming, which is an issue of global concern that 
crosses all borders and affects all jurisdictions, particularly circumpolar countries.  Baffinland acknowledges 
that GHG emissions are a broad scale transboundary issue for which there is presently no viable alternative 
in Nunavut. 

At the Project level Baffinland will report annually on performance indicators, including energy use and 
GHG emissions management.  The report will help to show Nunavummiut and other Canadians what the 
Company’s current performance is and how it can be improved.  Baffinland will also explore ways of 
conserving energy as the Project moves through development and will adapt accordingly. 

http://www.tc.gc.ca/acts-regulations/acts/2001c26/menu.htm
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/SOR-2007-86/
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/SOR-2007-86/


  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  February 2012 
 

Volume 1 - Main Document  112 of 167 

SECTION 11.0 - ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

11.1 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH, SAFETY MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

Baffinland is committed to the principles of Sustainability, to the protection of the health and safety of 
employees, to the protection of the environment and its biodiversity, and, on-going community involvement 
and participation in the Mary River Project.  The Company embraces the principle of Social Responsibility 
as outlined by the emerging voluntary International Standard, ISO 26000:2010, Guidance for Social 
Responsibility.  

11.1.1 Code of Business Conduct and Ethics 

Baffinland has created a Code of Business Conduct and Ethics (the Code) to outline principles to which the 
company’s employees, officers, and directors are expected to adhere in the conduct of Baffinland’s 
business.  This Code sets forth principles regarding individual and peer responsibilities, as well as 
responsibilities to other employees, the public, and other stakeholders. 

The purpose of this Code is to promote: 

• Honest and ethical conduct, integrity and deter wrongdoing; 
• Compliance with applicable laws and regulations; 
• Reporting of any illegal or unethical behaviour; and  
• Accurate and timely disclosure. 

Employees are expected to abide by this Code as well as any other applicable Baffinland policies and 
guidelines.  Any violations of this Code or any other policies established by the company from time to time 
could result in disciplinary action, up to and including termination of employment. 

The company’s Corporate Governance Committee is responsible for monitoring compliance with the Code.  
The Governance Committee periodically assesses the Code’s adequacy and recommends any changes to 
the company’s Board of Directors.  The Code is posted on Baffinland’s website. 

11.1.2 Environmental, Health and Safety Committee Charter 

The EHS Committee of the Board of Directors of Baffinland acknowledges and accepts responsibilities 
placed on directors of corporations with respect to complying with legislation and regulations aimed to 
protect the environment and the health and safety of its employees, which are contained in laws, 
regulations, and policies of Nunavut Territory, and Canada. 

The general mandate of the EHS Committee is to oversee the development and implementation of policies 
and management systems of the company relating to environmental, health and safety issues to ensure 
compliance with applicable laws and BMPs.  This EHS Charter is posted on Baffinland’s website. 

11.2 ENVIRONMENTAL, HEALTH AND SAFETY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Volume 10 outlines Baffinland’s EHS Management System, which is a framework that describes the 
requirements to develop and to maintain the elements of a management system in a manner relevant to: 

• The Principle of Sustainability; 
• The practical application of the Precautionary Principle in the decision making process; 
• The legal and regulatory requirements;  
• The health and safety risks associated with the Mary River Project; 
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 The Project’s environmental impacts; and 
 On-going Stakeholder engagement. 

The EHS Framework is attached in Volume 10, Appendix 10A-1. 

Baffinland’s EHS Management System provides a framework for the practical implementation of the above 
principles.  The EHS Management System is consistent with the world class Occupational Health and 
Safety Management System (OHSAS) 18001, dated 2007; the International Standards Organization 
ISO 14001:2004 (Environmental) Management System Standards and, the emerging ISO Standard 
26000:2010 related to Guidance for Social Responsibility. 

The EHS Management System defines the sequence of policy, planning, implementation and operation, 
checking and corrective actions, and, management review process that must be in place to ensure that the 
Mary River Project is executed in an environmentally and socially acceptable manner and in a spirit of 
continuous improvement.  This management process is illustrated in Figure 1-11.1. 

11.2.1 Environmental Aspect Management 

Baffinland identifies Health and Safety Risks/Hazards and Environmental Aspects/Impacts on a regular 
basis.  Baffinland prepares, maintains and updates operational controls of its activities, products or services 
that it can control, and over which it can be expected to have an influence.  The Company Standard 
document for carrying out Hazard/Risk and Aspect/Impact assessments (SD-STD-002) is attached as 
Volume 10, Appendix 10A-2. 

The protection of biodiversity is embedded in those operational controls.  Baffinland can then determine 
those aspects that have or can have significant impacts on the environment.  The Company needs to 
ensure that the aspects related to these significant impacts are considered in setting environmental 
objectives and targets. 
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Figure 1-11.1 EHS Management System 

 

http://torcwebp01/ehscorp/uploads/OHSAS180012007.pdf
http://torcwebp01/ehscorp/uploads/OHSAS180012007.pdf
http://www.ccohs.ca/legislation/documents/stds/csa/cemss04e.htm
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11.2.2 Continuous Improvement and Adaptive Management 

Baffinland’s EHS system defines the sequence of “Policy – Planning – Implementation and Operation – 
Checking and Corrective Actions – Management Review Process” that must be in place to ensure that 
the Mary River Project is executed in an environmentally and socially acceptable manner and in a spirit of 
continuous improvement and employs adaptive management principles. 

The EHS system and its associated management plans are Life of Project Management Plans.  They 
apply from the onset of the exploration phase, through pre-development activities, construction, operation 
and closure phases of the Project.  The application of the continuous improvement principle, also known 
as adaptive management (Policy – Planning - Checking and Corrective Actions – Management Review 
Process) ensures that the various environmental management plans are appropriate for the level of 
activities on site at all times.  Adaptive management is the application of mitigation measures when 
management review processes identifies potential adverse direct effects caused by the project. 

11.2.3 Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) 

Environmental and Social Impact Assessment is an important tool for ensuring that environmental protection 
is integrated into project planning and decision-making and that relevant environmental and social interfaces 
are considered.  The ESIA process provides a structured approach to considering the environmental, 
economic, and social consequences of options and alternatives.  The ESIA is applied to all stages of the 
Mary River Project life cycle and takes into consideration the principles of: 

• Sustainability; 
• Precautionary Principle; 
• Stakeholders Involvement; 
• Incorporation of Traditional Knowledge; 
• Biodiversity; and 
• Climate Change. 

The impact assessments in Volumes 4 through 8 predict and assess the magnitude of potential Project-
related impacts and identify the specific mitigation measures that are required to reduce those impacts to 
acceptable levels.  Volume 9 incorporates assessments on cumulative and trans-boundary effects. 

11.2.4 Inuit Knowledge 

Baffinland recognizes the importance of traditional Inuit Knowledge, or Inuit Qaujimaningit (IQ), and that it is 
an “indispensable element both as baseline information and as an Inuit lens through which impact analyses 
can be better understood and can also result in a more active and meaningful community engagement” 
(NIRB, 2009).  Baffinland will continue to consult the IQ database it has generated as part of its overall 
baseline database and is committed to incorporate into its Environmental Mitigation and Management Plans 
(EMMP) IQ to which it has access.  As an example, a harvest study is currently in the planning stages, and 
may be carried out in conjunction with the Qikiqtani Inuit Association.  This harvest study will monitor caribou 
and marine mammal harvests in relation to the Project.  The details of the study remain a work in progress.  

Baffinland will continue the practice of retaining an “Elder-in-residence” or ombudsman on-site to advice and 
counsel on IQ issues.  This individual will also be involved in the Management Reviews of the various plans 
(refer to Volume 4, Section 11.3).  The Company’s Stakeholder Engagement Plan and Human Resources 
Plan outline other strategies by which the objective of integrating IQ in EHS management practices will be 
achieved. 
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11.3 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Avoidance of negative impacts is a cornerstone of the principles of sustainability, the precautionary principle, 
community involvement, and protection of biodiversity.  The establishment of Environmental Design 
Guidelines (EDG) at an early stage in the project life cycle enabled Baffinland to avoid many potentially 
adverse impacts on the VECs and VSECs identified and discussed in Volumes 4 through 8 of the EIS. 

The EDG presented in Volume 10 are central to environmental protection practices such as siting of the 
facilities, the establishment of setbacks from ecologically sensitive areas, design guidelines adapted to the 
climatic extremes of the area, and energy efficiency.  Energy use is linked to climate change due to 
GHG emissions. 

11.4 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PLAN (EPP) 

The EPP provides activity specific, plainly written, environmental protection procedures to help ensure a 
high level of environmental protection throughout the life of the Project.  The EPP summarizes the routine 
mitigative actions and monitoring that are specified in the various EMMP.  It is the objective of Baffinland to 
apply appropriate and effective management practices to advance environmental management to all facets 
of its operations related to the Project.  Officers, management, employees and contractors of Baffinland are 
all responsible for the incorporation of environmental protection measures into their work responsibilities.  
This is largely accomplished by means of appropriate distribution and communication of the EPP at the 
Project Site. 

11.5 HAZARD IDENTIFICATION AND RISK MANAGEMENT 

Knowledge of hazards and the evaluation of associated risks are necessary requirements for establishing 
health, safety and environmental objectives and targets, and for setting priorities to control the identified 
risks to employees and others on an ongoing basis.  Baffinland’s Risk Assessment (Standard SD-STD-002) 
methodology is an integral part of the EHS Management Framework (Volume 10, Appendix 10A).  The 
Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment procedure can best be illustrated as a cycle: 
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The results of hazard identification and risk assessment are the basis for establishing and documenting: 

• Environmental, health and safety objectives; 
• Environmental, health and safety performance targets; and 
• Actions to achieve the established objectives and targets.   

Each hazard classified as representing a priority risk requires an action plan with recommendations to 
control the risk.  Recommendations include consideration for: 

• Operational controls; 
• Training and awareness; and 
• Performance measurement and monitoring. 

The action plan and recommendations are forwarded to the area management responsible for the follow-up.  
In all cases, the action plan and recommendations are communicated to the interested and affected 
employees (and others as required).  Typically, the recommendations are implemented in consultation with 
interested and affected employees (and others as required). 

The Emergency and Spill Response Plan, Oil Pollution Emergency Plans for both the Milne Port and the 
Steensby Port (OPEP), the Explosives Management Plan and the Hazardous Material Management Plans 
are founded on the risk assessment analysis.  

11.5.1 Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan 

Accidents and malfunctions, emergencies and unforeseen events that could result in an accident or incident 
causing injuries, illnesses or environmental impacts, or that could cause health and safety risks or 
environmental impacts, need to be considered within the EHS Management System. 

Baffinland maintains operational controls to identify the potential for and responses to accidents, incidents 
and emergency situations, and to prevent and mitigate the likely injury, illness and adverse environmental 
impacts that may be associated with such accidents or incidents. 

Due to the remoteness of the Project site and the lack of infrastructure, Baffinland has committed to be self-
sufficient in terms of emergency response capabilities. 

Baffinland’s Emergency Response Plan is adapted to the level of activities taking place at the Mary River 
site.  An overview of the Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan for the 2012 work plan is 
presented in Volume 10 while the detailed plan is presented in Volume 3, Appendix 3B, Attachment 5. 

11.5.2 Oil Pollution Emergency Plans (OPEP) 

The OPEPs address potential spills scenarios associated with refuelling of tank farms and ship to shore 
transfer of fuel.  OPEP are requirements of the Canada Shipping Act and the associated Oil Handling 
Facility Regulations.  OPEPs must be reviewed and approved by Transport Canada on an annual basis.  An 
overview of the OPEPs for the 2012 work plan is presented in Volume 10 while the draft OPEP for the 2012 
work plan are presented in Volume 3, Appendix 3B, Attachment 5. 

11.5.3 Explosives Management Plan 

The storage and use of explosives is strictly regulated.  An overview of this management plan is plan is 
presented in Volume 10 while the draft OPEP for the 2012 work plan are presented in Volume 3, 
Appendix 3B, Attachment 8. 
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11.5.4 Hazardous Material Management Plan 

A variety of petroleum products and other hazardous materials are used as part of ongoing site activities.  
Large quantities of petroleum products (Arctic diesel, marine diesel and Jet A aviation fuel) are stored on 
site at designated locations.  Explosives are also stored on site, as are other hazardous materials, though 
in smaller quantities.  Nonetheless, all these products are considered as potential environmental and 
safety hazards.  Transportation, handling and storage methods and procedures of these materials are 
subjected to the Hazard/Aspect Identification and Risk Assessment.  Baffinland prepared a Hazardous 
Material Management Plan on the basis of MSDS instruction for each of these hazardous substances.  
An overview of this management plan is presented Volume 10 while the detailed plan is presented in 
Volume 3, Appendix 3B, Attachment 5 (supporting document for the Type A Water License Application). 

11.6 ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION AND MONITORING PLAN 

The EMMP take over where the Impact Assessment and the EDG leave off.  The EMMPs: 

• Define the processes by which the mitigation measures will be implemented; 
• Define the monitoring systems that will be put into place in order to assess and document the adequacy 

of each mitigating action in reducing impacts to insignificant levels; 
• Define the roles and responsibilities of individuals responsible for implementation and follow up; 
• Identify Indicators and thresholds for performance evaluation and to trigger corrective actions; 
• Define the reporting and documentation requirements; and 
• Establish the management review requirements and the process of continuous improvement. 

The purpose of the EMMPs is to ensure that the proposed mitigation are implemented and monitored.  
Corrective actions can be rapidly implemented should the mitigation measures proved ineffective and / or 
adverse residual effects to the specific VECs are detected.  Table 1-11.1 presents a list of EMMPs 
developed for the Mary River Project and their respective targeted VECs. 

The EHS Management System also specifies the reporting and documentation requirements for all EMMPs, 
auditing, and the process of management review and adaptive changes.  An overview of the various 
EMMPs is presented in Volume 10.  The specific EMMPs are presented in Volume 3, Appendix 3B, 
Attachment 5 and in Volume 10, Appendix 10D-1 to 10D-11. 

11.6.1 Environmental Management Plan 

Each of the EMMP contains monitoring and reporting requirements.  The purpose of the Environmental 
Monitoring Plan is to regroup the monitoring requirements of each EMMP into a comprehensive document.  
The EMP outlines the measures to be employed for monitoring and reporting aspects of the atmospheric, 
terrestrial, freshwater and marine environments adopted by Baffinland for the Mary River Project. 

This comprehensive EMP was prepared in response to requests from various stakeholders during the 
DEIS review process.  An overview of the EMP is presented in Volume 10 while the detailed EMP is 
presented in Volume 3, Appendix 3B, Attachment 5. 
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Table 1-11.1 Environmental Mitigation and Monitoring Plans and Targeted VECs 

Environmental Monitoring 
and Mitigation Plan Document Appendix Targeted VECs 

Air Quality and Noise 
Abatement Management 
Plan  

SD-EMMP-001 
 

Volume 10, 
Appendix 10D-1 Terrestrial Wildlife, Birds and Marine Mammals 

Surface Water, Aquatic 
Ecosystems, Fish and Fish 
Habitat Management Plan 

SD-EMMP-002 
 

Volume 3, 
Appendix 3B,  
Attachment 5 

Water quantity Water quality, Aquatic Ecosystem,  
Vegetation, Terrestrial Wildlife, Fish and Fish 
Habitat 

Wastewater Management 
Plan 

SD-EMMP-003 
 

Volume 3, 
Appendix 3B,  
Attachment 5 

Water quality, Fish and Fish Habitat 

Waste Management Plan 
SD-EMMP-004 

 

Volume 3, 
Appendix 3B,  
Attachment 5 

Land use, Water quality, Aquatic Ecosystem, Fish 
and Fish Habitat, Air quality, and Birds 

Waste Rock Management 
Plan 

SD-EMMP-005 
 

Volume 3, 
Appendix 3B,  
Attachment 5 

Landform, Water quality, Aquatic Ecosystem, Fish 
and Fish Habitat, Vegetation 

Borrow Pits and Quarry 
Management Plan 

SD-EMMP-006 
 

Volume 3, 
Appendix 3B,  
Attachment 6 

Noise, Air quality, Water quality, Aquatic 
Ecosystem, Fish and Fish Habitat, Vegetation and 
Terrestrial Wildlife 

No Net Loss  Plan 
Management Plan 
 

SD-EMMP-007 
 

Volume 10, 
Appendix 10D-7 

Water quality, Aquatic Ecosystem, Fish and Fish 
Habitat 

Roads Management Plan 
SD-EMMP-008 

 
Volume 10, 

Appendix 10D-8 

Cultural Heritage, Water quality, Aquatic 
Ecosystem, Fish and Fish Habitat, Terrestrial 
Wildlife 

Railway Management Plan 
SD-EMMP-009 

 
Volume 10, 

Appendix 10D-9 
Water quality, Aquatic Ecosystem, Fish and Fish 
Habitat, Terrestrial Wildlife 

Shipping and Marine 
Mammals Management 
Plan 

SD-EMMP-010 
 

Volume 10,l 
Appendix 10D-10 

Marine environment VECs, targeting Marine 
Mammals 

Terrestrial Environment 
Management Plan 

SD-EMMP-011 
 

Volume 10, 
Appendix 10D-11 Vegetation, Birds and Terrestrial Wildlife 

 

11.7 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK (EEMF) 

This EEMF is a component of the Baffinland’s EHS Management System).  Baffinland’s approach to 
environmental management is to seek continuous improvement in performance with documentation 
comprising a series of Environmental Mitigation and Environmental Monitoring Plans (EMMPs) focused 
on valued ecosystem components (VEC).  An overview of the EEMP is presented in Volume 10. 

A good EEMP design addresses public concerns, regulatory requirements, and scientific issues.  The 
goals and objectives of the respective monitoring programs will be clearly stated to ensure the results are 
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scientifically defensible and relevant.  The goals relate to the specific purpose of the respective 
monitoring components of the EEMP and the objectives will address the need to confirm predictions and 
to confirm the effectiveness of mitigation measures.  Most importantly, the role of the various monitoring 
programs as early warning indicators will help to identify exceedances or unanticipated effects and trigger 
additional monitoring studies or the implementation of mitigation measures. 

It is the intention of Baffinland to establish cooperative environmental arrangements between the 
company, the QIA (Qikiqtani Inuit Association) and the Inuit of Northern Baffin Island to protect both the 
environment as well as the traditional relationship of the Inuit peoples with the natural environment.  
Review agencies will also be consulted (Environment Canada, Government of Nunavut DoE, DFO, others 
as required).  The objectives of these arrangements are to:  

• Develop a comprehensive and integrated environmental monitoring program, Incorporate an 
ecosystem-based approach for monitoring and management of Project-related environmental effects;  

• Include the meaningful participation Inuit in all aspects of the environmental monitoring program in all 
phases of the development, including the decommissioning and reclamation;  

• Integrate traditional knowledge into the development and implementation of the environmental 
monitoring programs;  

• Coordinate all aspects of the environmental monitoring program; and  

• Report in an effective and timely manner on the environmental monitoring program and its results in 
ways that are meaningful to Inuit people. 

There are specific purposes for conducting an EEM program.  These are:  

• To assist in the identification of target indicators, threshold, and, linkages for monitoring;  
• To provide baseline data so that project activities can be scheduled or planned to avoid or reduce Project 

adverse effects interactions; 
• To evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation;  
• To identify unforeseen environmental effects;  
• To provide an early warning of undesirable change in the environment; 
• To improve the understanding of cause-and-effect relationships; and 
• To verify/validate effects predictions. 

There are three categories of study which flow from these purposes: 

1. Research – background studies intended to establish need for, or parameters of, an EEM program.  
Research studies could address issues such as natural variability of a measured parameter or 
monitoring target, or examine the nature, extent or duration of a potential Project – Valued 
Ecosystem Component (VEC) interaction.  Research studies address Purpose #1 for EEM. 

2. Surveillance – programs to produce information about the pattern of occurrence of target 
indicators/monitoring targets.  Studies, for example to establish travel patterns of migratory animals 
through the Project area would address Purpose # 2 for EEM. 

3. Monitoring – programs to address and quantify cause and affect linkages between Project activities 
and components of the receiving environment.  The full rigor of design criteria would apply to this 
type of monitoring program, which would address one or more of Purposes #3 through #7. 
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Research monitoring is conducted primarily to determine the need for further monitoring and if a program 
is deemed necessary, to identify target indicators and linkages.  Research is usually only done once (at 
the beginning).  Upon the determination that an EEM program is necessary, either a surveillance program 
or an EEM program is initiated.   

The surveillance program is usually short term and is typically designed to identify potential mitigation 
measures to avoid adverse Project interactions.  A surveillance program can also serve to identify a 
change in conditions which could trigger an EEMP.  A full scale EEMP program is typically long term and 
is usually multifaceted.   

In developing the EEM program, Baffinland has sought to ensure that relevant issues have been addressed, 
while avoiding the tendency to carry out a broad spectrum of poorly focused efforts.  In order to accomplish 
this, emphasis has been focused on the issue of Project-induced change and addressing the challenge of 
establishing cause-and-effect relationships between the Project and the identified monitoring target.   

Monitoring which simply records change is not Effects Monitoring.  EEM must be relevant to the Project and 
to the possible effects which the Project will have on the environment; EEM must be capable of establishing 
a relationship between any observed change in the environment and some feature of the Project.  The set 
of criteria to be applied in considering candidate monitoring studies include:   

• A credible Cause and Effect relationship can be postulated/established; 
• The identified Effect has the potential to be negative; 
• The effect is considered Significant; 
• The likelihood is High or Moderate;  
• The timing of interaction between the Project and the VEC will be sustained; 
• A credible, Unplanned Event could result in a significant negative effect; and 
• The level of Confidence in the predicted Effect is low. 

For the design of the EEMP, Baffinland’s approach is to draw on the understanding of ecosystem 
interconnections and pathways in developing individual monitoring studies.  The result is a pattern of 
individual monitoring programs, each of which satisfies the selection criteria and the design requirements for 
EEMP, and which, in total provide a comprehensive monitoring network.  Through examination of the 
measured changes in the selected indicators, conclusions will be drawn with respect to impacts on the 
ecosystem as a whole.       

In EEMP it will be necessary to establish protocols for evaluating data to determine if there is a need to 
modify monitoring plans or develop and implement corrective action as per the procedure illustrated in 
Volume 10, Figure 10-7.1.  Thus, thresholds will need to be established for each monitoring program in 
one of a number of possible ways: 

• Exceedance of background or baseline data by a prescribed percentage; 
• Exceedance of an established “no observable effects concentration”; 
• Exceedance of “meaningful change” threshold criteria; 
• Exceedance by an amount which is “statistically significant”; and 
• Observance of levels which are known to cause an environmental effect. 

For each monitoring program, appropriate thresholds will be established for the parameters and 
environmental effects being monitored.  When thresholds are exceeded, the appropriate staff and 
management within Baffinland will be notified.  As well, the appropriate regulatory agencies and 
Monitoring Partnerships will be notified and consulted.  The cause of the exceedance and its nature will 
be investigated.  An action plan will be developed and appropriate mitigation measures will be 
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implemented.  As per Baffinland’s EHS Management System requirement, the EEMP will be reviewed 
and, if necessary modified to ensure that it continues to be appropriate. 

11.8 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS MONITORING (MMER) 

The MMER stipulates a number of conditions under which a mine may release effluent into the 
environment.  These conditions include monitoring:  

• Effluent for pH and deleterious substances;  
• Acute lethality testing;  
• Daphnia magna monitoring tests; and 
• Environmental effects monitoring (EEM) studies.   

The EEM studies are specified in Schedule 5 of the MMER Regulations and are designed to monitor the 
potential effects of effluent on the receiving environment, i.e., on fish populations, on fish tissue and on 
the benthic invertebrates community. 

11.9 HEALTH AND SAFETY MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Health and Safety Management Plan aims at protecting the safety and health of its employees and 
contractors, and the communities in which Baffinland operates.  The Company’s vision is to achieve: 

• An accident/incident free culture; and 
• A sustainable and competitive business advantage through leadership and excellence in environmental, 

health and safety.  

Baffinland is focused on everyone’s safety each and every day.  Business success will not be possible 
without a safe workplace and safe workers.  Implementing the processes and systems for safety excellence 
and integrating them into everyday activities, develop safe behaviour and ensure a safe place for its 
employees are Baffinland objectives. 

The Health & Safety Management Plan adapted to the 2012 work plan is presented in Volume 3, Appendix 
3B, Attachment 5. 

11.10 SOCIO-ECONOMIC MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Socio-Economic Management Plans (SEMP) is an integral part of Baffinland EHS Management 
System.  Three management plans have been developed.  An overview of these socio-economic 
management plans is presented in Volume 10.   

11.10.1 Stakeholder Engagement Plan  

The Project will affect primarily the five closest North Baffin communities of Arctic Bay, Clyde River, Hall 
Beach, Igloolik and Pond Inlet; Iqaluit, the territorial capital of Nunavut and the commercial gateway to Baffin 
Island will experience increased activity.  The shipping zone of influence is relevant to Cape Dorset and 
Kimmirut.  These communities comprise the Project’s social zone of influence and were selected based on 
existing and historical socio-economic and/or ecosystemic ties to the Project area and in some cases their 
geographic proximity to the Project. 

The SEP (Volume 10, Appendix 10F-1) is a core principle of the ISO Standard 26000:2010 related to 
Guidance for Social responsibility.  This SEP establishes the approach, strategy and means by which 
Baffinland will communicate with the Project stakeholders.  It draws on the knowledge gained from past 
consultation and engagement practices, and focuses on maintaining and improving existing stakeholder 
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relationships and management systems.  Engagement will be of particular importance during the 
construction phase of the Project, as relationships are developed and solidified.  As the Project advances, 
the SEP will be refined and updated to provide relevant guidance that will be applicable to subsequent 
phases of the Project. 

11.10.2 Cultural and Heritage Resource Protection Plan (CHRPP) 

The North Baffin region and the Mary River Project Area have a very rich archaeological history.  This 
CHRPP (Volume 10, Appendix 10F-2) describes the processes by which ground disturbing activities of the 
Project can be carried out with appropriate assessments by project archaeologists, and also lays out the 
procedures for addressing chance finds of archaeological resources during construction activities.  

11.10.3 Human Resources Management Plan (HRMP) 

The HRMP (Volume 10, Appendix 10F-3) which focuses on action and strategies to ensure maximum Inuit 
participation at all levels of the Project.  Baffinland is committed to providing an employment climate that will 
attract, develop, and retain qualified personnel.  Maintaining effective, committed employees is vital to the 
achievement of Baffinland goals.  Baffinland will respect the terms and conditions of the IIBA and is 
committed to use best efforts in its attempts to maximize Inuit participation throughout the life of the Project.  
Baffinland will use best efforts with respect to: 

• Inuit employment opportunities; 
• Inuit education and training; 
• Equal access to job opportunities for women; 
• Contracting and subcontracting to Inuit firms; and 
• Support for communities. 

Baffinland will work closely with the Qikiqtani Inuit Association and other third parties to deliver the 
necessary training to employee and community support programs in order to enhance the beneficial effects 
of the Project. 

11.11 AUDITS, MANAGEMENT REVIEWS AND ASSURANCE 

It is important for senior management to review the EHS Management System, on a regular basis, to 
determine its continued suitability, adequacy and effectiveness.  Baffinland conducts audits to determine the 
degree of implementation of the Baffinland EHS Management System, and to verify the performance of the 
EHS Management System.  The results of audit(s) and management review(s) can form the basis for the 
annual written statement of assurance by management on the effectiveness of the EHS Management 
System.  Regular audits and management reviews are an essential part of Baffinland’s adaptive 
management approach describer in Section 11.2.2 above. 

11.12 RESOURCES 

Baffinland provides adequate resources to implement and maintain the EHS Management System including 
the necessary human, material and financial resources. 

11.13 RESPONSIBILITIES 

The Chief Operating Officer of Baffinland is responsible for obtaining an annual written statement of 
assurance regarding the degree of implementation and effectiveness of the Baffinland EHS Management 
System. 
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Management is responsible for the EHS performance, the implementation of the EHS Management System, 
the maintenance of the EHS Management System, and for providing an annual statement of assurance to 
the Chief Operating Officer.  

Personnel with health and safety, and environmental responsibility are responsible for advising and 
assisting management in meeting their EHS Management System responsibilities. 

The Manager, Sustainable Development or designate is responsible for reviewing and updating the 
Baffinland EHS Management System document and providing functional oversight and advice regarding the 
implementation of the EHS Management System. 

Employees will comply with all regulations, wear protective equipment, promptly report and Health, 
Safety and Environmental incidents.  Employees will follow all Operational Controls. 

The public will provide input on EHS management plans through public meetings.  Citizens will be able to 
access the Baffinland Policy on Sustainability. 



  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  February 2012 
 

Volume 1 - Main Document  124 of 167 

SECTION 12.0 - STATEMENT OF RESIDUAL EFFECTS 

Based on the information presented in this EIS, the Mary River Project as planned will have no significant 
adverse residual effects for the VECs identified within the biophysical environment.  The Project is not 
expected to compromise the ecosystematic integrity of the Nunavut Settlement Area.  

No significant adverse residual effects are predicated to occur to VSECs identified within the 
socio-economic environment, and the Project is expected to have significant positive effects for most of the 
VSECs.  The Project is reflects the priorities and policies of the Government of Nunavut as well as the 
aspirations of local communities, and is expected to enhance the future well-being of the residents and 
communities of the Nunavut Settlement Area and the rest of Canada. 

These statements are supported by comprehensive site specific studies (baseline and modeling studies), 
IQ, extensive public consultation, and expert opinions. 

The residual effects of the Project are summarized in Table 1-12.1 for the VECs and in Table 1-12.2 for the 
VSECs. 

Notwithstanding the mitigation measures put in place to prevent the occurrence of a large diesel spill, such 
an event could have a significant effect on the coastal environment along the shipping lane.   
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects 

ATMOSPHERIC ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) Significance 
Rating 

Climate 
change  

Greenhouse 
Gases (GHG) 

• Increased GHG 
emissions 

• Climate change 

• Arctic grade diesel fuel 
• Rail transportation of ore 

• Increased GHG 
emissions 

Not significant 

Air quality Air quality 

• Increased 
concentrations of: 
o Total Suspended 

Particulate (TSP), 
sulphur dioxide 
(SO2), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), and 
carbon monoxide 
(CO). 

 

• Increased deposition 
of: 
o Dust, potential acid 

input (PAI). 

• Apply best management practices for 
limiting air emissions 

• Use of low sulphur Arctic grade diesel 
fuel 

• Limit speed on roads 
• Ore crushing facilities are enclosed, 

vented and equipment with dust 
collection equipment 

• Apply dust suppressant as required in 
high traffic areas and stockpiles 

• Procurement policy on emissions from 
equipment (incinerator, generators, 
vehicles) 

• Waste segregation (incineration) 
• Where possible, use of granular 

material for road construction 
• Regular maintenance of equipment and 

vehicles 

• Increased 
concentrations of: 

o Total Suspended 
Particulate (TSP), 
sulphur dioxide (SO2), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
and carbon monoxide 
(CO). 

 

• Increased deposition 
of: 

o Dust, potential acid 
input (PAI). 

Not significant 

Noise and 
vibration 

Noise and 
vibration levels 

• Sensory impact on 
wildlife 

• Procurement policy for noise for 
equipment and vehicles 

• Use of mufflers – regular maintenance 
of engines and equipment 

• Sensory impact on 
wildlife 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Landforms, 
soil and 
permafrost  

Sensitive 
landforms 

• Soil contamination  
• Soil structure alteration 
• Soil destabilization and 

erosion 
• Thaw weakening and 

settlement 
• Creep settlement 

• Siting of facilities and alignment of roads 
and railway 

• Design foundations suitable for site 
conditions 

• Design stream crossing structures for 
extreme flood event 

• Ensure adequate drainage and prevent 
pooling of water 

• No residual effect 
(disturbance of 
sensitive landforms) 
after mitigation 

Not significant 

Vegetation Vegetation 
• Loss of vegetation 

abundance and 
diversity 

• Limit physical footprint of facilities 
• Limit areas of access for vehicles 
• Progressive reclamation / closure 

• Loss of vegetation 
limited to Project 
Development Areas 
(PDA) 

Not significant 

Birds 

Peregrine 
Falcon 
Snow Goose 
Common and 
King Eider 
Red-throated 
Loon 
Thick-billed 
Murre 
Lapland 
Longspur 

• Destruction of nests 
• Habitat loss  
• Mortality 
• Influences on health 
• Sensory disturbance 

• Employee awareness / environmental 
induction program  

• Minimize footprint of facilities  
• Conduct nest search prior to start of 

activities  
• No hunting policy  
• Avoidance of areas of large 

concentrations of foraging or moulting 
birds   

• Avoidance of known nests or nesting 
areas   

• To the extent possible, enforce closure 
of a 500 m radius of the nest until 
fledging occurs   

• Habitat loss 
• Mortality 
• Influences on health 

Not significant 

Species at Risk 
Ivory Gull 
Ross’ Gull 
Red Knot 
Harlequin Duck 
Short-Eared Owl 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures 
Residual 
Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Birds 

Peregrine 
Falcon 
Snow Goose 
Common and 
King Eider 
Red-throated 
Loon 
Thick-billed 
Murre 
Lapland 
Longspur 

• Destruction of nests 
• Habitat loss  
• Mortality 
• Influences on health 
• Sensory disturbance 

• Nest-specific management plans  
• To the extent possible, develop appropriate aircraft 

approach and departure flight paths  
• Refer to mitigation measures outlined in Appendix 

10D-11 Terrestrial Environment Management Plan 

• Habitat loss 
• Mortality 
• Influences 

on health 

Not significant 

Species at Risk 
Ivory Gull 
Ross’ Gull 
Red Knot 
Harlequin Duck 
Short-Eared Owl 

Terrestrial 
wildlife and 
habitat  

Caribou 
• Habitat loss 
• Restriction of 

movement 
• Mortality 

• Use of dust suppressant on Tote Road during 
growing season 

• Speed limits for trucks and trains which will provide 
more time for caribou to get off the road or rail, and 
will increase the chance of a truck being able to 
stop before a collision with a caribou. 

• The train is expected to operate 300 days per year, 
so seasonal stoppages are possible if large groups 
of migratory caribou return to the area. 

• Baffinland has a no hunting policy for all personnel 
while working on site. 

• Snow management that will grade snow banks 
along railway and roadway so that caribou are able 
to easily cross the transportation corridor without 
being blocked by steep snow banks. 

• Habitat loss 
• Restriction 

of movement 
• Mortality 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures 
Residual 
Effect(s) 

Significance 
Rating 

Terrestrial 
wildlife and 
habitat 

Caribou 
• Habitat loss 
• Restriction of 

movement 
• Mortality 

• The railway embankment will be constructed of 
finer fill material at the five identified trails for 
easier caribou movement across the railway 
embankment.  The finer fill will replicate natural 
trail conditions. 

• Physical barriers from trains will be reduced by 
limiting train traffic to four passes per day. 

• Habitat loss 
• Restriction 

of movement 
• Mortality 

Not significant 

FRESHWATER AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

Water 
quantity 

Water quantity 

• Reductions in water 
quantity due to water 
withdrawals 

• Increases in water 
quantity due to effluent 
discharges 

• Redistribution of water 
flows in the natural 
environment due to 
diversions 

• Permit required for water withdrawal 
• Measurement of withdrawal quantities as per 

Water License 
• Implement measures to reduce water 

consumption 

• Redistribution 
of water flows 
in the natural 
environment 
due project 
use 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

FRESHWATER AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Surface 
water and 
sediment 
quality 

Water and 
sediment 
quality 

• Changes in water 
quality due to 
point-source, non 
point-source and 
airborne 
emissions 

• Changes in 
sediment quality 
due to point-
source, non point-
source and 
airborne 
emissions 

• Siting of facilities/quarries at least 30 m from stream 
or water body 

• Install range of sediment and erosion control 
structures 

• Install diversion/collection channel or containment 
berms where appropriate 

• Routine inspection and maintenance 
• Ice and freshet management  
• Implementation of BMPs for surface water 

management 
• Sewage treatment  
• Wastewater treatment plant (oily water, truck wash, 

maintenance facilities, explosives equipment wash 
water) 

• Management of potentially acid generating rocks 
from waste rock pile, ore stockpiles, quarries and 
mine 

• Changes in 
water quality 
due to point-
source, non 
point-source 
and airborne 
emissions 

• Changes in 
sediment 
quality due to 
point-source, 
non point-
source and 
airborne 
emissions 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

FRESHWATER AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Surface water 
and sediment 
quality 

Water and 
sediment 
quality 

• Changes in water 
quality due to point-
source, non point-
source and airborne 
emissions 

• Changes in 
sediment quality 
due to point-source, 
non point-source 
and airborne 
emissions 

• Minimize footprint of stream crossing 
• Compensation plan for HADD 
• Appropriate design of stream/river crossing structures 

(culvert, bridges, etc.)  
• Limit barrier to movement with site specific design of 

rocky ramps at culvert crossing (where required)  
• Channel enhancement where required  
• Maintain minimum flow in impacted streams where 

possible  
• Monitor low flow stream, fish salvage if necessary  
• Fish barrier for extremely low flow streams  
• Use of explosives in or near streams/water bodies as 

per DFO Guidelines  
• Prevent discharge of contaminants 
• All hazardous materials stored on impermeable 

surface/secondary containment 
• Tank farm and large storage tanks placed in 

secondary containment structures (lined and 
impermeable) 

• Smaller tank – double wall ISO-containers 
• Refuelling on impermeable surfaces and runoff 

contained 
• Emergency and Spill Response Plan 

• Changes in water 
quality due to 
point-source, non 
point-source and 
airborne 
emissions 

• Changes in 
sediment quality 
due to point-
source, non point-
source and 
airborne 
emissions 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

FRESHWATER AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

VEC Key Indicator Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Freshwater 
fish, fish 
habitat, and 
other aquatic 
organisms 

Arctic char 

• Effects on Arctic 
char health 

• Effects on Arctic 
char movement 

• Effects on Arctic 
char habitat quality  

• Arctic char mortality 

• Siting of facilities/quarries at least 30 m from stream or 
water body 

• Install range of sediment and erosion control 
structures 

• Install diversion/collection channel or containment 
berms where appropriate 

• Routine inspection and maintenance 
• Ice and freshet management  
• Implementation of BMPs for surface water 

management 
• Sewage treatment  
• Wastewater treatment plant (oily water, truck wash, 

maintenance facilities, explosives equipment wash 
water) 

• Management of potentially acid generating rocks from 
waste rock pile, ore stockpiles, quarries and mine 

• Minimize footprint of stream crossing 
• Compensation plan for HADD 
• Appropriate design of stream/river crossing structures 

(culvert, bridges, etc.)  
• Limit barrier to movement with site specific design of 

rocky ramps at culvert crossing (where required)  
• Channel enhancement where required  
• Maintain minimum flow in impacted streams where 

possible  
• Monitor low flow stream, fish salvage if necessary  
• Fish barrier for extremely low flow streams  
• Use of explosives in or near streams/water bodies as 

per DFO Guidelines  
• Prevent discharge of contaminants 

• Effects on Arctic 
char health 

• Effects on Arctic 
char movement 

• Effects on Arctic 
char habitat 
quality  

• Arctic char 
mortality 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

FRESHWATER AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT 

VEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Freshwater 
fish, fish 
habitat, and 
other aquatic 
organisms 

  

• All hazardous materials stored on impermeable 
surface/secondary containment 

• Tank farm and large storage tanks placed in 
secondary containment structures (lined and 
impermeable) 

• Smaller tank – double wall ISO-containers 
• Refuelling on impermeable surfaces and runoff 

contained 
• Emergency and Spill Response Plan 

  

MARINE ENVIRONMENT 

Sea ice  Fast ice  

• Disruption of shore 
fast ice in Steensby 
Inlet 

• Potential change to 
timing of shore fast 
ice break up and 
formation 

• Minimize width of shipping lane through fast ice to the 
extent  possible  

• Reduce vessel speed through fast ice 

• Disruption of 
shore fast ice 
along shipping 
route in Steensby 
Inlet 

Not significant 

Marine water 
and sediment 
quality 

Marine water 
and sediment 
quality 

• Changes in water 
and sediment quality 
in Steensby and 
Milne Inlets 

• Accident and 
malfunction (e.g. oil 
spill) 

• Site runoff water management as per management 
plan 

• Hazardous substances contained within impermeable 
areas as per Waste Management Plan 

• Sewage treatment and wastewater treatment plant 
(oily water, truck wash, maintenance facilities, 
explosives equipment wash water)  

• Emergency and Spill Response Plan, Milne Port OPEP 
and Steensby Port OPEP; SOPEP for all ships 

• Ship on-board waste management - no discharge at 
sea 

• Changes in water 
and sediment 
quality in 
Steensby and 
Milne Inlets 

• Accident and 
Malfunction  

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

MARINE ENVIRONMENT 

VEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Marine 
habitat and 
biota 

Marine habitat • Disruption of marine 
coastal habitat  • Minimize footprint of marine structures  

• Loss marine 
coastal habitat for 
ports 

Not significant 

Arctic char  
• Effects on Arctic char 

health, habitat quality, 
and mortality 

• Minimize footprint of marine structures  
• Compensation plan for HADD 
• Appropriate design of marine structures 

• Effects on Arctic 
char health and 
habitat 

Not significant 

Marine 
mammals 

Ringed seals 

• Habitat change 
resulting from 
icebreaking and/or ice 
management  

• Disturbance caused 
by airborne and/or 
underwater noise 
from construction, 
shipping, and aircraft  

• Hearing impairment 
and/or damage 
caused by noise from 
construction activities 

• Masking of 
environmental sounds 
caused by vessel and 
construction noise 

• Mortality from 
collisions with vessels 
and blasting during 
construction 

• Dock structures were designed to minimize the 
footprints in the marine environment 

• Minimize ice disturbance at ore dock and along 
shipping route 

• Schedule dock construction activity during period of 
low mammal occurrence – April to June (blasting, pile 
driving, dredging) 

• Use proven mitigation measures to reduce noise and 
noise propagation during construction ( DFO’s 
guideline overpressure limit, bubble curtain system 
for blasting) 

• Discourage marine mammals from the blast area with 
potential use of acoustic deterrent device 

• Vessels will maintain a constant course and speed 
whenever possible - reduce vessel speed in Milne 
Inlet 

• Vessels will minimize idling of engines when docked 
at Milne and Steensby ports 

• Aircraft will be operated at a minimum altitude of 
450 m over marine areas, when weather conditions 
allow 

• Aircraft will be prohibited from flying low over marine 
mammals for sightseeing or photography 

• Primary use of Mary River airstrip during the 
Operation Phase 

• Educate workers about bear safety 

• Habitat change 
from icebreaking 
and/or ice 
management 

• Disturbance 
caused by noise 
from construction, 
shipping, and 
aircraft overflights  

• Mortality from 
icebreaking 

• Masking caused 
by shipping noise 

Not significant 
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Table 1-12.1 Summary of Residual Biophysical Effects (Cont’d) 

MARINE ENVIRONMENT 

VEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Marine 
mammals 

Bearded seals 

 

• Work areas kept clean of food scraps, garbage, 
and toxic materials 

• Use of bear monitor at camp sites 
• Use of bear deterrent devices 

 

Not significant 

Walruses Not significant 

Beluga whales Not significant 

Narwhals Not significant 

Bowhead 
whales 

Not significant  

Polar bears 

• Habitat change 
resulting from 
icebreaking and/or 
ice management  

• Disturbance caused 
by noise from 
construction, 
shipping, and aircraft  

• Mortality from 
human-bear 
interactions 

• Habitat change from 
icebreaking and/or 
ice management 

• Disturbance caused 
by noise from 
construction, 
shipping, and aircraft 
overflights  

• Mortality if a bear is 
killed in defense of 
human life 

Not significant 



  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  February 2012 
 

 

Volume 1 - Main Document  135 of 167 

 

Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects  

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC Key 
Indicator(s) 

Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) Significance 
Rating 

Population 
demographics  

Demographic 
stability 

• In-migration of a small number 
of workers from south will 
have effect on the 
demographic make-up of 
communities 

• Migration of non-Inuit Project 
employees into the North 
Baffin LSA 

• Migration of non-Inuit into 
North Baffin for indirect jobs 

• Inter-community Inuit 
migration 

• Out-migration from the North 
Baffin 

• Designation of North 
Baffin communities as 
“Point of Hire” (Arctic 
Bay, Clyde River, Hall 
Beach, Igloolik, and Pond 
Inlet) 

• Iqaluit and a southern 
hub are also designated 
“Point of Hire” 

• Free transportation from 
“Point of Hire” to Mine 
Site 

• In-migration of a small number 
of workers from south or other 
Nunavut communities will have 
effect on the demographic 
make-up of communities 

Not 
significant 

Education 
and training 

Life skills • Improved life skills amongst 
young adults 

• Work readiness training 
• Supportive work 

environment 
• Employee and family 

assistance program 
• “No drug, no alcohol” 

policy 

• Improved life skills amongst 
many LSA residents  

Significant - 
positive 

Education and 
Skills 

• Incentives related to school 
attendance and success 

• Opportunities to gain skills 

• Minimum age of 18 yrs 
for Project employment 

• Career planning 
• Priority hiring for Inuit 
• Upgrading opportunities 
• Summer experience 
• Career counselling 
• Training 

• Incentives related to school 
attendance and success 

• Opportunities to gain skills 

Significant - 
positive 
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Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects (Cont’d) 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Livelihood 
and 
Employment 

Wage 
Employment 

• Creation of jobs in the LSA 
• Employment of LSA residents 

• LSA points of hire 
• Recruitment strategy 
• Inuit hiring policy 
• Management 

commitment 

• Creation of jobs in the LSA 
• Employment of LSA residents 

Significant - 
positive 

Job 
Progression 
and Career 
Advancement 

• New career paths 

• Individual career support 
• Inuit hiring / promotions 

policy 
• Management 

commitment 

• Expanded employment and 
career development options 

Significant, 
positive 

Economic 
Development 
and Self-
reliance 

Land 

• Increased pressure on the 
land  

• Changes to human 
engagement in land-based 
economy 

• Lease agreement 
• VEC-related measures 
• Resources and Land Use 

measures (see VSEC) 

• Increased industrial utilization of 
land 

• VEC-related residual effects 
• Harvesting and travel residual 

effects 

Not 
significant, 
negative 

People 

• Increased opportunities for 
youth 

• Improved education and 
training 

• Increased wealth and well-
being 

• Inuit recruitment strategy 
• Education and training 

program 
• Community support fund 
• Employee and family 

assistance program  

• Increased human capacity and 
well-being 

Significant - 
positive 
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Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects (Cont’d) 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

 

Community 
Economy 

• Increased wealth in 
community  

• Rotational absence of 
residents 

• Increased local business 
opportunities  

• Money management 
orientation 

• Community Fund 
• Monitoring to support 

decision-making 

• Improved ability to achieve 
strategic community 
development objectives 

Not 
significant, 
positive 

Territorial 
Economy 

• Expanded economic activity 
(GDP) 

• Increased diversity of territorial 
economy 

• Direct and indirect 
investment in the 
economy 

• Payment of taxes 
• Payment of resource 

royalties 

• Growth in the economy and 
related job creation and 
business expansion 

Significant, 
positive 

Human health 
and well-
being 

Substance 
abuse 

• Transport of substances 
through Project sites 

• Affordability of substances 
• Attitudes towards substances 

and addictions 

• “No drug – no alcohol” 
policy 

• Measures to prevent 
transportation through 
sites 

• Employee and Family 
Assistance Program 

• Negative - increased ability to 
afford substances will have 
effects on substance abuse 

• Positive – focus on health and 
safety, employee assistance 
and counselling will increase 
awareness of employees 

Not 
significant, 
negative and 
positive 

Well-being of 
children 

• Changes in parenting 
• Increased household income 

and food security 
• Overall effects on children 

• Orientation and training 
related to fly-in/fly-out 
adaptation, health, well-
being 

• Employee and Family 
Assistance Program 

• Money management  
training 

• Community support fund 

• Improved well-being of children 
Significant - 
positive 
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Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects (Cont’d) 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

 
Community 
social stability 

• Absence from 
community during work 
rotation 

• Orientation and training related to fly-in/fly-
out adaptation 

• Short rotation (two week in / two week out) 

• Absence of residents 
while they are working at 
Project will have effect 
on community social 
stability 

Not 
significant 

Community 
infrastructure 
and public 
service 

Recruitment 
and Retention 
of Hamlet 

• Competition for skilled 
workers 

• Labour force capacity 

• Early start for skills training 
• On-going training 
• Employment experience 

• Competition for skilled 
workers may lead to 
temporary effects on 
municipal services. 

• Long term improvement 
in labour force capacity 

Not 
significant, 
negative.  

Significant, 
positive 

Contracting 
and 
business 
opportunities  

Opportunities 
For Business 

• Expanded market -
business services to 
Project 

• Expanded market -
consumer goods and 
services 

• Increased 
entrepreneurial capacity 

• Inuit contracting strategy 
• Cooperation with QIA to build Inuit 

capacity 
• Establish a fund to support and build 

capacity 
• Management assistance to Inuit 

designated firms 
• Opportunities for local entrepreneurs to 

work with Project 

• Expanded market —
business services to 
Project 

• Expanded market —
consumer goods and 
services 

• Increased 
entrepreneurial capacity 

Significant, 
positive 

Cultural 
resources  

Archaeological 
Sites 

• Disturbance or removal 
of archaeological sites 

• Unauthorized removal of 
artefacts 

• Potential loss of 
regionally significant 
sites through approved 
mitigation 

• Pre-development archaeological surveys 
to support avoidance and protections of 
sites, mitigation by SDR prior to 
construction, implementation of a chance 
finds procedure 

• Training, flagging and exclusion zones, 
implementation of government-approved 
mitigation plans, involvement of local 
people, management plans, 
implementation of chance finds procedure 

• Unmitigated 
archaeological sites 
subject to accidental or 
deliberate partial or 
complete destruction 

• Potential for chance 
finds 

• Increased traffic at 
Steensby Inlet could 
affect archaeological 
resources 

Not 
significant, 
negative 

 



  MARY RIVER PROJECT 
  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  February 2012 
 

 

Volume 1 - Main Document  139 of 167 

 

Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects (Cont’d) 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Resources 
and land 
use 

Inuit 
harvesting of 
wildlife 

• Changes in caribou harvesting 
• Changes in marine mammal 

harvesting 
• Changes in fish harvesting 

• Prohibition of harvesting by 
employees 

• Measures to mitigate VEC effects 
(see VEC assessments) 

• Changes in caribou 
harvesting 

• Changes in marine 
mammal harvesting 

• Changes in fish 
harvesting 

Not 
significant, 
negative 

Resources 
and land 
use 

Travel and 
camps 

• Safe travel around Eclipse Sound 
and Pond Inlet 

• Safe travel through Milne Port 
• Emissions and noise disruption  
• Sensory disturbance and safety 

along Milne Inlet Tote Road 
• Detour around Mine Site 
• HTO cabin closure 
• Difficulty and safety relating to 

railway crossings 
• Detour around Steensby Port 
• Restrictions on camping locations 

around Steensby Port  

• Road Management Plan 
• Mine Closure Plan 
• Safety Plan 
• IIBA Agreement with QIA 
• Designated railway crossing 

locations 

• Safe travel around 
Eclipse Sound and Pond 
Inlet 

• Safe travel through Milne 
Port 

• Emissions and noise 
disruption  

• Sensory disturbance and 
safety along Milne Inlet 
Tote Road 

• Detour around Mine Site 
• HTO cabin closure 
• Difficulty and safety 

relating to railway 
crossings 

• Detour around Steensby 
Port 

• Restrictions on camping 
locations around 
Steensby Port 

Not 
significant, 
negative 
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Table 1-12.2 Summary of Residual Socio-economic Effects (Cont’d) 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

VSEC 
Key 

Indicator(s) Potential Effect(s) Mitigation Measures Residual Effect(s) 
Significance 

Rating 

Cultural 
Well-Being 

Cultural 
Well-Being 

• Pijitsirnjiq – serving and providing 
for… 

• Pilnimmaksarniq – passing on of 
knowledge and skills… 

• Avatittinnik Kamattiarniq – 
environmental stewardship 

 

• Measures to support Inuit culture 
on site, including Inuktitut 
language plan 

• Inuit priority for employment 
• Inuit involvement in environmental 

monitoring 

• Support for values that 
are central to Inuit 
culture and cultural 
development 

Not 
significant 

Benefits, 
taxes and 
royalties 

Territorial 
own-source 
revenues 

• Increased taxes and revenues from 
indirect and induced growth 

• Payments of payroll and corporate 
taxes to territorial government 

• None 

• Increased taxes and 
revenues 

• Payments of payroll and 
corporate taxes to 
territorial government 

Significant – 
positive 

Governance 
and 
leadership 

Governance 
and 
leadership 

• IIBA Agreement with QIA 
• Development of leadership skills 

• Participation in initiatives to 
identify indicators of relevance to 
regional monitoring programs, 
share data generated by activities 
related to the Project, and discuss 
the interpretation of this data with 
others involved in these initiatives 

• Fit well with the strategic priorities 
identified for both the RSA 

• IIBA agreement with 
QIA 

• Development of 
leadership skills 

Significant - 
positive 

Notes: 
1. In the unlikely event of an oil spill along the shipping route, the residual effects have been evaluated as negative and significant. 
2. Health and Safety is of utmost importance. In the unlikely event that there is a Project related fatality, the effect is considered to be significant. 
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SECTION 13.0 - ABANDONMENT AND RECLAMATION 

Canadian regulations require that publicly traded companies characterize their environmental liabilities.  
Closure and reclamation of the Project is one such liability.  This regulatory requirement is one of the 
mechanisms that ensure adequate funding for closure and reclamation activities.  In addition, Baffinland will 
adopt a progressive approach to reclamation activities throughout the life of the mine.  This allows for the 
development of solutions to problem areas, adjustments and modifications to reclamation techniques, 
implementation of mitigation measures and assessment of reclamation performance. 

Conceptual mine closure planning has been completed for the Project, with the objective of reclaiming 
Project areas to be both physically and chemically stable in the long-term for both public safety and 
environmental protection.  This Preliminary Closure Plan (PCP) was prepared in accordance with AANDC’s 
Mine Site Reclamation Guidelines (2007) and the QIA Site Closure Guidelines.  The Preliminary Closure 
Plan incorporates progressive rehabilitation during the course of the Project to limit the work required after 
cessation of operations and to limit the environmental effects during the Project life.  It addresses temporary 
and long-term closure as well as final cessation of operations.  The PCP is presented in Volume 3, 
Appendix 3B, Attachment 10. 

For final closure, materials and equipment will either be removed from Project sites or disposed of in the 
open pit and/or onsite landfills.  All hazardous materials and wastes will be removed and shipped to licensed 
disposal facilities.  The open pit and waste rock stockpiles will be inspected for physical and chemical 
stability.  Roads (with the exception of the public Milne Inlet Tote Road), airstrips and development areas will 
be re-contoured as necessary to provide long-term stability and reduce the potential for considerable 
erosion.  Docks will be removed and water intakes will be blocked.  Steel rails will be removed from the rail 
line, and tunnels will be blocked.  The open pit will gradually fill with water due to precipitation over an 
estimated 150 years.  The closure and reclamation phase is expected to take three years, followed by a 
minimum of five years of post-closure environmental monitoring to verify that reclamation has successfully 
met closure and reclamation objectives.  Long-term monitoring of water quality in the pit lake will continue as 
long as necessary to ensure that effluent discharge quality guidelines are met.  

The Plan will be reviewed and revised regularly throughout the operation phase to reflect the progress of the 
Project as well as changes in technology and/or standards or legislation.  The Plan is subject to review and 
approval by authorizing agencies.  Baffinland expects to submit an Interim Closure Plan prior to 
commencing operation in 2016.  Future revisions will also consider input from consultations with 
communities and other stakeholders on methods to be used, and potential uses for project infrastructure. 

The main objectives of the Closure Plan are to: 

• Return the Project affected and viable sites (Mine Site, Milne Port and Steensby Port) “wherever 
practical, [to] self-sustaining ecosystems that are compatible with a healthy environment and human 
activities” (Natural Resources Canada, 1994); 

• Where practical, undertake progressive reclamation to reduce the environmental risk (INAC, 2002; NWT 
Water Board, 1990; and QIA, 2009); 

• Provide for the reclamation of affected sites and areas to a stable and safe condition.  Where practical, 
affected areas will be returned to a state compatible with the original undisturbed area (Territorial Land 
Use Regulations); 
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• Reduce the need for long-term monitoring and maintenance by designing for closure and instituting 
progressive reclamation, as possible; 

• Provide for mine closure using the current available proven technologies in a manner consistent with 
sustainable development, and 

• Return altered water courses to their original alignment and cross-section (Territorial Land Use 
Regulations). 

The Preliminary Closure Plan is presented in Volume 3, Appendix 3B, Attachment 10. 
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SECTION 14.0 - OPTIMIZATION OF BENEFITS 

14.1 SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND PRECAUTIONARY PRINCIPLE 

Mining can contribute to sustainable development in a number of ways.  The economic activity created by 
mining activities can, when used effectively, be a springboard for other kinds of development which may, in 
turn lead to community sustainability as a direct result of the economic opportunities created by mining.  

Since 2005 Baffinland has undertaken extensive consultation with local communities to identify and address 
the concerns of Inuit of the North Baffin Region in the Project development phase.  The input of 
communities and their IQ have been a considerable help in the planning of the proposed Project.  

Baffinland proposes to extract and process minerals effectively so as to reduce adverse environmental 
effects and produce economic benefits.  The needs and values of other resource users will be respected 
throughout the development and operation of the Project.  Baffinland will meet, and where it is economically 
and technically feasible, seek to exceed territorial and Federal regulations by applying technically proven 
and economically feasible environmental protection measures for each part of the Project.  

A comprehensive EHS Management System (Volume 10) has been developed as an integral part of the 
Project.  The philosophy which underlies the EHS management system is the application of the 
precautionary principle and a commitment to reduce and mitigate potentially adverse effects of its 
operations on its employees, residents of Nunavut and the natural environment. 

14.2 INUIT PARTICIPATION 

Baffinland reiterates that underlying the economic provisions of the IIBA is the principle of mutual benefit 
for Inuit and for the Company from the Project.  Benefits for Inuit include financial participation, a 
comprehensive training strategy, and target levels of Inuit employment, capacity building, business 
opportunities, and Inuit content considerations in contracting.  

Baffinland understand the importance of the Project for the Inuit of the Northern Baffin Region.  During 
these negotiations, the Company and QIA agree that:  

• “A structure must be established that facilitates implementation the IIBA, and that implementation of the 
IIBA will require continuing participation from QIA and the Company over the life of the Project; and 

• A process must be established that enables QIA to monitor the operation and management of the 
Project, and for the Company to get ongoing advice about Inuit concerns and interests.”  

As a result, Baffinland and QIA have agreed to the creation of a management structure that can best 
ensure that the goals and objectives of the IIBA and environmental protection are attained.  This 
management structure will consist of:  

• A senior Executive Committee composed of three Baffinland and three QIA executive: 

o The role of this committee will be to oversee the implementation of economic, social/cultural and 
environmental provisions of the IIBA. 
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• A joint Management Committee consisting of four representatives of the Company and four 
representatives of the QIA: 

o The role of this committee will be to monitor the Project on a continuous basis and review 
progress of the Project as it relates to the goals and objectives established; and 

o This committee will report to the Executive Committee  

Baffinland has agreed to fund the operation of these two committees as well as to fund a position for QIA 
representatives as IIBA Coordinator.  The Company has agreed to fund Training Officers and a QIA-
appointed IIBA Coordinator.  In consultation with QIA, Baffinland will also establish a position of Inuit 
Employment and Training Coordinator and will fund QIA to hire an Inuk for a second position as Inuit 
Employment and Training Coordinator. 

The IIBA has provisions for a number of initiatives intended to alleviate adverse effects that may occur as 
a result of the Project activities.  In all aspects of these provisions, Baffinland has clearly indicated its 
willingness to work jointly with QIA to address these challenges.  The technical comments received from 
the QIA with respect to on-going monitoring and management plans will need to be considered in light of 
the IIBA commitments and ongoing discussions with Baffinland on these matters.  

14.3 MAXIMIZING INUIT BENEFITS 

Baffinland is committed to providing an employment climate that will attract, develop, and retain qualified 
personnel.  Maintaining effective, committed employees is vital to the achievement of Baffinland goals.  

Baffinland will respect the terms and conditions of the IIBA and is committed to use best efforts in its 
attempts to maximize Inuit participation throughout the life of the Project.  Baffinland will use best efforts with 
respect to: 

• Inuit participation in training and education;  
• Inuit employment opportunities; and  
• Contracting and subcontracting to Inuit firms. 

14.3.1 Inuit Employment Strategy 

Baffinland will develop and implement an effective and appropriate training and employment strategy during 
Construction, Operations, and Closure phases of the Project.  This strategy, known as the “Inuit Human 
Resources Strategy”, will include relevant provisions of the IIBA as it relates to Inuit Education and Training 
(refer to Volume 3, Appendix 10F-3 - Human Resources Management Plan).  

As part of the Inuit Human Resources Strategy, Baffinland will identify any existing barriers to the 
employment and advancement of Inuit, particularly Inuit women, and Baffinland will use all reasonable 
efforts to reduce these barriers throughout the Project. 

The employment component of the Inuit Human Resources Strategy will include the following components: 

• A recruitment and selection component;  
• A retention and advancement component; 
• Target levels for Inuit employment; 
• An Inuit women’s employment component; 
• A summer student employment component; and 
• An employee well-being component. 
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The Inuit Human Resources Strategy will include, to the extent possible, measures to optimize exploration, 
construction, and other activities that take place prior to the start of commercial production as opportunities 
to provide training and work experience prior to the start of commercial operations in order to maximize the 
proportion of Inuit employees during the Construction, Operations and Decommissioning phases of the 
project.  

14.3.2 Education and Training 

Baffinland will undertake to provide training to Inuit in all areas of the Project.  All areas of the Project will be 
considered for training opportunities. 

Baffinland will give priority to the development of practical skills and educational qualifications that will be 
necessary for Inuit men and women to: 

• Maximize their prospects for employment in the Project workforce; 
• Do their jobs effectively; 
• Advance according to merit and aspirations; 
• Contribute to the well-being of their communities; and 
• Reduce barriers and seek to maximize Inuit participation in the Project workforce throughout the life of 

the Project. 

Baffinland recognizes that training and education opportunities must begin well before the start of 
construction and operation phases.  Through the Executive Committee of the IIBA, Baffinland will work 
cooperatively to support the school system in Inuit communities, to address impacts of the Project on the 
education and school system, and to encourage Inuit to attain the practical skills and educational 
qualifications that will maximize their employment opportunities. 

Baffinland will establish training programs for Inuit, including skills training in jobs that may lead to 
certification, supervisory and management training and selected external training programs, all with the 
intention of qualifying Inuit employees for future skilled and supervisory positions on the Project.  Additional 
training could be offered to Inuit employees in areas such as business administration, accounting, 
environmental technology, engineering, computers, resource development planning, geology, and 
exploration. 

Education and training will require cooperation of Baffinland, QIA, GN, training institutions, and North Baffin 
communities. 

Baffinland will maintain relations with partner education and training organizations and institutions including:  

• Nunavut Arctic College; 
• Kakivak Association; 
• Human Resources and Social Development Canada; 
• The Government of Nunavut Department of Education; 
• The Government of Nunavut Municipal Training Organization; and 
• A Nunavut mine training institute or other relevant education and training organizations that may in the 

future come into being. 

Baffinland will make best efforts to integrate education and training for the Project with existing programs, 
and to take advantage of relevant programs in other regions of Nunavut.  The Company will contribute 
annually to an education and training fund.  Baffinland and QIA will work together to locate sources of 
funding for all Inuit training, including the preparation of joint applications to sources that include the 
HRSDC Aboriginal Skills and Employment Program (ASEP), the Mining Industry Human Resource Council, 
and Indian and Northern Affairs Canada.  The activities of the education and training fund as well as any 
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additional funding from outside sources will be administered by the Baffinland’s Human Resources 
Department. 

As part of the Inuit Employment and Training Strategy, Baffinland will commit to long-term training and 
education programs to develop Inuit managers and Inuit with advanced skills on the Project over time.  
On-site advanced skills and management training opportunities will include mentoring and job shadowing.  
Off-site advanced skills and management education and training opportunities will include diploma and 
degree programs in disciplines related to the Project or to management generally.  Short-term advanced 
management programs will be included in the program, and work placements with contractors and suppliers 
will be included in the program where practical.  

14.3.3 Contracting and Subcontracting 

Although Baffinland is only obligated to contract with businesses that have the ability to deliver products 
and/or services in a timely, efficient and competitive manner, Baffinland will use best efforts to maximize 
contracting and subcontracting opportunities for qualified Inuit firms throughout the Construction, 
Operations, and Decommissioning phases of the Mary River Project.  Baffinland will cooperate in efforts to 
build capacity to enable as many Inuit firms as possible to achieve designated status as described in the 
IIBA. 

14.3.4 Capacity Building 

Baffinland recognize that many Inuit Firms, and in particular smaller Inuit Firms from communities in the 
Baffin Region, lack capital, experience and capacity to bid on or carry out contracts for the Project.  In order 
to address this shortfall, Baffinland will: 

• Assist Inuit Firms to develop capacity in the bidding process. 

• Identify opportunities to break down large contracts into smaller components to improve the capacity of 
Inuit to bid on and carry out contracts. 

• Encourage Contractors to break down large Subcontracts into smaller components to improve the 
capacity of Inuit firms to bid and the ability of Inuit firms to bid on and carry out contracts. 

• Help QIA or a QIA subsidiary organization establish a Business Capacity and Start-Up Fund to assist 
Designated Baffin Inuit Firms with business start-ups and development of capacity in the following 
areas: 

o Locating start-up capital and financing; 
o Management development; 
o On-going business management; 
o Financial management; 
o Contracts and procurement; and 
o Human resources management. 

14.4 SUPPORT FOR COMMUNITIES 

Baffinland recognize that while the Project presents Inuit communities with substantial opportunities, it is 
also likely to create social and cultural impacts and stresses on these communities, including families and 
individuals.  Due to the long duration of the Project needs and opportunities will evolve. 
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Mitigating existing and potential impacts, promoting community well being, and developing long-term 
individual and community capacity is a shared responsibility of Baffinland, the QIA and the Government of 
Nunavut.  Baffinland will cooperate in efforts to address this challenge.  

The communities must be engaged in the development and implementation of strategies to build the 
capacity necessary to enable communities to deal with existing and potential impacts and to maximize 
benefits from the Project and to sustain those benefits beyond the life of the Project. 

It is very difficult to measure and predict social and cultural impacts in advance of construction and 
operations.  Thus, Baffinland will make proactive efforts to address impacts and to capitalize on benefits as 
they are identified over time.  Efforts to address existing and potential social and cultural impacts must 
include capacity building and the well being of individuals, families, and communities in order to sustain a 
productive workforce and build good relations with Inuit and Inuit communities. 

Baffinland’s contributions to capacity building and long-term social development include its commitments to 
employment, training, contracting and subcontracting described in its Human Resources Management Plan 
(Volume 10, Appendix 10F-3).  These provisions do not impose any responsibility on Baffinland to assume 
the role of government or responsibility for social services and infrastructure. 

14.4.1 Ilagiiktunut Nunalinnullu Pivalliajutisait Kiinaujat 

In order to provide the required community support and capacity building, Baffinland will contribute to 
Ilagiiktunut Nunalinnullu Pivalliajutisait Kiinaujat (the Fund).  The terms of Baffinland’s participation in this 
fund are established by the IIBA.  The Fund has the following objectives: 

• Creating opportunities for capacity building and synergy with existing capacity in the communities; 
• Ensuring equity and fair distribution of impacts and benefits within and between communities and 

across generations; 
• Maintaining consistency with community development goals; 
• Ameliorating social and cultural consequences if a proposed mitigation or enhancement is unsuccessful 

or in the event that unanticipated impacts emerge;  
• Promoting mutual understanding and learning; and 
• Ensuring transparency and accountability. 

Activities supported by the Fund may include: 

• Participation in community projects; 
• Youth and Elder programs; 
• Hunter support activities;   
• Family and community-wide activities and programs; 
• Cultural learning and revitalization programs; 
• Social support programs for families and individuals; 
• Individual and family financial planning; 
• Educational incentives; 
• Counselling and healing programs; and 
• Seed funding or operational funding for local charities and social organizations. 
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SECTION 15.0 - LAND TENURE AND APPROVALS REQUIRED FOR DEVELOPMENT 

15.1 MINERAL LEASES 

Baffinland is the sole owner of the three mining leases at Mary River, the locations of which are shown on 
Figure 1-2.1.  Lease 2484 covers the iron ore deposit referred to as Deposit No. 1, Lease 2485 covers 
Deposit Nos. 2, 3 and 3B; and Lease 2483 covers Deposit No. 4.  Deposit 3A, referenced in some 
documents as part of Lease 2485, has been confirmed as a continuous extension of Deposit 3, and 
therefore is no longer referenced separately.  Similarly, recent drilling identified an additional ore body now 
referred to as Deposit No. 3B.  The leases cover a total area of 1,593 ha and are renewable beyond the 
current 21-year period expiring August 27, 2013. 

The Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA) establishes the requirements and expectations for 
development activities occurring in Nunavut.  The mining leases at Mary River predate the May 25, 1993 
NLCA, but are surrounded by Inuit-owned surface and mineral (subsurface) rights.  Inuit owned surface 
rights in the area are administered by the QIA, while Inuit-owned mineral rights are administered by the Inuit 
birthright corporation Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI).  The Mary River mineral leases are 
administered by AANDC under the Canadian Mining Regulations of the Territorial Lands Act on federal 
(Crown) land.  Access to the surrounding surface lands is provided through land use permits and leases 
issued by QIA or AANDC. 

In addition to the three original mining leases described above, Baffinland holds the following mineral 
exploration instruments: 

• NTI Exploration Agreement - signed on May 1, 2008, identifies an NTI Exploration Area that includes an 
initial area of 16,695 ha in the vicinity of Deposit No. 1 and the original Lease 2484, and an additional 
area of 1,425 ha covering a portion of Deposit No. 5.  The NTI Exploration Agreement will become a 
Joint Venture between Baffinland and NTI, only if and when a feasibility study is completed on the 
NTI Exploration Area; 

• McOuat Lake Claim Block - 18 federal claims registered with AANDC covering lands covering and 
surrounding both Deposits No. 4 and 5; 

• Glacier Lakes Claim Block - 20 federal claims surrounding Deposit No. 6; 

• Turner River Claim Block - 9 federal claims covering Deposit No. 7; 

• North Cockburn River Claim Block - 8 federal claims covering Deposit No. 8; and 

• North Rowley River Claim Block - 4 federal claims covering Deposit No. 9.   

Deposits No. 6 through 9 are all recent discoveries identified during Baffinland’s 2010 regional exploration 
program.  

Figure 3-1.2 shows the location of Baffinland’s original leases and mineral exploration claim blocks in the 
region. 
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15.2 LAND USE PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESSES 

The prominent legislation that directs the regulatory process in Nunavut is the Nunavut Land Claims 
Agreement (NLCA).  For additional federal and territorial legislation and guidelines applicable to 
development of the Project, see Table 2-2.1. 

A number of regulatory processes apply to the Project, including conformance with the North Baffin 
Regional Land Use Plan (NBRLUP) by the Nunavut Planning Commission (NPC) and an amendment to the 
same plan.  The Project is also subject to a Part 5 environmental review by the Nunavut Impact Review 
Board (NIRB) as well as an environmental review by the Canadian Transportation Agency (CTA). 

15.3 REQUIRED PERMIT, LICENCES AND AUTHORIZATIONS 

Various permits, licences and approvals will be required on successful completion of the review processes 
(Table 2-2.2).  Archaeological and palaeontological permits are required from the Department of Culture, 
Language, Elders and Youth (CLEY) for survey and mitigation of archaeological and palaeontological sites 
prior to development.  Land tenure through long-term leases and shorter-term land use permits will be 
required from the QIA to access Inuit-owned lands that surround the Mary River Mine Site and from AANDC 
for the port at Steensby Inlet and most of the railway.  Other key approvals include a Type A Water Licence 
from the Nunavut Water Board (NWB), Fisheries Act authorization with the Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans (DFO), approvals or exemptions under the Navigable Waters Protection Act administered by 
Transport Canada Navigable Waters Protection Program (TC-NWPP), and a licence for explosives 
manufacture from Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) under the Explosives Act. 

A listing of Federal and Territorial Approvals required as well as the relevant legislation and regulations can 
be found in Volume 2 Table 2-2.2. 
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SECTION 16.0 - INDEX OF SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION AND APPENDICES FOR VOLUME 1 

EIS DOCUMENT INDEX 

EIS Main Volume Content 

 Executive Summary 
Inuktitut Version 
English Version 
French Version 

1.0 Introduction  
2.0 Project Description Succinct description of the Project  

3.0 Alternatives Considered Presents the alternatives that were considered for 
various components of the Project 

4.0 Public Consultation Presents an overview of the public consultation 
undertaken to date 

5.0 Baseline Studies Presents an overview of the socio-economic and 
biophysical baseline condition 

6.0 Residual Effects Assessment Describes the environmental assessment 
methodology 

7.0 Accidents and Malfunctions Presents potential accidents and malfunctions and 
mitigation measures  

8.0 Effects of the Environment on 
the Project 

Presents the effects on the environment on the Project 
and how climate change has been taken into 
consideration 

9.0 Cumulative Effects Discusses cumulative effects 
10.0 Transboundary Effects Discusses transboundary effects of the Project 

11.0 Environmental Management Provides an overview of Baffinland’s environmental, 
health and safety management system 

12.0 Statement of Residual Effects Summary of Project residual effects in table format 

13.0 Abandonment and Reclamation Describes the conceptual approach for closure and 
abandonment of the site 

14.0 Optimization of Benefits  

15.0 Land Tenure and Approvals 
Required for Development 

Identifies Baffinland’s mineral leases and permits 
required for the Project 

16.0 Index of Supporting Information 
and Appendices Provides an index of supporting documentation 

17.0 List of Contributors Identifies the participants 
18.0 Distribution  
19.0 References  
20.0 Abbreviations  

Appendices 

Appendix 1A Popular Summary 
Appendix 1A-1 Popular Summary – Inuktitut Version 
Appendix 1A-2 Popular Summary – English Version 
Appendix 1A-3 Popular Summary – French Version 
Appendix 1B Table of Concordance 
Appendix 1B-1 Concordance with EIS Guidelines 
Appendix 1B-2 Concordance with EIS Guidelines (Appendix J and K) 
Appendix 1B-3 Concordance with EIS Guidelines (NWB) 
Appendix 1B-4 Concordance with PHC Report Section 3.3.4 
Appendix 1B-5 Concordance with PHC Report Appendix 1 
Appendix 1B-6 Concordance with PHC Report Appendix 2 
Appendix 1B-7 Concordance with PHC Report Appendix 3 
Appendix 1B-8 NIRB Determinations 
Appendix 1B-8-1 Screening Decisions 
Appendix 1B-8-2 EIS Guidelines 
Appendix 1C EIS Master Table of Contents 
Appendix 1D Glossary 
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EIS DOCUMENT INDEX 

EIS Main Volume Content 
 Appendix 1E Plain Language Summaries 
Volume 2 Presents the framework under which the EIS has been prepared 

1.0 Consultation Consultation Baffinland has undertaken with stakeholders 
at all levels. 

2.0 Regulatory Framework  Regulatory processes that are applicable to both the review 
of the project and the subsequent operation of the mine. 

3.0 Assessment Methodology 

The approach to carrying out the impact assessment: how 
valued components were identified, criteria used in the 
assessment, how the significance of impacts was 
determined. 

4.0 List of Contributors  
5.0 References  
6.0 Definitions and Abbreviations  

Appendices 

Appendix 2A Public Consultation Record 
Appendix 2A-1 Lists of Meetings (Tables 2A-1.1 to 2A-1.4) 
Appendix 2A-2 Public Consultation Database 
Appendix 2A-3 QIA Community Consultation Database 

Appendix 2B Summary of Community-Based Research Undertaken for 
the Mary River Project 

Appendix 2C Effects Interaction Matrices 
Appendix 2D Steensby Land Lease Application 

Volume 3 Project Description 
1.0 Introduction 

Presents the Project schedule and Project description for 
the construction, operation and closure phases, work force 
requirement, and Project Alternatives. 

2.0 Project Description – 
Construction Phase 

3.0 Project Description – 
Operation Phase 

4.0 Project Description – Closure 
and Post-Closure 

5.0 Workforce and Human 
Resources 

6.0 Alternatives 
7.0 References  
8.0 Definitions and Abbreviations  

Appendices 

Appendix 3A Related Drawings 
Appendix 3B Type A Water License Application 
Appendix 3C Mobile Equipment Lists 
Appendix 3D Mine Site Documents 
Appendix 3E Railway Information 
Appendix 3F Steensby Documents 
Appendix 3G Ice and Marine Shipping Assessment 
Appendix 3H Trade Off 
Appendix 3I 2012 Work Plan 

Volume 4 Human Environment - Baseline conditions and impact assessment 
1.0 Introduction Describes the socio-economic conditions of the potentially 

affected communities in the North Baffin Region as well as 
Iqaluit as a regional hub in the South Baffin. 
 
Describes potential impacts and proposed mitigation to limit 
negative effects. 
 
Presents an evaluation of the significance of residual 
effects that may exist after mitigation have been 
implemented. 

2.0 Population Demographics 
3.0 Education and Training 
4.0 Livelihood and Employment 

5.0 Economic Development and 
Self-Reliance 

6.0 Human Health and Well-Being 

7.0 Community Infrastructure and 
Public Services 
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EIS DOCUMENT INDEX 

Volume 4 Human Environment - Baseline conditions and impact assessment 

8.0 Contracting and Business 
Opportunities 

 

9.0 Cultural Resources 
10.0 Resources and Land-Use 
11.0 Cultural Well-Being 
12.0 Benefits, Royalty and Taxation 
13.0 Government and Leadership 

14.0 Socio-Economic Impact 
Summary and Conclusions 

15.0 Socio-Economic Monitoring 
and Adaptive Management 

16.0 Conclusions 
17.0 Authors 
18.0 References 
19.0 Definitions and Abbreviations  

Appendices 

Appendix 4A Socio-Economic Baseline Report 
Appendix 4B Economic Impact Model 
Appendix 4C Land Use Report 
Appendix 4D Preliminary Archeological Mitigation Plan 

Volume 5 Atmospheric Environment - Baseline conditions and impact assessment 
1.0 Climate 

Presents climatic conditions in the region and baseline air 
quality conditions. 
Identification of potential impacts and significance of residual 
effects after mitigation are implemented. 

2.0 Air Quality (VEC) 
3.0 Noise and Vibration 
4.0 References 
5.0 Definitions and Abbreviations 

Appendices 

Appendix 5A Baseline Meteorological Report and Meteorological 
Instruments Report 

Appendix 5B Greenhouse Gas Assessment 
Appendix 5C Air Quality 
Appendix 5C-1 Air Quality Baseline Report 

Appendix 5C-2 Air Quality Monitoring During Bulk Sampling Preparations 
2007, Milne Inlet 

Appendix 5C-3 Air Quality During Bulk Sampling Operations 2008, Mary 
River 

Appendix 5C-4 Air Emissions Inventory 
Appendix 5C-5 Air Quality Modelling Contour Plots 
Appendix 5D Noise 
Appendix 5D-1 Noise Baseline Report 
Appendix 5D-2 Noise Emission Inventory 

Volume 6 Terrestrial Environment - Baseline conditions and impact assessment 
1.0 Introduction Identifies the key environmental issues and wildlife species 

(valued ecosystem components, or VECs) focused on in the 
assessment.  Potential environmental impacts to these VECs 
that may result during different phases of the project.  
Mitigation or actions to be undertaken to limit negative 
impacts to these VECs.  
An evaluation of the significance of residual impacts that may 
exist after mitigation plans have been implemented. 

2.0 Landforms, Soils and 
Permafrost 

3.0 Vegetation 
4.0 Migratory Birds and Habitat 
5.0 Terrestrial Wildlife and Habitat 
6.0 References 
7.0 Definitions and Abbreviations 

Appendices 

Appendix 6A Palaeontology Report 
Appendix 6B Geochemical Evaluations 
Appendix 6B-1 Geochemical Evaluations of Ore and Waste Rock 
Appendix 6B-2 Geochemical Evaluations of Tote Road Aggregate Materials 
Appendix 6B-3 Geochemical Evaluation of Railway Quarry Materials 
Appendix 6C Vegetation Baseline Report 
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EIS DOCUMENT INDEX 

Volume 6 Terrestrial Environment - Baseline conditions and impact assessment 

 

Appendix 6D Ecological Land Classification 
Appendix 6E Birds Baseline Report 
Appendix 6F Terrestrial Wildlife Baseline Report 
Appendix 6G-1 Evaluation of Exposure Potential from Metals in Dust (2010) 
Appendix 6G-2 Evaluation of Exposure Potential from Metals in Dust (2011) 
Appendix 6H Caribou Energetics 

Volume 7 Freshwater Aquatic Environment - Baseline conditions and impact assessment 
1.0 Regional Freshwater Setting Summarizes the baseline conditions.  The impact 

assessment for the freshwater aquatic environment: 
Hydrology, water quality and sediment, fish and fish habitat.  
Identifies the key environmental issues and species (VECs) 
focused on in the assessment.  Potential environmental 
impacts to these VECs that may result during different 
phases of the project, mitigation or actions to be undertaken 
to limit negative impacts to these VECs, and, evaluation of 
the significance of residual impacts that may exist after 
mitigation plans have been implemented. 

2.0 Freshwater Quantity 
3.0 Freshwater Quality 

4.0 Freshwater Biota and Habitat 
5.0 References 

6.0 Glossary and Abbreviations 

Appendices 
Appendix 7A Hydrology Baseline Report 

Appendix 7B Water and Sediment Quality Baseline Report 
Appendix 7C Freshwater Aquatic Habitat and Fish Baseline Report 

Volume 8 Marine Environment - Baseline conditions and impact assessment 
1.0 Introduction Summarizes the baseline conditions for oceanography, sea 

ice, water quality and sediment, and, fish and fish habitat.  
Identifies the key environmental issues and species (VECs) 
focused on in the assessment.  Describes potential 
environmental impacts to these VECs that may result during 
different phases of the project.  Mitigation or actions to be 
undertaken to limit negative impacts to these VECs.  An 
evaluation of the significance of residual impacts that may 
exist after mitigation plans have been implemented. 

2.0 Sea Ice 
3.0 Water and Sediment Quality 
4.0 Marine Habitat and Biota 
5.0 Marine Mammals 
6.0 References 

7.0 Definitions and Abbreviations 

Appendices 

Appendix 8A Marine Baseline Description 
Appendix 8A-1 Oceanography Baseline  
Appendix 8A-2 Marine Mammal  
Appendix 8A-3 Analysis of Polynya-like Features in Foxe Basin and Hudson 

Strait 
Appendix 8B Effluent Dispersion Modelling 
Appendix 8B-1 Ballast Water Discharge at Steensby Inlet 
Appendix 8B-2 Sewage Effluent Discharge Modeling at Steensby Inlet 
Appendix 8C Underwater Noise Modelling 
Appendix 8C-1 Underwater Noise Modeling for Steensby Inlet, Foxe Basin 

and Hudson Strait 
Appendix 8C-2 Underwater Noise Modelling for Milne Inlet and Eclipse 

Sound 
Appendix 8C-3 Composite Marine Mammal Audiogram and Noise 
Appendix 8C-4 Assessment of Underwater Noise from Pile Driving 
Appendix 8D Ship-generated Wave and Aircraft Noise Analyses 

Appendix 8D-1 Aircraft Airborne Noise Analysis Relative to Known Walrus 
Haulout Sites 

Appendix 8D-2 Ship Generated Wave Effects 

Volume 9 Cumulative, Effects of the Environment, Accident and Malfunction, Transboundary 
Effects and Sustainability 

1.0 Cumulative Effects 
Assessment 

 

2.0 Effects of the Environment on 
the Project 
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Volume 9 Cumulative, Effects of the Environment, Accident and Malfunction, Transboundary 
Effects and Sustainability 

3.0 Accidents and Malfunctions  

4.0 Transboundary Effects 
Assessment 

 

5.0 Navigation of Waterways  
6.0 References  
7.0 Definitions and Abbreviations  

Appendices 
Appendix 9A Milne Port Fuel Spill Modelling 
Appendix 9B Steensby Port Fuel Spill Modelling 
Appendix 9C Coastal Environment Sensitivity Mapping 

Volume 10 
Overview of the Baffinland’s Environmental, Health and Safety Management System, 
Sustainability Policy and Environmental Design Guidelines for the Mary River Project. 

1.0 
Environmental, Health and 
Safety Management 
Framework 

 

2.0 Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures by Project Phase 

 

3.0 Environmental Design 
Guidelines 

 

4.0 Environmental Protection Plan  
5.0 Roles and Responsibilities  

6.0 Risk Management and 
Emergency Response 

 

7.0 Definitions and Abbreviations  

8.0 Biophysical Environmental 
Effects Monitoring Framework  

9.0 Socio-Economic Environment 
Management Plan  

10.0 Mine Closure and 
Reclamation Plan  

11.0 Follow-up and Adaptive 
Development Schedule  

12.0 Management Plan Updates 
and Development Schedule  

13.0 Definitions and Abbreviations  

Appendices 

Appendix A Baffinland’s Environmental, Health and Safety (EHS) 
Management Framework 

Appendix 10A-1  EHS Framework Standard 
Appendix 10A-2  Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment Procedure 
Appendix 10A-3  Construction Risk Management Report 

Appendix 10B  Environmental Protection Plan  
Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 

Appendix 10C Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plans 
Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 

Appendix 10C-1  Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan 
Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 

Appendix 10C-2  Oil Pollution Emergencies Plan – Milne Port  
Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 

Appendix 10C-3  Oil Pollution Emergencies Plan – Steensby Port 
Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 

Appendix 10C-4  Explosives Management Plan  
Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 

Appendix 10C-5 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management 
Plan Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
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Volume 10 
Overview of the Baffinland’s Environmental, Health and Safety Management System, 
Sustainability Policy and Environmental Design Guidelines for the Mary River Project. 

 

Appendix 10D Environment Monitoring and Mitigation Plans 
Appendix 10D-1  Air Quality and Noise Abatement Management Plan  
Appendix 10D-2  Surface Water and Aquatic Ecosystems Management Plan 

Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10D-3  Fresh Water Supply, Sewage and Wastewater Management 

Plan  Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10D-4  Waste Management Plan for Construction, Operation and 

Closure Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10D-4  Landfarm Manuals 

Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10D-4  Landfill Manuals 

Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10D-4  Incinerator Manuals 

Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10D-5  Waste Rock Management Plan 

Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10D-5  ARD/ML Program 

Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10D-6  Borrow Pit and Quarry Management Plan 

Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10D-7  Fish Habitat Compensation 
Appendix 10D-8  Roads Management Plan 
Appendix 10D-9.1 Railway Maintenance Management Plan 
Appendix 10D-9.2 Railway Emergency Management Plan 
Appendix 10D-10  Shipping and Marine Mammals Management Plan 
Appendix 10D-11  Terrestrial Environment Effects Framework 
Appendix 10D-12  Environmental Monitoring Plan 

Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10D-13  Biophysical Environmental Effects Monitoring Framework 
Appendix 10D-14  MMER Environmental Effects Monitoring Study Design 

Framework 
Appendix 10E  Health & Safety Management Plan 

Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
Appendix 10F Socio-Economic Environment Management Plan 
Appendix 10F-1  Stakeholders Involvement Plan 
Appendix 10F-2  Cultural and Heritage Resources Protection Plan 
Appendix 10F-3  Human Resources Management Plan 
Appendix 10G  Preliminary Closure and Reclamation Plan 

Moved to Volume 3, App 3B 
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SECTION 17.0 - LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS 

This EIS was prepared for Baffinland by a diverse team of specialists, consultants and companies.  The 
contributors are listed in Table 1-17.1. 

Engineering support was provided by Hatch Ltd., Canarail Consultants Inc. and AMEC Americas Ltd. 
Shipping, ice and ice-breaking related expertise was provided by Fednav Ltd. and their subsidiary, 
ENFOTEC Technical Services Inc. 

Table 1-17.1 List of Contributors 

Person Role Contact Details 

Project Management 

Erik Madsen FEIS Review Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation1 
erik.madsen@baffinland.com 

Oliver Curran M.Sc. FEIS Project Management and Review Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation1 
oliver.curran@baffinland.com 

James (Jim) Millard, M.Sc., 
P.Geo. 

Review of geochemistry, EHS 
Management System 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation1 
jim.millard@baffinland.com 

Linda Chepyha Administrative assistance, document 
preparation 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation1 
linda.chepyha@baffinland.com 

Jennifer St. Paul Butler Concordance and summaries Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation1 
jennifer.stpaulbutler@baffinland.com 

William. A. (Bill) Napier, 
M.Sc. 

FEIS Review Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation1 
bill.napier@baffinland.com 

Fernand Beaulac Project description; Environmental 
Management System and management 
plans; accidents and malfunctions.  
Senior Review 

FPB Management Services2 
fernand.beaulac@gmail.com 

Leroy Metcalfe FEIS production; concordance tracking Sikumiut Environmental Management Ltd.3 
Leroy.Metcalfe@sikumiut.ca 

Richard Cook EA preparation manager; project 
description; Inuit knowledge study 
manager; regulatory, FEIS Volume 2, 
cultural resources, water quality, 
cumulative effects 

Knight Piésold Ltd.4 

rcook@knightpiesold.com 

Anne O’Toole M.Sc. Review Anne O’Toole Consulting  
Anne.otoole@rogers.com 

Amanda Moore GIS Specialist/CAD Knight Piésold Ltd.4 

amoore@knightpiesold.com 

Socio-Economic 

Doug Brubacher Socio-economic baseline and effects 
assessment 

Brubacher Development Strategies Inc.5 

dougbrubacher@gmail.com 

Jason Prno Inuit knowledge studies Knight Piésold Ltd.6 

jprno@trailheadconsulting.ca 

Shelly Elverum Inuit knowledge studies Knight Piésold Ltd. 6 

 

mailto:jennifer.stpaulbutler@baffinland.com
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Table 1-17.1 List of Contributors (Cont’d) 

Person Role Contact Details 

Socio-Economic 

Anna Potoczna Land use baseline update and effects 
assessment 

Knight Piésold Ltd. 6 

apotoczna@knightpiesold.com 

Claude Pinard Archaeological surveys (2008 to 2011); 
cultural resources effects assessment 

Claude Pinard7  
pinardc@videotron.ca 

Atmospheric 

Alain Carrière Project Manager - climate, air quality and 
noise baseline and effects assessments 

RWDI AIR Inc.8  
alain.carriere@rwdi.com  

Ahammad Ali Air quality modeling RWDI AIR Inc. 8  
ahammad.ali@rwdi.com  

Kyle Hellewell Noise baseline and effects assessment RWDI AIR Inc. 8  
kyle.hellewell@rwdi.com 

Mike Lepage Senior air quality review RWDI AIR Inc. 8 
mike.lepage@rwdi.com 

Sharon Schajnoha Air quality baseline and effects 
assessment 

RWDI AIR Inc. 8 

sharon.schajnoha@rwdi.com 

Terrestrial 

Michael Setterington, 
R.P.Bio. 

Terrestrial mammal baseline; vegetation, 
bird and mammal effects assessments 

EDI Environmental Dynamics Inc.11 
msetterington@edynamics.com 

Kevin Hawton, P.Eng. Geotechnical investigations Knight Piésold Ltd4 

khawton@knightpiesold.com 

Rob Mercer, Ph.D., P.Eng. Geomechanical investigations and 
hazard assessment, including pit slope, 
deep thermistor and tunnels 

Knight Piésold Ltd4 

rmercer@knightpiesold.com  

Charlotte Dubec Landforms, soil and permafrost effects 
assessment 

Knight Piésold Ltd4 

cdubec@knightpiesold.com 

Kevin Jones, P.Eng. Specialist permafrost geotechnical input EBA Engineering Consultants Ltd.9 

kjones@eba.ca 

Page Burt Vegetation baseline study and DEIS 
effects assessment 

Outcrop Ltd.10  

page@outcrop.com 

Matt Evans, Ph.D. Terrestrial bird baseline field studies AMEC Americas Ltd.14 
Matt.Evans@amec.com 

Graeme Pelchat, M.Sc. Terrestrial mammal baseline, and FEIS 
vegetation, birds and terrestrial effects 
assessment 

EDI Environmental Dynamics Inc.11 
gpelchat@edynamics.com 

Shannon Stotyn, M.Sc. Terrestrial mammal baseline EDI Environmental Dynamics Inc. 11 
sstotyn@edynamics.com 

Sophie Czetwertynski, 
Ph.D. 

Terrestrial mammal baseline EDI Environmental Dynamics Inc. 11 
sczetwertynski@edynamics.com 

Matthew Power, AScT Terrestrial mammal baseline EDI Environmental Dynamics Inc. 11 
mpower@edynamics.com 

Robert (Ted) Elliott  Terrestrial mammal habitat suitability 
modelling  

LGL Ltd.12  

telliot@lgl.com  
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Table 1-17.1 List of Contributors (Cont’d) 

Person Role Contact Details 

Terrestrial 

Peter Quinby, Ph.D. Ecological land classification, terrestrial 
bird habitat suitability modelling 

Knight Piésold Ltd4 

pquinby@knightpiesold.com 

Freshwater 

Ryan Stinson M.Sc., R.P. 
Bio. 

DEIS Water quality effects assessment Knight Piésold Ltd6 

rstinson@knightpiesold.com 

Kyle Terry Hydrology baseline study and effects 
assessment 

Knight Piésold Ltd6  
kterry@knightpiesold.com  

Shannon Roach Water and sediment quality baseline 
study 

Knight Piésold Ltd4 

sroach@knightpiesold.com 

Megan Cooley, M.Sc., 
P.Biol. 

Freshwater fish and fish habitat baseline 
and effects assessment 

North/South Consultants Inc.13 

mcooley@nscons.ca 

Karl Kroeker, R.P. Bio., P. 
Biol. 

No Net Loss Planning; freshwater fish 
and fish habitat baseline and effects 
assessment 

North/South Consultants Inc.13 

kkroeker@nscons.ca 

Richard Remnant, 
M.N.R.M. 

Freshwater fish and fish habitat baseline 
and effects assessment 

North/South Consultants Inc.13 

rremnant@nscons.ca 

Steve Walker Geochemistry and water quality runoff 
estimates 

AMEC Americas Ltd.14 

Steve.Walker@amec.com 

Leanne Zrum, M.Sc., R.P. 
Bio., P. Biol. 

Freshwater fish and fish habitat baseline 
and effects assessment 

North/South Consultants Inc.13 

lzrum@nscons.ca 

Michael Johnson, M.Sc. Freshwater fish and fish habitat baseline 
reporting 

North/South Consultants Inc.13 
mjohnson@nscons.ca 

Gaylen Eaton, M.N.R.M. Freshwater fish and fish habitat baseline 
reporting 

North/South Consultants Inc.13 

geaton@nscons.ca 

Marine 

Bevin LeDrew Senior review, EIS team lead – Marine 
and Fish Habitat Compensation Planning 

Sikumiut Environmental Management 
Ltd.3 Bevin.LeDrew@sikumiut.ca 

Warren Bernhardt Marine mammal baseline studies and 
effects assessment 

North/South Consultants Inc.13 

wbernhardt@nscons.ca 

Kathleen Dawson Marine baseline studies (Oceanography, 
Marine mammals) 

North/South Consultants Inc.13 

kdawson@nscons.ca 

Brianna Wyn Marine water and sediment baseline 
study and effects assessment 

North/South Consultants Inc.13 

bwyn@nscons.ca 

Stacy Hnatiuk Marine water and sediment baseline 
study and effects assessment 

North/South Consultants Inc.13 

shnatiuk@nscons.ca 

Micheal Lawrence Senior review and advice North/South Consultants Inc.13 

mlawrence@nscons.ca 

Robert Elliott Marine mammal baseline studies and 
effects assessment 

LGL Ltd.16 

telliot@lgl.com 

Val Moulton Marine mammal effects assessment LGL Ltd. 15 

vmoulton@lgl.com 

Rolph Davis, Ph.D. Senior review LGL Ltd.16  

rdavis@lgl.com 
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Table 1-17.1 List of Contributors (Cont’d) 

Person Role Contact Details 

Marine 

Meike Holst Marine mammal effects assessment LGL Ltd. 15  

mholst@lgl.com 

Nathalie Patenaude, Ph.D. Marine mammal baseline report lead LGL Ltd.15 

npatenaude@lgl.com 

Patrick Abgrall, Ph.D. Marine mammal baseline report LGL Ltd.15 

pabgrall@lgl.com 

Mark Fitzgerald GIS-map preparation LGL Ltd.15 

mfitzgerald@lgl.com 

Rolph Davis, Ph.D. Senior review LGL. Ltd.16 
rdavis@lgl.com 

Meike Holst Marine mammal effects assessment  LGL Ltd.16 
mholst@lgl.com 

Nathalie Patenaude, Ph.D. Marine mammal baseline report lead LGL Ltd.16 
npatenaude@lgl.com 

Patrick Abgrall, Ph.D. Marine mammal baseline report LGL Ltd.16 
pabgrall@lgl.com 

William Cross Senior review LGL Ltd.16  

wecross@lgl.com 

W. John Richardson, Ph.D. Senior advice LGL Ltd.16  

wjr@lgl.com 

Charles Greene, Jr., Ph.D.  Senior review and advice Greeneridge Sciences,17 

cgreene@greeneridge.com 

Mikhail Zykov Acoustic modelling lead Jasco Applied Sciences18 

Mikhail.Zykov@jasco.com 

Marie-Noel Matthews Acoustic modelling Jasco Applied Sciences18 

Marie-Noel.Matthews@jasco.com 

Larry LeDrew M.Sc. Marine ice, MMER framework, effects of 
CC on Project 

Sikumiut Environmental Management 
Ltd.3 
Larry.LeDrew @sikumiut.ca 

Trevor Ford B.Sc. Marine ice Sikumiut Environmental Management 
Ltd.3 
Trevor.Ford@sikumiut.ca 

Tim Anderson B.Sc. Marine HADD Sikumiut Environmental Management 
Ltd.3 
Tim.Anderson@sikumiut.ca 

David Scruton M.Sc. Marine HADD Sikumiut Environmental Management 
Ltd.3 
David.Scruton @sikumiut.ca 

Type A Water Licence Application 

John Binns, M.Sc., P.Eng. Type A Water Licence Preparation and 
Senior Review  

Hatch Ltd.19 
jbinns@hatch.ca 

Michael Hall, P. Eng. Type A Water Licence Senior Review Hatch Ltd.19 
mhall@hatch.ca 
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Table 1-17.1 List of Contributors (Cont’d) 

Person Role Contact Details 

Type A Water Licence Application 

Julia Davourie, M. Eng. Contributor to Preliminary Closure Plan Hatch Ltd.19 
jdavourie@hatch.ca 

John Donetz Type A Water Licence Preparation – 
Water Crossings, Quarries 

Hatch Ltd. 19 
jdonetz@hatch.ca 

Adam Grzegorczyk Type A Water Licence Preparation and 
Review – Management Plans 

Hatch Ltd.19 
agrzegorczyk@hatch.ca 

Rusi Kapadia, P. Eng. Type A Water Licence  Preparation - 
Water 

Hatch Ltd.19 
rkapadia@hatch.ca 

Jamie Keech, M.Sc Type A Water Licence Preparation and 
Review – Management Plans 

Hatch Ltd.19 
jkeech@hatch.ca 

Shelley Potter Type A Water Licence  Preparation and 
Concordance – Management Plans 

Hatch Ltd.19 
spotter@hatch.ca 
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1. BAFFINLAND IRON MINES CORPORATION, 120 ADELAIDE STREET W., TORONTO, ONTARIO M5H 4T4; TEL (416) 364-

8820 
2. FPB MANAGEMENT SERVICES, 1000 ENGLISH BLUFF ROAD, DELTA, B.C., V4M 2N6; TEL: (604) 948 2165 
3. SIKUMIUT ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT LTD. P.O. BOX 39089 175 HAMLYN RD. ST. JOHN'S NEWFOUNDLAND 

A1E 5Y7; TEL (709) 754-0499 
4. KNIGHT PIÉSOLD LTD., 1650 MAIN STREET W., NORTH BAY, ONTARIO P1B 8G5; TEL (705) 476-2165 
5. BRUBACHER DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES INC. 105 CAROLINE AVE., OTTAWA, ONTARIO K1Y 0T1; TEL (613) 715-

9708 
6. KNIGHT PIÉSOLD LTD., SUITE 1400 - 750 WEST PENDER, VANCOUVER, BRITISH COLUMBIA V6C 2T8; TEL (604) 685-

0543 
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10. OUTCROP LTD. 800-4920 52 ST., YELLOWKNIFE, NUNAVUT X1A 3T1; TEL (867) 766-6700 
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16. LGL LTD. P.O. BOX 280, 22 FISHER ST., KING CITY, ONTARIO L7B 1A6; TEL (905) 833-1244 
17. GREENERIDGE SCIENCES 6160 - C WALLACE BECKNELL ROAD, SANTA BARB4ARA, CALIFORNIA 93117; TEL (805) 

967-7720 
18. JASCO APPLIED SCIENCES 432 - 1496 LOWER WATER STREET, HALIFAX, NOVA SCOTIA, B3J 1R9; TEL (902) 405-

3336 
19. HATCH ASSOCIATES LTD., 2800 SPEAKMAN DRIVE, MISSISSAUGA, ON L5K 2R7; TEL (905) 855-7600 
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SECTION 18.0 - DISTRIBUTION 

The initial distribution of the Final EIS is to the following organizations: 

• Baffinland Toronto Head Office 

• Baffinland Iqaluit Office 

• Baffinland Liaison Officer Office, Arctic Bay 

• Baffinland Liaison Officer Office, Clyde River 

• Baffinland Liaison Officer Office, Hall Beach 

• Baffinland Liaison Officer Office, Igloolik 

• Baffinland Liaison Officer Office, Pond Inlet 

• Qikiqtani Inuit Association 

• Arctic Bay Community Liaison Office 

• Cape Dorset Community Liaison Office 

• Hall Beach Community Liaison Office 

• Igloolik Community Liaison Office 

• Kimmirut Community Liaison Office 

• Pond Inlet Community Liaison Office 

• Clyde River Community Liaison Office 

• Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

• Environment Canada 

• Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 

• Government of Nunavut 

• Nunavut Impact Review Board 

• Nunavut Water Board 

• Nunavut Planning Commission 

• Municipality of Igloolik 

• Hamlet of Arctic Bay 

• Hamlet of Hall Beach 

• Hamlet of Clyde River  

• Hamlet of Pond Inlet  

• City of Iqaluit  

• Hamlet of Kimmirut 

• Municipality of Cape Dorset 

• Igloolik Hunters and Trappers Association 

• Mittimatalik Hunters and Trappers 
Organization 

• Ikajutit Hunters and Trappers Association 

• Namautaq Hunters and Trappers Association 

• Cape Dorset Hunters and Trappers 
Association 

• Hall Beach HT Hunters and Trappers 
Association  

• Kimmirut Hunters and Trappers Association 

• Parks Canada 

• Canadian Transportation Agency 

• Transport Canada, Environmental Affairs 

• Natural Resources Canada 
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SECTION 20.0 - ABBREVIATIONS 

°C ...................................................................................................Degrees Celsius 

°N ..................................................................................... Degrees of latitude north 

AANDC ............................... Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada 

ACIA .................................................................. Arctic Climate Impact Assessment 

AINC ............................................................ Affaires Indiennes et du Nord Canada 

As ................................................................................................................. Arsenic 

ASEP ................................................... Aboriginal Skills and Employment Program 

ATV ............................................................................................. All Terrain Vehicle 

BIM ..................................................................... Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation 

BOD.............................................................................. Biological Oxygen Demand 

C$ ................................................................................................. Canadian Dollars 

CCME ...................................... Canadian Council of Ministers for the Environment 

CED ................................................................ Community Economic Development 

CFU ......................................................................................... Colony-Forming Unit 

CHS ....................................................................... Canadian Hydrographic Service 

CLARC ................................................ Community Land and Resource Committee 

cm ....................................................................................................... Centimetre(s) 

Cu ................................................................................................................. Copper 

dBA........................................................................................................... Decibel(s) 

DFO ............................................................... Department of Fisheries and Oceans 

DFS ................................................................................ Definitive Feasibility Study 

DWT ........................................................................................... Deadweight Tonne 

EHS ..................................................................... Environmental Health and Safety 

EIS ........................................................................Environmental Impact Statement 

ELC .......................................................................... Ecological Land Classification 

EMMP.......................................... Environmental Mitigation and Management Plan 

EPP ......................................................................... Environmental Protection Plan 

ESIA ............................................... Environmental and Social Impact Assessment 

FASD .................................................................... Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder 

FC ............................................................................................... Faecal Coliform(s) 
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GDP................................................................................... Gross Domestic Product 

GHG ............................................................................................. Greenhouse Gas 

GIS ..................................................................... Geographical Information System 

GN ...................................................................................... Government of Nunavut 

GNDoE ................................. Government of Nunavut Department of Environment 

ha ............................................................................................................ Hectare(s) 

HADD ................................................... Harmful Alteration, Disruption, Destruction 

HRSDC...................................Human Resources and Skills Development Canada 

HTA ...................................................................Hunters and Trappers’ Association 

HTO ................................................................ Hunters and Trappers’ Organization 

IIBA ................................................................ Inuit Impact and Benefits Agreement 

IPG ...........................................................................Institute of Public Government 

ISO .................................................. International Organization for Standardization 

IQ ......................................................................................... Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 

kg ............................................................................................................ Kilogram(s) 

KI ......................................................................................................... Key Indicator 

km .......................................................................................................... Kilometre(s) 

L .................................................................................................................... Litre(s) 

LSA............................................................................................... Local Study Area 

m ................................................................................................................. Meter(s) 

m3 ..................................................................................................... Cubic meter(s) 

m3/day ................................................................................. Cubic meter(s) per day  

m3/year ............................................................................... Cubic meter(s) per year 

m/s ............................................................................................ Meter(s) per second 

mg/L ......................................................................................... Milligram(s) per litre 

MHTO ........................................... Mittimatalik Hunters and Trappers Organization 

mm ....................................................................................................... Millimetre(s) 

MOU ...................................................................... Memorandum of Understanding 

Mt/a ........................................................................... Million tons per annum (year) 

ML ......................................................................................................... Megalitre(s) 

MWh ............................................................................................... Megawatt hours 

Ni .................................................................................................................... Nickel 
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NIRB ........................................................................ Nunavut Impact Review Board 

NLCA ................................................................... Nunavut Land Claims Agreement 

NNI ............................................................. Nunavummi Nangminiqaqtunik Ikajuuti 

NO2 ................................................................................................. Nitrogen dioxide 

NPC .........................................................................Nunavut Planning Commission 

NSA .................................................................................. Nunavut Settlement Area 

NTI ........................................................................Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 

NWB ...................................................................................... Nunavut Water Board 

NWT ....................................................................................... Northwest Territories 

O3 .................................................................................................................. Ozone 

O&G ................................................................................................. Oil and Grease 

OHSAS ............................... Occupational Health and Safety Management System 

OPEP ........................................................................ Oil Pollution Emergency Plan 

PAG .............................................................................. Potentially Acid Generating 

Pb ..................................................................................................................... Lead 

PDA ................................................................................ Project Development Area 

PM10 ....................................................................Particulate Matter, 10 micrometre 

psu ........................................................................................ Practical Salinity Units 

PYLL.............................................................................. Potential Years of Life Lost 

QIA .................................................................................. Qikiqtani Inuit Association 

ROM ...................................................................................................... Run of Mine 

RSA ......................................................................................... Regional Study Area 

Satcom ............................................................................. Satellite communications 

SO2 .................................................................................................. Sulphur dioxide 

t .................................................................................................................... Tonnes 

IQ .......................................................................................... Traditional Knowledge 

tonnes/yr ........................................................................................ Tonnes per year 

TSP ............................................................................. Total Suspended Particulate 

TSS ................................................................................. Total Suspended Solid(s) 

TSX .................................................................................. Toronto Stock Exchange 

ug/g or μg/g ......................................................................... Microgram(s) per gram 

VC ............................................................................................. Valued Component 
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VEC ........................................................................ Valued Ecosystem Component 

VSEC.............................................................. Valued Socio-Economic Component 

WWTP ........................................................................ Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Zn ...................................................................................................................... Zinc 

ZOI ............................................................................................... Zone of Influence 
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