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1.0 0INTRODUCTION 

1.1 5Outline of the Mary River Project  

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation’s (Baffinland or the Proponent) proposed Mary 
River project (the Project) is located on Baffin Island, located approximately 160 
kilometres south of Pond Inlet and 1000 km northwest of Iqaluit.  This project 
involves the construction, operation, closure, and reclamation of an 18 million tonne-
per-annum (Mt/a) open pit iron mine. High-grade iron ore will be mined and 
processed using conventional crushing and screening methods.  A railway system will 
transport the ore approximately 143 kilometres from the mine site to an all-season 
deep-water port and ship loading facility at Steensby Inlet, where the ore will be 
loaded into ore carriers for overseas shipment through Foxe Basin and Hudson Strait.  
Year round shipping will be undertaken with a fleet of cape-sized ore carriers with the 
capacity to break ice, while additional non-icebreaking ore carriers and conventional 
ships will be used during the open water season. 

The Project proposes the following major phases (as per Baffinland’s March 2008 
Project Description):  

1) Pre-construction staging: March 2008 to April 2010 (anticipated) 

2) Construction phase: 2010 to 2014 

3) Operation phase: Anticipated to be 21 years, subject to additional exploration 
results  

4) Closure and reclamation phase:  Closure phase expected to be 3 years, 
followed by a minimum of 5 years of post-closure environmental monitoring 

The proposed major project components and associated project activities include: 

1) Iron ore mine at Mary River 

2) Railway transportation of iron ore from Mary River mine site to Steensby Inlet 
all-season sea port 

3) Open water shipping into Milne Inlet, through Eclipse Sound and Pond Inlet, 
via Baffin Bay and Davis Strait from southern Canada.  

4) Transportation of supplies and materials from Milne Inlet via the Milne Inlet 
Tote Road to Mary River 

5) Operation of all-season sea port at Steensby Inlet 

6) Year round shipping (including ice breaking) at Steensby Inlet sea port 
through Foxe Basin and Hudson Strait to southern Canada and Europe  

7) Air transportation   
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8)  Ongoing geotechnical exploration 

All information pertaining to the Mary River Project proposal can be accessed from 
the NIRB’s ftp site at the following link: 

http://ftp.nirb.ca/REVIEWS/CURRENT_REVIEWS/08MN053-
BAFFINLAND_MARY_RIVER/  

1.2 6Brief File History 

On March 20, 2008 Baffinland submitted its Mary River project proposal to the 
NIRB, Nunavut Water Board and Nunavut Planning Commission, On April 30, 2008; 
the NIRB received a positive conformity determination from the Nunavut Planning 
Commission (NPC) for the Project in relation to the North Baffin Regional Land Use 
Plan (NBRLUP).  The conformity determination also contained the provisions set 
forth in sections 3.5.11 and 3.5.12 of Appendix C of the NBRLUP, regarding the 
requirement for a joint public review by the NIRB and the NPC which would address 
the prospective transportation corridor proposed by the Project’s railway routing and 
associated access roads.  

The NIRB screened the Project in accordance with Part 4 of Article 12 of the Nunavut 
Land Claims Agreement (NLCA), and on June 27, 2008 issued a screening decision to 
the Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (the Minister), recommending a 
review under Part 5 or 6 of Article 12 of the NLCA.  Pursuant to Section 12.4.7 of the 
NLCA, on February 11, 2009 the Minister referred the Project to the NIRB for a 
review of the ecosystemic and socio-economic impacts under Part 5 of Article 12 of 
the NLCA.  On the same day, the NIRB distributed the Minister’s letter and 
commenced the Part 5 Review of the Mary River Project.  

1.3 7Objectives of NIRB Scoping Process 

Pursuant to the review process as set out in Article 12, Part 5 of NLCA, the NIRB 
will:  

• Assess the ecosystemic and socio-economic impacts of proposed project; 

• Gauge and define the extent the impacts will have on regions and 
communities; and 

• Determine, on the basis of its review, whether the proposed Project should 
proceed, and if so, under what terms and conditions, and then report its 
determination to the Minister. 

The first step in the NIRB’s Part 5 Review process is to scope the Project proposal 
and the potential impacts associated with the development of the Project.  Scoping is a 
process that identifies significant issues requiring study and analysis.  This process 
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aims to identify those components of the biophysical and/or socio-economic 
environment that may be impacted by the Project and/or for which there is public 
concern.  The NIRB will solicit input from the Proponent and interested parties, 
including territorial and federal government departments, regional Inuit associations, 
and members of the public to determine:  

• Which components of the Project to include in the Review;  

• The temporal (time-related) and spatial (physical) boundaries of the Project;  

• The issues and concerns to be considered in the Review including, but not 
limited to, those issues highlighted by the Minister of Indian and Northern 
Affairs Canada including: 

o Potential impacts related to ice breaking and shipping, and potential 
transboundary impacts as they relate to shipping; 

o Requirements for potential amendment to the NBRLUP, to be 
reviewed jointly by the NIRB and the NPC; 

• Any other requirements for the assessment of the Project proposal.  

Prior to the public scoping meetings, the NIRB drafted a preliminary scoping list for 
the Mary River Project, and requested that parties provide comments and discussion 
of the items contained therein, in order to facilitate the NIRB’s scoping process.   

The public scoping meetings held by the NIRB staff are an integral portion of the 
NIRB’s review process.  Through the public scoping meetings, the NIRB collected 
and categorized comments, concerns, and traditional and local knowledge received 
from members of the potentially affected communities, related to the project proposal.  
Issues raised at the public scoping meetings, combined with the input from other 
parties regarding NIRB’s draft scoping list contribute to a complete Project scope.  

Upon completion of the scoping process and in accordance with Section 12.5.2 of the 
NLCA, the NIRB shall issue project specific guidelines to the Proponent for its 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Project. 
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2.0 1NIRB PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS 

2.1 8Overview of Public Scoping Meetings  

The NIRB conducted public scoping meetings in eleven communities identified by the 
Board as being potentially impacted by the proposed Mary River Project.  The public 
scoping meetings began on March 29, 2009 and were concluded on May 10, 2009. In 
addition to the NIRB staff, representatives of the following agencies were also in 
attendance at most meetings as observers:  

• Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation (the Proponent): Mr. Derek Chub: Mr. Rod 
Cooper, Mr. Matthew Pickard and Mr. Shawn Mahoney  

• Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC): Ms. Vicki Mark and Ms. Sarah 
Holzman  

• The Government of Nunavut (GN):  Ms. Martha Gibbons, Mr. Appitak Enuaraq, 
Ms. Rhoda Katsak 

• The Nunavut Water Board (NWB); Mr. Don Carr: 
• The Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA): Mr. Stephen Bathory 

2.2 9Setup of NIRB Public Scoping Meetings 

To facilitate a better understanding of the Project and the NIRB’s Review process, the 
NIRB gave a Power Point presentation at each of the scoping meetings which provided 
an overview of the Project proposal, the NIRB’s environmental assessment process and 
environmental factors which may be potentially impacted by the Project.  The NIRB 
presentation was delivered in English, with simultaneous interpretation in Inuktitut.  
Additionally, the presentation was divided into a few sessions which enabled attendees 
an opportunity to voice their concerns and to ask questions.  In each community, the 
NIRB also presented diagrams which outlined the proposed NIRB-NPC joint review 
process and detailed land use planning requirements of the NBRLUP.   The Proponent 
provided various maps from its traditional knowledge working group studies, as well as 
updated maps of the proposed Steensby Inlet shipping route, and other project specific 
information.  The QIA also presented geographic maps in the communities of the North 
Baffin Region to help the public understand how the NBRLUP is related to the proposed 
Project. 

    

When possible, the public scoping meetings began with an evening open house session 
during which attendees could get information and discuss the NIRB’s Review process 
with NIRB staff members, the Proponent, and the representatives from other agencies in 
a very informal setting.  An automatic Power Point presentation accompanied the open 
house session, which highlighted the NIRB’s mandate and environmental assessment 
process.  During these open house sessions, the public was encouraged to comment on 
the proposed project, potential environmental impacts, and any concerns related to the 
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Project.  Both written and verbal comments were accepted at these open house sessions, 
and were recorded by the NIRB staff members.  

2.3 1 0Meeting Materials 

At each public meeting, the following materials were provided:  

• The NIRB’s presentation (in English and Inuktitut) 

• Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs Canada letter to NIRB  regarding the 
Review of the Mary River Project, dated February 11, 2009 (in English) 

• The NIRB’s Draft Scope of the Mary River Project (in English and Inuktitut) 

• Comment Forms (in English and Inuktitut) 

• NIRB Guides 1 through 7 (in English) 

• Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (in English) 

• NIRB-NPC Joint Process Diagram (in English and Inuktitut) 

• NPC North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan (in English and Inuktitut)  

• NIRB Environment Assessment Brochure (in English) 

• NIRB’s 2008 Annual Report (in English and Inuktitut)  

• Baffinland Mary River Project Development Proposal (in English) 

2.4 1 1Agenda and Venues of Public Scoping Meetings 

NIRB staff scheduled the public meetings in three rounds, based on consultation with 
community organizations and travel requirements. The public meeting schedule was as 
follows:  

Round Number  Community   Date  

Round 1   Pond Inlet   March 29, 30, & 31 
     Arctic Bay   April 2, & 3 
     Resolute   April 4, 5 & 6 
     Grise Fiord   April 6, 7 & 8 

Round 2   Igloolik    April 16, 17 & 18 
     Hall Beach   April 19, 20 & 21 
     Coral Harbour   April 22 & 23 
     Cape Dorset   April 25 
     Kimmirut   April 26 

Round 3   Clyde River    May 6 & 7 
     Iqaluit     May 9 &10
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3.0 2SUMMARY OF IDENTIFIED ISSUES 

The following is a summary of the key issues raised verbally and in writing at the 
scoping meetings.  Comments help to identify items to be addressed or considered 
throughout the environmental review process, and the NIRB will take the following 
into account while creating the EIS guidelines for this project. 

3.1 1 2Alternative Shipping Route 

The Mary River Project development proposal submitted by Baffinland outlines two 
shipping routes: 

• Open water shipping route: This routing starts at Milne Inlet, through 
Eclipse Sound and Pond Inlet, via Baffin Bay and Davis Strait to southern 
Canada   

• Year round shipping: This routing involves ice-breaking and starts at 
Steensby Inlet, through Foxe Basin and Hudson Strait, to southern Canada 
and/or European destinations  

During the NIRB’s public scoping meetings, the proposed Steensby Inlet shipping 
route was raised as a key issue in most of the consulted communities.  While members 
of the public generally indicated support for the proposed Project, those individuals 
living in communities located along the proposed shipping route expressed their 
concerns over the proposed year round shipping. 

The concerns raised regarding the Steensby Inlet shipping route originate from the 
anticipated adverse impacts from shipping – in particular ice-breaking – on marine 
wildlife and marine wildlife habitat, in addition to the associated impact of the railway 
on caribou migration.  Comments made by members of the public indicated that the 
Foxe Basin and Hudson Strait are used by a variety of marine and terrestrial wildlife 
species for feeding, calving, and nursing grounds and also as migration routes. Those 
species included polar bears, walrus, narwhals, beluga whales, bowhead whales, harp 
seals, ringed seals, migratory birds, and marine fishes.  A number of these species 
were identified to be either of significant importance to Inuit culture, of to be major 
nutrient sources for local diet, or both.  Comments were also heard regarding impacts 
to the entire marine ecosystem, from, for example, catastrophic fuel spills or chronic 
noise impacts as a result of year round shipping activity.   

The following are the alternatives for the proposed Steensby Inlet shipping route, 
suggested during NIRB’s public scoping meetings: 
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3.1.1 1 6East Coast of Baffin Island  

Building a sea port along the east cost of Baffin Island, potentially at Clyde River, 
was raised as a potential alternative port site in a number of communities.  Public 
members felt that the shipping route associated with a port along the east coast of 
Baffin Island would be in immediate proximity to existing marine traffic in Baffin 
Bay and Davis Strait.  Furthermore, shipping along this route would avoid the 
anticipated impacts on marine wildlife in Foxe Basin and Hudson Strait.  Comments 
also indicated that this alternate shipping route is an existing route for marine traffic, 
and therefore would be easier to access by rescue and emergency teams in the event of 
such an incident occurring.    

3.1.2 1 7Existing Nanisivik Sea Port 

A second alternative to the proposed Steensby Inlet port site suggested the utilisation 
of the existing Nanisivik sea port.  This would entail the Proponent building the 
railway from the Mary River mine site to the Nanisivik port across the lower portion 
of Borden Peninsula.  Justification of this alternative port site and shipping route was 
based on the fact that shipping would be located remotely from most communities, 
and also the existing Nanisivik port would be reused, reducing the impact of port 
construction activities on the marine ecosystem.  The alternative shipping route has 
previously been established and therefore would lend to lesser uncertainty regarding 
bathymetry along the shipping route.  

3.1.3 1 8Milne Inlet  

Members of the public also suggested a potential alternative which would involve a 
northern rerouting of the railway from the Mary River mine site, and to locate the sea 
port at Milne Inlet.  The public based this alternative on the fact that Milne Inlet has a 
previously established shipping route, and that this would therefore likely have less 
impact on the marine ecosystem when compared with the proposed Steensby Inlet 
route.  In addition to this consideration, the public noted that a northward routing of 
the railway would not transect the caribou migration routes located between the Mary 
River mine site and Steensby Inlet. 

3.1.4 1 9Open Water Shipping at Steensby Inlet  

Community members in Coral Harbour raised a potential alternative to year round 
shipping through the Foxe Basin and Hudson Strait to allow for shipping along this 
route only during the open water season.  If the Steensby Inlet shipping route is 
deemed to be the only viable option, members of the public suggested that shipping 
only during the open water season be considered and further evaluated as an option, to 
eliminate the serious impacts resulting from ice breaking activities.  
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3.2 1 3Ecosystem  

3.2.1 2 0Terrestrial Wildlife and Habitat 

During the NIRB scoping meetings, the public provided comments and concerns on a 
number of issues, including: the potential impacts of project components on certain 
wildlife species; impacts to food chain dynamics; the consideration of cumulative 
impacts; and socio-economic impacts.  This section summarizes the public comments 
and concerns: 

3.2.1.1 4 1Caribou 

Impacts to caribou are of major concern to the communities in the North Baffin 
Region.  In addition to the anticipated impacts on caribou from mine development, the 
community members commented on having observed impacts as a result of ongoing 
project activities conducted by Baffinland since the exploration commenced in the 
Mary River area. 

a. 4 7Impacts on caribou resulting from ongoing project activities conducted by 
Baffinland:  

1) Caribou populations have been declining since project activities began in 
Mary River and populations will be further impacted by the mine 
development.  

2) Caribou are being impacted and are changing their migration patterns.  They 
are not available in the Mary River area when compared to the past, and 
hunters must now travel farther to get caribou. 

3) The low altitude helicopter flight surveys have had impacts on wildlife 
including caribou, and have caused changes to migration and habitat. 

b. 4 8Anticipated impacts on caribou by the development the Mary River Project 

1) The Mary River Project area is located within caribou migration and calving 
grounds.  Caribou will therefore be affected by the mine development. 

2) Impacts of noise from blasting, drilling, air traffic, and ground transportations. 

3) Impacts resulting from an increased number of low level flights. 

4) Impacts of railway construction and operation on caribou migration, and 
possible accidental kills.  

5) Impacts arising from dust and resulting contaminated vegetation. 

6) The sustainability of renewable resources for future generations, such as food 
and nutrient sources, and other traditional materials (caribou hide provides 
clothing material for local residents). 

c. 4 9Caribou Monitoring  
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1) Question about what types of caribou baseline studies and surveys have been 
conducted by both Baffinland and governments in the Project area. 

2) Question regarding the commencement date of caribou studies, and also an 
anticipated timeline for the impact assessment on caribou from mine 
development and railway operation.  

3) Complaints regarding a lack of communication with communities when 
caribou studies are carried out by the GN.  

4) Recommendations that local residents and/or hunters should be hired for the 
surveys and monitoring both by Baffinland and the GN. 

5) Recommendations for cooperation between different studies to minimize 
impact on caribou from studies and associated survey activities. 

6) Recommendation to set minimum flight elevations for caribou studies by 
helicopters. 

3.2.1.2 4 2Other Species 

1) In addition to caribou, the ongoing project activities have impacted other 
wildlife species (initially exploration, then bulk sampling).  These impacts will 
likely increase when mine is developed. 

2) Impacts on fox and wolf habitat in the Project area. 

3) Migratory birds have changed their migrating routes in the Mary River project 
area.  Hunters last year were unable to find geese where they previously had.  

4) The Proponent should seriously consider the importance of wildlife to 
communities, where elders rely on hunting and country food.  

5) Milne Inlet has a variety of wildlife such as whales, seals and fish.  Concerns 
were raised regarding the existing and potential impacts to these species by 
ongoing geotechnical activities and the development of the Project. 

6) Migratory birds and arctic char, an important part of the diet of local residents, 
will be impacted by the shipping. 

7) Dust from the mine will impact fish habitat and vegetation, ultimately other 
wildlife as well due to interactions within the food chain. 

8) Wildlife will be unavailable in the Mary River area due to development of the 
Project. 

9) The proposed railway passes through an area used by a variety of wildlife for 
the purposes of habitat. 

10) Camps are close to the Mary River; concerns were raised regarding the 
potential for contaminants entering the Mary River to flow into other big lakes 
(i.e. Angujualuk Lake).  These contaminants would have impacts to not only 
animals, but also migratory and other bird species through rivers and lakes. 

11) Increased contaminant loading in fish harvested by the communities. 
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12) Broadly, concerns regarding impacts to wildlife resulting from: railway 
construction and operation; ground traffic on the Milne Inlet Tote Road; air 
traffic; drilling, blasting and ore processing; and dust from ore crushing and 
fine ore transport. 

3.2.2 2 1Marine Habitat and Marine Wildlife 

Members of the public in communities located along the proposed Steensby shipping 
route and throughout the North Baffin Region expressed significant concerns 
regarding marine wildlife and marine wildlife habitat which they rely upon as food 
sources.  

The following is a summary of the comments received in this regard: 

3.2.2.1 4 3Impacts of Shipping and Shipping Noise 

1) Foxe Basin is very important habitat and migration corridor for marine 
mammals including: polar bear, seal, walrus, and beluga.  The proposed 
shipping route will have significant adverse impacts on marine mammals, their 
habitat, and migration. 

2) The impact of noise on marine mammals - some species such as seals are very 
sensitive to noise.  Icebreakers create tremendous noise, and seals may display 
aversive tendencies to the noise created by the Project’s marine transportation. 

3) Impacts to seals in the spring is a significant concern, as the seals calving dens 
may be destroyed by ice breaking and the related movement of ice packs 
caused by the ice breaker.  

4) Cruise ships have scared seals away from shipping routes and therefore, 
concerns were raised that the ore carriers will have a much more dramatic 
impact when ice breaking is taken into account.  

5) Long term exposure to and resultant stress from shipping activities may affect 
the health of wildlife species, which could in turn, deteriorate the quality of 
meat.  

6) There should be no shipping between mid-March and mid-July because seals 
have their pups and whales will be calving. 

7) The potential change of habitat and migration routes of marine mammals 
resulting from ice breaking. 

3.2.2.2 4 4Potential Impacts of Shipping Spills 

1) The Foxe Channel area has a strong ocean current, and any spills would likely 
spread quickly to other areas. 

2) Onboard sewage and waste disposal and potential impacts to marine wildlife.  
From past experience, onboard sewage has been dumped directly into the 
ocean.  
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3) Potential for accidents similar to the chemical (i.e. mercury) spills in rivers in 
Quebec associated with mining activity. 

3.2.2.3 4 5Cumulative Impacts on Marine Wildlife 

1) Long term impacts to marine mammals given that the Project will operate 
more than 20 years, and Foxe Basin is an important habitat and migration 
corridor for a variety of marine mammals.  

2) Other potential development will utilize the Steensby sea port and the shipping 
route, thereby increasing marine traffic and subsequent impacts on marine 
mammals. 

3) Concerns regarding wildlife arising from past mine experience, namely that 
belugas have been declining in the proximity of Rankin Inlet due to the high 
volume of marine traffic in Hudson Bay. 

4) The entire marine ecosystem should be carefully evaluated with respect to the 
impacts from shipping: from vertebrates to sea birds (sea gulls) to marine 
mammals (seals, walrus and polar bears), and even scavengers.  The lifespan 
of wildlife species may change due to the impacts associated with the Project. 

5) Residents in communities rely on marine mammals such as walrus and seals; 
therefore the food security will be negatively impact by the Project. 

6) Concerns for future generations, marine wildlife, and dependence upon 
regional hunting areas that may be impacted by the shipping route. 

7) Uncertainty of the impacts of the Project and shipping in particular, on the 
marine environment. 

3.2.2.4 4 6Monitoring and Mitigation  

1) What baseline studies have been completed regarding bathymetry, and marine 
wildlife along the proposed shipping route? 

2) A number of research projects have been completed in the past around the 
communities in Foxe Basin (from James Bay to Frobisher Bay) by various 
researchers, institutions, and government agencies.  Plenty of valuable 
information has been collected, raising questions about how the results of 
these previous studies and research initiatives will be incorporated into the 
Proponent’s studies in the Project region and how this information will be 
utilized by the NIRB during the review process.  

3) Inuit should be involved in the baseline studies and monitoring activities as 
they have knowledge of marine wildlife, the proposed shipping route, and ice 
conditions along this route.  

4) What monitoring will be employed to prevent dumping of sewage and other 
waste into the marine environment? 
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5) The monitoring and reporting of spills and other leakage related to sea-faring 
vessels. 

3.2.3 2 2Diversified Opinions Regarding Impacts on Wildlife from the Project 

Many members of the communities anticipated that the proposed project, and in 
particular the railway and shipping components, would have significant adverse 
impacts on wildlife.  Some members of the public however, made comments which 
indicated that the impacts on wildlife from the Project may not be as serious as others 
believe.  The following are some points from the public scoping meetings outlining 
the diverse range of opinions regarding the proposed Project: 

1) Caribou populations are declining and they are not available in traditional 
hunting grounds, but this is not because of the impact from exploration, rather, 
it is due to natural fluctuations.  Every 50-60 years, caribou change their 
habitat or migrate to other places as their food sources become too scarce to 
sustain whole populations.  When previously damaged vegetation recovers, the 
caribou will come back again.  In the Arctic, vegetation recovery is very slow, 
and it needs around 50-60 years.  This is why the caribou cycle is 
approximately 50-60 years.  The caribou population in the Mary River area 
has been low in numbers since the late 1980s. 

2) Caribou will not be impacted by mine operation.  When Nanisivik was in 
operation, caribou could be found in abundance along roads in the vicinity of 
the airport near the mine. 

3) Some community members believe it does more harm than good to deploy 
radio collars and tags on wildlife.  

4) Based on past mine experiences, the marine mammals will still be in the 
project area, but when researchers deploy radio collars or tags on the animals, 
they would disappear from where they were caught.  This was misunderstood 
to be a negative result of mining activities. 

5) Polar bears are not at risk, as they have a healthy population. 

6) Impacts to the environment and wildlife from mine development can be 
mitigated as long as proper measures are put into place.  

3.2.4 2 3Air Quality 

1) Air pollution resulting from fuel combustion by mine machinery, equipment, 
ships, and trains.  This air pollution would spread globally and also deposit 
into water and marine habitat, and also affect marine mammals, sea birds, and 
migratory birds through the food chain. 

2) The impacts of airborne dust on vegetation quality, wildlife health, and human 
health due to settling and deposition.  

3) How will air quality be monitored all the time? 
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3.2.5 2 4Impacts from Noise and Vibrations  

1) The potential for noise to impact wildlife and wildlife health (ongoing aircraft 
operations and future development). 

2) The impact of noise on hunters, and in particular, the impacts resulting from 
low level flights occurring in project areas. 

3) The potential impacts of noise on human health at and around the mine site. 

3.2.6 2 5Marine Water and Fresh Water Quality  

1) Impacts to fresh water quality from acid rock drainage and metal leaching of 
mine waste rocks. 

2) Impacts of contaminated water, snow, and soils on fresh water quality. 

3) Impacts that sewage effluent and over flow may have on fresh water quality. 

4) Impacts to fresh water quality from drilling water. 

5) Impact on marine water quality by ballast water exchange, especially polluted 
ballast waters. 

6) Impact on marine water quality from onboard sewage, grey water, and solid 
waste discharges, which have happened in past. 

7) Potential impact on marine water quality from spills and leakage. 

8) Polluted water will affect the country food and ultimately affect human health.  

9) How will the public be notified when such contamination occurs? And who 
will be responsible for the reclamation required following such an event? 

10) Ice is also a fresh water source and therefore should be protected. 

3.2.7 2 6Vegetation  

1) Potential for impacts to vegetation, taking into account the slow rate of 
recovery of vegetation in the arctic.  Vegetation in the Project area has been 
affected by all terrain vehicles; therefore the railway and other Project 
facilities will likely create some impact.  

2) The proposed railway will impact vegetation permanently.  

3) Vegetation quality will be affected by the dust generated by the Project, and 
this will ultimately impact wildlife. 

3.2.8 2 7Human Health 

1) Potential negative effects on human health, through air quality, drinking water 
quality, atmospheric noise levels, and traditional foods through food chain 
take-ups.   
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2) Potential impacts on worker health and safety from mine accidents such as 
those that have previously happened at Nanisivik. 

3.2.9 2 8Project Closure and Reclamation 

1) The garbage and debris created by the Project is a significant concern, based 
on experiences with left over materials at mine sites such as Nanisivik and 
Polaris, and also by exploration activities at Milne Inlet and Mary River. 

2) Some communities in the North Baffin benefited from Nanisivik Mine and 
Polaris Mine; however the communities complained about the damages and 
pollution to the environment after the mine closures.  Similar concerns were 
raised regarding the Mary River Project.  

3) Concerns and questions related to mine site cleanup and the probability of the 
ecosystem recovering when the mine is closed and reclaimed. 

3.3 1 4Socio-Economic Environment 

Members of the public voiced various concerns regarding the benefits of the Project 
and the potential impacts to their social and economic environments.  This section 
summarizes those concerns and comments:   

3.3.1 2 9Inuit Impact Benefits Agreement (IIBA) 

1) Concerns over the IIBA negotiation progress and most updated status.  The 
communities should be updated on progress made.  

2) What benefits could the communities expect to gain from the Project? 

3) Benefits for youth. 

4) Benefit and compensation for impacted people, accidentally injured workers, 
and fatal accidents.  

5) How would the benefits from the Project come to the community? As based on 
past experience, the community does not get the benefits from mine 
developments as they should. 

6) Percentage of Inuit workers in whole labour force.  

7) Which communities would benefit from the Project if it proceeds? 

8) What infrastructure would Baffinland provide to help the communities 
improve?  

9) What help and assistance would Baffinland provide to local hunters when they 
travel and hunt (i.e. fuel, sheds, and transport tools)? and does Baffinland plan 
to do so?  

10) Hunters should be given benefits if the Project proceeds even if they do not 
work on mine site, as wildlife and harvesting will be impacted by the Project. 
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11) Possibility of royalty and compensation payments due to the impact on 
wildlife by the Project. 

12) Contract and business opportunities. Can local Inuit companies get contracts to 
provide country food for Inuit workers who are employed at the mine if the 
Project proceeds? 

13) Is it possible for the IIBA to cover certain items that would allow for the 
communities to utilize Baffinland’s shipping activities to bring in goods? or 
could the communities could share the cost of such shipping with Baffinland? 

14) Compensation and standards for water and/or land contamination. 

15) The IIBA was never implemented for the Nanisivik or Polaris Mines, and 
communities are happy to see that the NIRB included this in the project 
review. 

3.3.2 3 0Benefits and Compensation for Other Jurisdictions  

The proposed Steensby Inlet shipping route passes through the Foxe Basin, which has 
the potential to impact communities located within the Kivalliq Region of Nunavut 
(i.e. Coral Harbour).  Some residents in Coral Harbour expressed strong concerns that 
their community should receive impact benefits and compensation as a result of the 
Project.  Furthermore, residents of Coral Harbour voiced concerns regarding how their 
community would be represented by the QIA, when their regional Inuit Association is 
the Kivalliq Inuit Association (KIA).  The community was interested to know what 
mechanism would be in place to protect their interests and their rights.  

3.3.3 3 1Economics 

1) The Project will benefit communities and people by providing job 
opportunities and increasing income, however the Project may change whole 
lifestyles drastically. 

2) How would commitments and agreements change if ownership of the mine 
changed?  

3) Concerns related to the effects of temporary closure and final closure of the 
mine on communities.  

4) Security bonds for closure and reclamation should be in place prior to mine 
operation. 

5) Concerns regarding employment opportunities and competition among the 
different communities surrounding the Project. 

3.3.4 3 2Training and Employment 

1) Suggestion that heavy equipment training should start when mine construction 
commences, not when the mine is in operation.  
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2) Concerns for job opportunities and preferential hiring. Some Inuit got the 
necessary training from technical programs or courses for specific jobs, but 
received lower-paying jobs on their return to the project site, and they have 
less opportunity than those from south.  

3) Fairness in the treatment of Inuit workers at the mine site. 

4) The gap between mine employment opportunities and the reality of an under 
educated local workforce, and possible solutions. 

5) Question on job allocation among different communities. 

6) Job training from government programmes for women.  

3.3.5 3 3Community and Individual Well-being 

1) Carefully balanced consideration should be given when evaluating the benefits 
of the Project and the impacts on wildlife and the environment.  

2) Potential impact on present and future well-being of communities as a result of 
the Project’s impacts on wildlife, the food chain, and human health. 

3) Concerns related to food security.  

4) Impacts of drugs and alcohol brought into communities from the Project’s 
workers, and also drug and alcohol abuse at the Project site itself. 

5) Cultural conflict between Inuit workers and southerners at the work place.  

6) Concerns over traditional livelihoods. For example, caribou skins are clothing 
materials and are of substantial value to communities, but this resource would 
be in jeopardy if impacts from the Project are not mitigated properly. 

7) Impacts on the marine mammals in Foxe Basin will change the future lifestyle 
and social life of Inuit. 

8) Questions were raised repeatedly regarding the impacts of the Project on other 
communities and related concerns. 
 

3.3.6 3 4Land and Ice Use and Inuit Harvesting 

1) Impacts from the Project on caribou and marine mammals will ultimately 
impact traditional activities, diet, and lifestyle. 

2) Traveling between communities is important to local residents, and these trips 
between different communities occur year round.  The mine construction and 
operation raise concerns over how this will impact the traveling, fishing, and 
hunting activities in the Project area. 

3) Impacts of ice breaking to on over-ice dog team travel. 

4) Caribou are not available now, nor are the caribou skins.  The residents have 
to rely on fabrics for clothing and this problem will be worse when the Project 
proceeds. 
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5) Compensation for the loss of hunting and communication equipment and 
vehicles due to ice breaking, which happened in Nanisivik. 

3.3.7 3 5Cultural and Heritage Site 

1) The Mary River area is a very sacred site to many nearby communities and has 
historically been the site of a number of spiritual activities.  

2) There are many archaeological sites in the areas, burial sites, sod houses and 
tent rings probably exist at Steensby Inlet area and on the island where 
Baffinland is proposing to build the deep sea port.  These sites should be 
identified and protected. 

3) Archaeological and cultural sites along lakes and river systems, including 
Inuksuk which mark hunting and fishing areas should be protected.  These 
imply different meanings and indications. 

4) Potential impacts to traditional values and lifestyle due to increased cash flow 
in the communities. 

3.4 1 5Mary River Project Proposal 

3.4.1 3 6Baffinland and Community Relations 

1) Concerns about the communication methods between the Proponent, and 
community members regarding the Project’s progress and baseline study 
results (e.g. bathymetry study of shipping route). 

2) Communities have not have been well-informed regarding the Project, and the 
information provided with respect to impacts of the Project is not complete, 
especially negative impacts to the environment. 

3) Some communities were not consulted by the Proponent. 

4) Disappointed by unfulfilled promises made by the Proponent, and 
communities were not notified with the reason for Baffinland closing their 
community liaison offices. 

5) Baffinland should have consulted with those communities potentially 
impacted by the proposed shipping routes in Foxe Basin and Hudson Strait 
prior to submitting their Project proposal. 

6) Baffinland must make commitments regarding the concerns from potentially 
impacted communities.   

7) Residents disagreed with the placement of radio collars on polar bears, 
however researchers did not respect their concerns. Residents are now 
concerned the same will happen with the Baffinland project. 
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3.4.2 3 7Concerns and Questions Regarding the Project Components  

a. Shipping  
1) Alternatives to the proposed shipping route through Foxe Basin. 
2) Shipping seasons (open water or year round). 
3) The shipping operation company. 
4) The frequency of shipping operation. 
5) The size of ore carriers. 
6) The load of ore per ship and market value of each load of iron ore 

product. 
7) Amount of fuel required per trip. 
8) Locations and protocols for ships to exchange ballast waters. 
9) Lessons learned from Nanisivik shipping operation. 
10) Significant impacts on marine wildlife. 
11) Uncertainty regarding the anticipated impacts to marine wildlife from 

shipping.  Shipping may have unknown impacts as it has never happened 
before, and these may be significant socio-economic impacts as well as 
biophysical impacts. 

12) Consideration regarding the impacts on shellfish and other marine 
creatures from shipping and related mitigation measures.  Shellfish have 
been destroyed in the Great Lakes, and the arctic ecosystem is more 
vulnerable. 

13) The safety of using the Steensby Inlet route is a concern, as strong 
currents and shallow water conditions exist along this proposed shipping 
route. 

14) Shallow water in the proximity of Hall Beach and Coral Harbour 
constitute potential safety concerns. 

15) Impacts to the marine environment and marine wildlife from blasting 
and dredging of shallow waters. 

16) How will contingency plans address potential impacts?  

17) The potential for the introduction and invasion of exotic species.  

18) Contamination from ballast water exchange in Canadian waters. 

19) The potential impacts of dumping onboard sewage and waste into the 
ocean. 

20) Potential for spills and malfunctions. Oil or chemical spills in the ocean 
resulting from shipping will impact aquatic life and ultimately impact 
country food. 
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21) Availability of new silencing technologies being used for ship 
manufacturing to reduce the impacts of shipping noise.  

22) Will any new technology be deployed to clean up oil and/or fuel spills? 

23) What procedures and guidelines are to be followed during shipping 
operations if the Project is approved? 

b. Railway/Train Operation 
1) Significant concerns over the railway routing, and comments on 

potential alternative routes. 

2) Locomotive performance and safety in arctic climactic conditions.  

3) Accidents (such as derailing), malfunctions, and mitigation measures 
related to railway operation, with specific consideration given to the high 
speed of travel.   

4) Transecting caribou migration routes may cause caribou to change their 
original feeding ground and move further away from Project areas. 

5) Impacts to hunting activities and ski-doo travel in the Project area, as the 
area the railway is proposed to pass through is located on Inuit hunting 
grounds. 

6) Will any crossing structures for hunters traveling be designed and built 
along the rail line? 

7) Chronic noise impacts to wildlife in the area. 

8) Potential for caribou casualties on the railway, as the railway passes 
through caribou migration routes. 

9) Transportation management should address the potential for air-borne 
dispersion of fine ore due to winds.  

10) Keep railway for use by local residents after mine closure if the Project 
proceeds. 

c. Mine and Other Project Components 
1) The period of time the Milne Tote Road has been in operation. 

2) Usage and processing of iron ore. 

3) Production rate of iron ore. 

4) Project footprint. 

5) Quantity of total waste rock to be generated by the Project.   

6) Mine lifespan and future development.  

7) Clarification regarding mine life as it had been stated that the mine 
would operate for more than 90 years. 

8) Worker numbers at Steensby Inlet. 
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9) Fuel shipping rate and site storage capacities of the Project at Steensby 
Inlet and Mary River sites. 

10) What is the water and chemical usage in iron ore processing? 

11) Description needed of the facilities used to treat polluted soils in the 
Project area. 

12) Impacts from mine dewatering and discharge management. 

3.4.3 3 8NIRB Process and Consultation 

1) What is the NIRB’s composition and the origin of its Board members? 

2) Communities are pleased to be consulted by the NIRB staff regarding the 
Mary River Project and the communities feel their voices are being heard. 

3) Communities are happy to hear that their concerns will be addressed 
completely, their comments will be taken seriously, and their questions will be 
answered by the Proponent during NIRB Part 5 Review process. 

4) The public hope to be updated regarding the NIRB’s review process, and wish 
that the NIRB is able to visit the communities again during the review process. 

5) Communities in the North Baffin Region hope there are Board members who 
are able to address their concerns. 

6) Public feel their interests are protected by the Nunavut Land Claims 
Agreement, and hope the stories they hear about what occurred in Nanisivik 
and Polaris will not happen again. 

7) The communities were not well informed of the NIRB’s public scoping 
meetings, though the community members were interested to be involved in 
the NIRB’s review process. 

8) Clarification requested regarding scoping definition, concerns for how to 
identify individual environmental components when they are interlinked. 

9) Problems with translations were identified in NIRB’s presentation materials.  
Also, misunderstandings occurred with interpretation during previous 
Baffinland community consultation, the same concerns were raised for the 
NIRB’s community scoping meetings. 

10) Lots of exploration projects have been approved and conducted in Nunavut, 
and it is very expensive to identify deposits for mine development - does that 
mean NIRB has an obligation to allow identified deposits to be developed into 
a mine and only a few people benefit from it?  

11) Exploration and bulk sampling programs in Mary River have been conducted 
over the past few years.  The public were of the understanding that the Project 
had already been approved by the NIRB. 

12) Relationship between ongoing activities in the Mary River project area 
conducted by Baffinland, and the NIRB’s review process.  NIRB consultation 
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might be too late given that the Project activities have been ongoing for a few 
years.  

13) How will the NIRB deal with the conflicting opinions of the Hamlets and 
HTAs in some communities? 

14) How will the NIRB protect the wildlife and marine mammals and residents’ 
travel between communities? 

15) Community is grateful for the work done by the QIA, but some communities 
have concerns over how to ensure their concerns are well presented by QIA 
when it negotiates with Baffinland.  What mechanism should be put in place to 
guarantee that the communities’ voices will be heard and addressed? 

16) How are the other government agencies involved in the NIRB’s Part 5 Review 
process?  And how will concerns from communities be addressed? 

17)  DFO is reluctant to approve new community facilities such as docks and 
breakwaters. How could DFO possibly approve the Mary River Project when 
it may have significant impact on marine environment and marine wildlife? 

3.4.4 3 9NPC and Related NBRLUP Issues 

1) What is the NPC? What is its mandate? And how will the NPC be involved in 
the NIRB’s Review process? 

2) What land use plans exist in Nunavut? And is there a land use plan for the 
South Baffin? 

3) Why does the railroad involve the NBRLUP?  And is the Project shipping also 
in a land use planning region? 

4) Regarding the proposed NBRLUP amendment issue, when developing former 
Lancaster Sound Land Use Plan, tremendous efforts were made to consult in 
five communities of the North Baffin Region, and numerous government 
agencies were involved in the process.  This proposed amended by the NIRB 
and the NPC should also involve intensive public consultation, as the plan 
itself is a community based land use plan. 

5) How will the NPC and the NIRB assess the impacts of the Project on the 
environment? 

6) What is the reason for the NPC’s absence during the public consultation 
meetings?  

7) What is the nature of the amendment the NIRB and NPC propose to make to 
the NBRLUP?  

3.4.5 4 0Other Issues 

Beyond the Mary River Project, some other issues were also raised by members of the 
public during the NIRB’s scoping meetings:   
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1) The relationship between the proposed mine development proposal and the 
currently ongoing activities associated with geotechnical exploration and bulk 
sampling program in the Project areas.  The Project appears to have been 
going on a while.  Why is the NIRB just coming to communities to hold 
meetings for the NIRB review process? 

2) Confusion regarding the approval of the Project.  If the approval hasn’t been 
given yet, why have the Project and associated activities been ongoing for 
some time?   

3) The residents in the North Baffin Region have expressed concerns regarding 
increasing exploration activities in the high arctic and potential impacts to the 
environment. 

4) Communities raised the point of defending Canadian sovereignty in the arctic, 
especially considering the increased navigability of arctic waters.     
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A1-Public Meeting Flyer Samples  

(English) 
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 (Inuktitut) 
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A2- Radio Announcement Samples 

Cover Letter of Radio Announcement 

(Pond Inlet) 

 

 

March 23, 2009 

 

Public Service Announcement – Radio 

 

Pond Inlet 

 

Good Day, 

 

The Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) will be visiting Pond Inlet on March 29-
31, 2009 and we would greatly appreciate your assistance in helping us make this visit 
a success.  

 

We would ask that you make the following announcement three times daily starting 
March 23 and run it until March 31.  Once in the morning, lunchtime, and evening 
would be excellent. 

 

If you have any questions, please call Ryan Barry at NIRB, 1-866-233-3033.  We look 
forward to seeing you soon! 

 

Thank You! 

 

Ryan Barry 

Nunavut Impact Review Board 
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 Radio Announcement (English) 

The Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) is holding Public Meetings to discuss the 
review of Baffinland Iron Mines Corp.’s Mary River project, in accordance with Part 
5 of Article 12 of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement. These meetings also constitute 
initial steps in the Nunavut Planning Commission (NPC) and NIRB’s public review of the 
transportation corridor proposed by this project, in accordance with Section 3.5.12 of 
the North Baffin Regional Land Use Plan. 

  

The NIRB invites everyone to attend and learn more about:  

• WHAT IS NIRB? 
• WHAT IS THE MARY RIVER PROJECT? 
• WHAT IS THE SCOPE  OF THE PROJECT? 
• HOW CAN YOU PARTICIPATE IN THE REVIEW PROCESSES? 

  
The NIRB will be hosting these meetings at the Community Hall at the following times: 

• March 29: Open house from 6 pm to 9pm 

• March 30: Public Scoping Meetings from 1pm to 4:30pm, and 6pm to 9pm 

• March 31: Public Scoping Meetings from 1pm to 4:30pm, and 6pm to 9pm 

 

Coffee and tea will be provided and door prizes will be given away! 
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Radio Announcement (Inuktitut) 

March 23, 2009 

 

ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ - ᑐᓴᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ 

 

Pond Inlet 

  

ᐅᑉᓗᒃᑯᑦ, 

 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᕗᖓᓛᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ  Pond Inlet ᐅᕙᓂ 
March 29-31, 2009 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᔭᓕᓪᓚᕆᒐᔭᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑎᑭᒃᑯᑦᑕ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᓐᓄᑦ 
ᐊᑲᐅᓈᕈᔾᔭᐅᒍᑦᑕ. 

 

ᑎᓕᒍᒪᒐᑦᓯ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖁᓪᓗᓯ ᐱᙵᓱᐊᖅᑎᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᖅ 
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ  March 23 ᐅᕗᙵ ᐅᑉᓗᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᖃᓪᓗᓂ 
March 31.  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᖅᑕᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑉᓛᒃᑯᑦ, ᖁᓛᓂ 
ᓂᕆᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ. 

 

ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᑦᓯ, ᐅᕗᖓ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓯ ᕋᐃᐊᓐ ᐱᐅᕆᒧᑦ/Ryan 
Barry-ᒧᑦ ᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ, 1-866-233-3033.  
ᑕᑯᓛᕋᑦᓯ ᓂᕆᐅᖕᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᕈᓗᓛᖅᑐᖅ! 

 

ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ! 

 

ᕋᐃᐊᓐ ᐱᐅᕆ/Ryan Barry 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
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Newspaper Advertisement (English) 
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Newspaper Advertisement (Inuktitut) 
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Appendix B:  Meeting Notes from NIRB Public Scoping Meetings 

 

 Pond Inlet Meeting Notes 

DATE     TIME 
March 29, 2009   6:00-9:00 pm 

March 30, 2009   1:00-4:00 pm, 6:00-9:00 pm 

March 31, 2009   1:00-4:00 pm, 6:00-9:00 pm 

Total attendance    260  

Each session attendance: Minimum: 32, Maximum: 87   

 

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

• The Mary River Project is big and close to the community.  Impacts from the 
project will be significant, in particular on both land and marine wildlife which 
people rely on, and hunters in Pond Inlet and Igloolik share the wildlife resources 
in project areas.  The company does not have a clear understanding of wildlife, 
the importance of wildlife to people, especially Elders who rely on hunting. 

• If the Project has an impact on caribou, seals, marine mammals etc, it will impact 
traditional activities, and lifestyles. 

• Concerns over noise from helicopters and other air traffic, ground traffic, and 
blasting operations from exploration activities have affected wildlife in the past. 
This impact form noise has been verified from the Nanisivik mine experience. 

• The impacts on wildlife from Milne Inlet Tote Road and heavy traffic. The 
railway will have an even more serious impact on the wildlife. 

• Caribou related issues:  

o Caribou population is declining since the Project in Mary River began and 
will be further impacted by the Project’s development. 

o Caribou are being impacted and are changing migration routes, and this 
change has been confirmed by other communities. 

o Because of noise from ongoing project activities since exploration started in 
2004, hunters now must go farther to hunt, that means they have to spend 
more on gas. 

o Noise also disturbed local hunters as caribou are scared away from the 
noise. 

o Caribou are not as available now as they used to be, nor are the caribou 
skins, which means that the residents must rely upon other fabrics for 
clothes. 

o There is no caribou where they are working near Mary River area. 
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o Will community get help and support considering the low numbers of 
caribou available? 

o Noise impact on caribou from blasting, drilling and construction. 

 
Photo 1: Public discussing the Mary River project in Pond Inlet 

• Question on caribou studies and monitoring programs such as: past/traditional 
caribou distributions; results of such studies; the current status; the personnel 
and responsible organizations. Types of caribou research activities, surveys 
regarding caribou population in Mary River project area etc. 

• How long will it take to assess impact on caribou from mine development  and 
associated railway? 

• Ore crushing and related dust settlement on the vegetation will have a resulting 
impact on wildlife. 

• Milne Inlet is habitat to a variety of wildlife, whales, narwhals, seals, fish and 
the Project’s potential impacts on them is a concern. 

• Wildlife will be unavailable in the Project area due to its development. 
• Marine shipping will have impacts on marine mammals. 
• Wildlife is rich in the shipping route. 
• Seal and other marine animals are impacted by the noise from ships. 
• Marine mammal survey should use a bigger plan, using helicopters is a very 

hard method to count animals. 
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• Will the caribou and polar bear collaring programs and surveys be continued? 
• Narwhales and seals in Steensby Inlet would be scared away by ships. 
• If the marine habitat is polluted or otherwise impacted, how long it will take to 

identify these impacts? 
• Sea mammals are not used to noise from shipping when ice is present – are 

there any measures (i.e. silencer) proposed to minimize the noise from ships? 
• Migratory birds (geese) have changed their migration routes in the Mary River 

Project area; hunters didn’t find geese last year at where they used to be. 
• Ships from Nanisivik and the Nickel mine near Rankin Inlet caused a decline in 

the number of seals in that area, and make it more difficult for hunting. 
• Will shipping occur in open water season?  
• There should not be any shipping activities in winter in Milne Inlet, especially 

between mid-March to mid-July because seals have their pups and whales will 
be calving. 

• There have been more ships in Milne Inlet and it has affected marine wildlife.  
Marine mammals (seals) have decreased in numbers since the Project started 
and the ship traffic in Milne Inlet increased. 

• There are shallow areas in Foxe Basin along the shipping route, and there is a 
sunken ship in Foxe Basin. 

• It was told that Milne Inlet is too narrow for big ships and therefore Steensby 
Inlet was chosen  

• Exchange of ballast water may introduce exotic organisms which then may 
impact the marine environment. 

• What shipping would occur at Milne Inlet and Steensby Inlet? 
• Shipping start time. 
• Why it is proposed to ship from Steensby Inlet?   
• Why not use the existing Milne Inlet road?  
• Consider shipping out of Nanisivik, there is a traditional trail between Mary 

River and Nanisivik passing through an ice cap. 
• Alternative port site for Steensby Inlet (east cost of Baffin Island, Clyde River) 

taking into account caribou migration routes. 
• Eastern alternatives for railway - how NIRB will decide on alternative routes? 
• Concerns regarding shipping malfunctions. 
• To many communities, the Mary River area is a sacred site. 
• Concerns over the Project’s impacts on traditional travel between communities 

which is important, how will this travel be affected? 
• Will archaeological sites be protected?  There are many in the area including 

tent rings, Inuksuks, etc. 
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• Archaeological and cultural sites at lakes and river systems include Inuksuks 
which are used to mark hunting and fishing areas and these should be protected 

• Inuksuks have different meanings and indications depend on the locations, 
shapes and orientations. 

• NTI and RIA are responsible for community benefits.  Are Baffinland and the 
QIA discussing the IIBA, and if so, what issues would be covered by the IIBA?  
What is the status? Communities should be informed in this regard. 

• Baffinland and the QIA announced an MOU, the first step toward the IIBA, and 
Pond Inlet and Igloolik were included for business and contract. 

• IIBA was never put in place in Nanisivik. Happy to see the NIRB including this 
in the review of the Mary River Project. 

• What percentage of Inuit will work at the Project?  
• What benefits will the people of Pond Inlet and other communities get benefits 

from the Project if it is approved?  What will be the royalty rate for each person, 
and what kinds of benefits can hunters get through the IIBA? 

• Will the company (Baffinland) improve or build the Pond Inlet runway, or a 
community freezer? Will Baffinland help with providing fuel for hunters? 

• Questions on the transport assistance, contract and schedule plan for workers 
from communities.  

• Suggestions regarding possible assistance for hunters: 
o Some employers provided funding for hunters who worked at mines in 

the past. 
o Hunting equipment is getting very expensive. 
o People continue go hunting in winter and in the summer; will the 

company provide fuel to hunters? Is there any plan to do so? 
o Hunters should be given benefits if the Project proceeds even if they 

don’t work at the mine. 
o Hunters should get assistance from the company, such as providing gas, 

rescue help etc. 
o Company should build sheds to assist hunters’ travel. 
o Hunters should get compensation due to the Project’s impact on wildlife 

and associated hunting. 
• What types of contracts and business opportunities will arise from the Project? 
• Concerns regarding communication between the company, communities, and 

the community members. 
• Benefit, compensation and welfare available for accidental injuries on the job. 
• Social well-being for workers who don’t work for a certain period of time (lay-

offs). 
• Questions regarding the transportation, contracts, and schedule plan for Inuit 

workers.  
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• Baffinland’s baseline study started in 2004, and a 3 years study has been 
completed in 2 years. 

• One of the lakes close to Mary Rive is a commercial fishing spot for Igloolik; 
any spill can flow to other areas via river systems.  Will cross-contamination 
occur in the lakes? 

• Dust concerns from ore crushing. 
• Acid rock drainage and metal leaching prevention measures. 
• Concerns over drinking water quality at camp. 
• Are there cases of fish bearing lakes that have been contaminated? 
• Concerns for the impact on fresh water and ice quality in Mary River (locals call 

it as Buttocks Lake) from existing sewage lagoons. 
• With the implementation of sewage treatment systems at mine camps, will any 

sewage be discharged into nearby rivers? 
• Will a waste water treatment plant be in place when project in full operation? Is 

there any contamination from existing sewage lagoons? 
• What happens with sewage that overflows after treatment at the sewage plant? 
• How do other communities feel about the Project? 
• How long has the project been going on?  Can the proposed shipping be 

changed? 
• Does the NIRB use Traditional Knowledge studies in their review? 
• Concerns regarding the National Park (Simirlik National Park) include: Impacts 

on tourism, lack of communication with the Parks, and impacts to land uses 
which ultimately impact tourism due to impact on the wilderness which the 
tourists come to experience.  

• Concerns regarding the increased population and increased needs on water 
supply and waste water treatment at mine site, and associated impacts on 
hunters. 

• Comments on the smells of sewage and spilled fuel at the Mary River site.  
• Contaminated snow drifts finally melt into the rivers, along with surface runoffs 

from roads.  This will cause impacts on fish when they enter the river system. 
• Mary River iron ore deposits are said to be very valuable (the third biggest iron 

mine in the world), so how much royalty can be allocated to communities? If 
nothing, then the community would not support the Project. 

• Questions regarding the drilling program: 
o How long has the drilling program been going on?  
o What are the effects of drilling on water quality? 
o Does drilling have impacts on vegetation? 
o How many drill holes does the Project have? 
o Have any new minerals been found through the bulk sampling program? 
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o Drilling water and additives may affect wildlife when they enter the 
water system. 

 
Photo 2: Meeting notes in Pond Inlet 

• How many inspections has Baffinland had so far?   
• What kind of baseline data exists regarding contaminant loading of PCBs or 

other chemicals in fish used by community near the Project area? 
• Fuel spills have happened at project sites, so more efficient communication 

should be in place to notify the community.  The community has previously 
received this kind of information indirectly from the CBC.  

• Have spills occurred in the past and were they cleaned up? 
• Communication regarding marooned ship in Milne Inlet over winter.  
• How much fuel and chemicals are stored on site? 
• Community members don’t like the fuel bladders used on Mary River project 

sites due to concern of leakage. 
• Community workers who are employed with the Project should be notified of 

their work schedule. 
• More employment should be given to each community and proper training 

should be available.  Does the company have employment training plans? 
• Heavy equipment training should begin when mine construction commences. 
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• What percentage of Inuit employment is anticipated for the Project? 
• Transportation corridor is very large, are there direct impacts related to low 

level flights? 
• The Mary River area has been historically used as a hunting ground.  Have there 

been any Traditional Knowledge studies done involving Inuit?  Is there any 
wildlife Traditional Knowledge collected? Will more of these kinds of studies 
proceed? 

• Will the information collected by IQ groups be shared with communities?  
Concern over the possibility that some major point will be missed if IQ studies 
are accomplished sooner, and mine development begins later. 

• Country food is healthier than store bought food, and the related concerns with a 
decrease in the availability of country foods due to mine development combined 
with increased living costs. 

• Potential impacts on traditional land use activities. 
• After mine closure, the buildings should be given to communities, and when the 

roads are abandoned, the bridges should be left for hunters. 
• When the mine closes, concerns regarding the impacts to communities which 

rely on it for employment and other benefits. 
• Shipping should use previously established routes, and be far away from 

shorelines. 
• Concerns related to ice breaking shipping and impacts to marine mammals 

(such as walrus) – they can become trapped in thick ice, and therefore 
communities should be compensated for ice breaking. 

• Will the company design and build any crossing structures for hunters traveling 
over the railway, and if so, how many such railway crossings might be built?   

• Compensation should be given for mine related accidental death and injury. 
• Workplace disciplines regarding on-site alcohol abuse and other impacts to 

mine workers health. 
• Concerns over the potential expansion of mine life, will it be reviewed if mine 

life is expanded beyond the estimated 21 years? 
• Wind blowing of fine ore along railway and Steensby Inlet ore facility over the 

mine life – are there any studies to this regard (fine ore management)? 
• Will CEAA be involved in this process? 
• Scientific research is necessary when deciding whether the Project should 

proceed. 
• When will the company be able to pay off its debt? 
• Who are the responsible agencies for spills and reporting, and what is the 

mechanism of communication with the communities in such an event? 
• Any tank farms should be located in appropriate areas. 
• Have roads associated with the Project been approved? 
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• Site maintenance over the whole lifespan of the mine. 
• NIRB should not approve this project. 
• The community is glad to have a chance to express their concerns in the NIRB’s 

public meetings. 
• Will the NIRB be visiting communities for more meetings in the future? 
• How does the NIRB deal with comments it receives regarding the Project? 
• Questions on NPC and Land Use Planning: 

o What is the Nunavut Planning Commission?  
o What do they do?  
o How will they be involved in this review process? 
o Why is the NPC absent from the meeting when discussing a joint 

process between them and the NIRB? 
o What land use plans exist in Nunavut?  
o How is the railroad involved in land use planning? 
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Arctic Bay Meeting Notes 

 

DATE     TIME 
April 2, 2009    1:00-4:30pm, 6:00-9:00 pm 

April 3, 2009    9:00-12:00, 1:00-4:00 pm,  

Total attendance    191 

Each session attendance: Minimum: 37, Maximum: 59   

 

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

• Concerns regarding noise from and the potential for ore to fall down as it relates 
to conveyor belt operation.  

• Ore management and laydown areas. 
• How is the conveyor belt connected to ships? 
• Concerns regarding wind blowing ore fines during loading from stockpiles at the 

sea port to ships. 
• What alternatives exist for conveyor transport of iron from dock stockpile to 

ships? 
• What information exists regarding wildlife casualties on railways in other 

regions? 
• Wildlife migration routes can change as a result of various factors such as 

vegetation loss – consideration should be given to the fact that the proposed 
railway route cuts across the area where rich vegetation exists. 

• The proposed railway will cause caribou to change their original feeding grounds 
and move farther away from Project areas. 

• While it seems that Baffinland has decided to build the mine, wildlife is still 
important; as is human health, considering impacts from mine development. 

• Concerns regarding potential caribou casualties on the railway due to collision 
with trains. 

• Concern regarding the prompt information update from Baffinland. 
• Concerns for wastes resulting from previous exploration activities, have the same 

concerns for the Mary River Project.   
• Alternative to the proposed railway which goes along east coast, taking into 

account that there is a variety of wildlife in the Steensby Inlet area. 
• Caribou in Arctic Bay area were not impacted by the Nanisivik mine, but recently 

they disappeared from the region as a result of natural alterations to their habitat. 
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• Will Inuit involvement in the Mary River Project include participation on 
committees or management boards as was the case with the Nanisivik mine? 

• Steensby Inlet is a traditional caribou hunting ground, with some Igloolik 
community members using the area as long ago as the 1940s. 

 
Photo 3: Elder discussing caribou issues in Arctic Bay 

• Waste and garbage were abandoned in Milne Inlet by early exploration projects.   
Nanisivik also used a few kinds of chemicals such as lime, and therefore the same 
concerns were raised regarding the usage of chemicals in the Mary River Project 
and resulting site clean up during mine closure and reclamation. 

• What type of minerals will be mined at the Mary River Project? 
• Baffinland should assist hunters with their hunting activities by providing 

transportation to hunting grounds if the Mary River Project proceeds, provided 
that the proposed railway passes through migration routes of caribou.  The 
community would like to know whether this recommendation will be put into 
action by Baffinland. 

• Concern for impacts to wildlife and human health from noise caused by aircraft, 
railway, shipping, and port operations.  Will these impacts will be monitored and 
studied from now to the end of mine life? 

• More Inuit, especially hunters, be involved in caribou surveys given that they 
have extensive wildlife knowledge. 
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• Concerns were regarding the proposed mine life of 21 years, communities had 
heard that the mine would operate for between 90 and 100 years.   

• Ice breaking activities associated with the Mary River Project, were likened to 
those which occurred with the Nanisivik mine and had affected marine mammals 
(such as walrus).  During ice breaking shipping, marine mammals were chased 
away by ice breakers.  

• Concerns for sustainability of renewable resources for future generations, such as 
wildlife and country food given the impacts on wildlife from railway and 
shipping. 

• Will Baffinland continue the IQ group this year? 
• Concerns for Inuit involvement and IIBA negotiations.  
• Concerns regarding year round shipping for the Mary River Project, as Nanisivik 

used very large ships at a rate of 20 trips per year by seasonal operation. 
• Concerns for accidents (such as derailment), malfunctions, and mitigation 

measures related to railway operations, especially considering its high travel 
speed.   

• Concerns regarding detailed shipping routes and bathymetric survey results which 
provided that there are shallow waters in the proximity of Steensby Inlet. 

• Closure and reclamation security interest should be allocated to communities. 
• The concerns for consistency regarding agreement implementation; namely that 

the signed agreements shall be not changed if and when the ownership of the 
mine is transferred to another company.  The communities were consulted during 
the Nanisivik mine development stage and an agreement was signed.  However, 
this agreement was not continuously implemented after the mine changed 
ownership.  

• Concerns related to impacts on caribou form the Mary River Project 
development.  The community will continue to pursue benefits and wildlife 
compensation 

• Input from the communities should be considered in all planning and contingency 
plans. 

• Concerns regarding the progress of negotiations including royalty, taxes, and the 
IIBA.  Other communities have received royalties from mine development to the 
tune of $15,000 per adult and $6000 per child.  

• Concerns for impacts on marine mammals due to under water blasting and 
dredging in the Steensby Inlet area.  

• Caribou have previously migrated to Arctic Bay from East to West, and now they 
might migrate to the East or South.  They migrate North in fall and back South in 
spring.  Concerns also related to impacts on caribou populations from railway 
operation, as the Mary River area is a very important caribou calving ground. 

• Community should be consulted regarding other proposed projects as well. 
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• Percentage of Inuit employed at the Mary River Project, and what mechanisms 
will be in place for recruiting Inuit employees.  

• Concerns regarding impacts on wildlife migration changes (migratory birds and 
fish) due to mine operation and shipping. 

• Hamlet and HTO should fully attend this public meeting. 
• Concerns regarding impacts to and deterioration of environmental quality due to 

mining development.  
• Concerns regarding IIBA between QIA and Baffinland, MOU and IIBA 

negotiation as well as land leases. 
• Will DFO authorize Baffinland to carry out ocean floor blasting? 
• DFO used to conduct bathymetry, fish, and seismic surveys down to the Inlet here 

when Nanisivik was in operation.  It was not heard at that time how much impact 
the noise had had on wildlife.  Is this true? 

• There were positive impacts from the Nanisivik mine, as the community 
benefited from the mine in regards to income. 

• Concerns and comments raised by the community should be taken into 
consideration by Baffinland.  The issues include: 

o Declining wildlife/caribou populations. 
o Movement of animals farther away from community. 
o Potential decline of seal population as happened when the Nanisivik mine 

was in operation.  
o Importance of traditional food.  
o Concern regarding the timeline of the NIRB review process.  

• Concern regarding Inuit employment and associated competition between Inuit 
and southerners in the labour force.  

• Concern regarding impact on wildlife at Steensby Inlet as there are a variety of 
wildlife resources at or near Steensby Inlet including terrestrial mammals and 
marine mammals.  

• Concern for wildlife protection while balancing benefits from the Mary River 
Project. 

• Elders raised concerns regarding impacts on wildlife. 
• Concerns regarding Baffinland’s community work group, which should include 

members with more knowledge of lands and wildlife. 
• Alternatives for Steensby Inlet port site and railway alignment considering its 

intensive operation – more consultation should be done in the potentially affected 
communities.  More studies should be conducted regarding the alternatives to the 
proposed railway transportation corridor. 

• Country foods are getting more difficult to get, and costs of living (including 
hunting costs) are increasing. 
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• Concerns over how the NIRB will consider the comments and Traditional 
Knowledge collected from community meetings in its review process.   

• Concerns regarding impacts on wildlife from railway and shipping activities.  
Communities like Igloolik and Hall Beach share their hunting. 

• Concerns regarding the potential for the railway to block wildlife migration 
routes which run from East to West.   

• The Nanisivik mine did not benefit community except employment.  
• Questions regarding project components: 

o  Equipment transport by the Milne Inlet Tote Road and railway. 
o Scale and type of Steensby Inlet deep sea port. 
o Daily operation rate of train and ships. 
o Railway tunnels.  

• Questions on the sequence/logical relation between NIRB Review process and 
IIBA finalization. 

• Mixed feeling from community regarding the positive and negative impacts from 
the Mary River Project: 

o Positive aspects: employment and increased opportunities for young 
generations, big deposit and associated benefit. 

o Negative aspects: impacts on the environment, human health, and social 
issues.  

• Has any study been conducted regarding noise level, noise impacts, and the 
magnitude from railway and air traffic. 

• Has Baffinland provided transportation for community members to other 
communities such as Resolute and Grise Fiord. 

• Concerns regarding any signed agreement between QIA and Baffinland. 
• Concerns regarding potential ship capsizing or submersion and related accidents 

such as fuel spills into the ocean. 
• Concern for fatal accidents and associated compensation in mine operation as had 

happened in Nanisivik mine. 
• How can the ongoing activities (road building, suppliers transport) be moving 

forward when the NIRB review is not complete? 
• Concerns regarding potential impacts of hazardous weather conditions on the 

operation of the railway.   
• Baffinland has told the community the mine would operate for more than 90-100 

years.  
• Concerns that alcohol will be coming to the community. 
• Impact on marine mammals from shipping, specifically the impact on seals 

layers/dens during spring season, which would significantly affect the survival of 
seal cubs. 
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• Concern regarding compensations for marine shipping accidents.   
• Noise impact on marine mammals from shipping, especially on seals.  
• Impacts on wildlife from the construction and operation of roads and associated 

water crossings.  
• It is preferable to build the railway on flatter areas rather than constructing 

tunnels. 
• Concerns for ski-doo crossing facilities over the proposed railway that could be 

used for hunting, and also concern for the safety of hunters given the high traffic 
and high speed of trains on the railway.  

• Information sharing regarding photographic illustration of railway alignment. 
• Concerns regarding archaeological site protection in the Mary River Project 

areas.  
• Questions on the Project proposal: 

o Who is Baffinland? 
o Size of deposits and Project area? 
o Total costs of and investment in the Project? 
o Total footprint? 
o Benefit per person? 
o IIBA negotiation progress. 

• Community liaison office is closed, what is the situation? 
• Could the NIRB only approve the mine for a short time period (5 years) in order 

to see how caribou are impacted by the railway? 
• Who makes up the Baffinland working group, and what about the progress of the 

working group? 
• Is the range of exploration activities limited to the Mary River area is the Project 

taking place in the whole North Baffin Region? 
• The numbers of drilling holes in the Mary River area. 
• Air traffic volume, low level flights, they almost resulted in accident/collision 

with hunters on the ground using ATVs in the summer, therefore a minimum 
altitude should be maintained when low lever flights are carried out. 

• Update of caribou study/survey. 
• There are large amounts of fuel stored at the Mary River are and we heard there 

have been fuel spills, did they fix the situation that caused the spill? 
• The exploration activities at Mary River have benefited the community.  
• A caribou study team in the community conducted by GN using helicopter did 

not inform all the community members of the study.  Experienced hunters should 
be on the board involving the study as they have extensive wildlife knowledge. 

• The presentation itself would be more effective at facilitating understanding if 
given in the North Baffin dialect. 
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Resolute Meeting Notes 

DATE     TIME 
April 4, 2009    1:00-4:30 pm, 6:30-9:00 pm 

April 5 2009    3:00-6:00 pm  

Total attendance    69 

Each session attendance: Minimum: 15, Maximum: 27   

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

• Community members hunt caribou in the Project area with other communities 
like Pond Inlet.  Will the community receive compensation for impacts to 
hunting? 

• Will wildlife which has been impacted by the Project and migrated to other areas 
as a result, return to the Project areas after mine closure? 

• Alternatives to the proposed railway and deep sea port. 
• As DFO is very reluctant to approve applications for seafood harvesting (crabs 

and shrimps), and beach facility constructions, would DFO approve the 
underwater blasting? 

• Government receives taxes and income, but individuals do not.  Therefore the 
interest from these taxes should be considered as the mine development may 
impact the communities’ food sources, and ultimately their life would be affected 
by the Project. 

• As the Project is located within caribou calving grounds, are there any caribou 
studies in the Project areas? 

• Ballast water management in Steensby Inlet (the Canadian Ballast water control 
and management regulations). 

• Barrels and oils were left on hunting grounds and are now being cleaned up by 
DEW line cleanup project. 

• Caribou in Steensby Inlet will be impacted by the Project. 
• Communities are happy to have been consulted for the Project development; 

however, the community did not receive benefits from past mine development in 
the North Baffin region.  

• Community is grateful for the work done by the QIA. 
• Community members have hunted in the Mary River area since before the year 

2000. 
• Concern for other communities potentially impacted by the Mary River Project. 
• Concerns for other deposits except deposit #1, public should beware of the future 

development. 
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•  Concerns regarding other communities’ comments on the Project 
• Concerns regarding shipping around Resolute. 
• A shipping route with deeper waters should be chosen; some of the proposed 

shipping areas in Foxe Basin are shallow. 
• Concerns regarding the impact of year round shipping to on-ice dog team travel. 
• Concerns regarding the impacts on terrestrial wildlife by railway and to marine 

mammals from shipping. 
• Concerns regarding waste and wastewater disposal.  
• Concerns regarding the potential disposal of waste oils and greases in the Mary 

River area given that there would be lot of vehicles which would generate a large 
amount of waste oils.  Polaris mine had poor performance in this regard.  Waste 
oil was just dumped in barrels or burned.  

• Concerns that wildlife will be impacted by diseases associated with mine 
development. 

• Concerns related to current progress between the QIA and Baffinland regarding 
IIBA negotiation with respect to the mine development.  Has a compensation 
agreement (IIBA) been signed? 

• The QIA and Baffinland have agreed to a deal, and the company has spent lots 
money, so can the project be stopped?  It seems like it is going ahead without this 
review process. 

• Concerns related to wildlife compensation by Baffinland.  Community Land and 
Resources Committee (CLARC) members should be informed when the 
information is available. 

• How will the NIRB protect the wildlife and marine mammals and traveling 
among communities? 

• How will the benefits (IIBA) from the Project be implemented for the 
community?  Based on past experience, the community did not get benefits from 
mine development as it should have. 

• The NIRB should seriously consider marine wildlife and impacts to marine 
mammals from marine shipping and impacts on surrounding communities from 
like Igloolik. 

• Impact on wildlife from mine development is not as serious as people believe.  
From past mine experience, the marine mammals were still in mine areas, but 
when  researchers deployed radio collars or tags, they would disappear from 
where they were caught, which was misunderstood to be a negative result of 
mining activities.  Wildlife is not extinct, they just move to other places.  

• Community members are interested to see photos of ships. 
• Nanisivik should be considered as a deep sea port alternative to the proposed 

Steensby Inlet sea port.  
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• Polaris did benefit local communities, but a big mess (rust barrels) was left after 
closure and reclamation.  Now the DEW mediation projects are cleaning the mess 
up, but people have similar concerns with the Mary River Project. 

• Pan Arctic Oil and Gas Exploration and their associated activities had impacts on 
Resolute even though the impacts may have disappeared.  

• Performance bonds and security should be in place prior to Project development. 
• Potential damages and impacts to landforms. 

 

Photo 4: Public Scoping meeting in Resolute  

• Potential impacts to marine mammals and possible mortality of wildlife due to 
under water blasting. 

• Potential impacts to terrestrial and marine mammals from the Project. 
• Communities can benefit from the Project development. 
• Protection of archaeological sites in project areas is important. 
• The public needs more time to ask questions and to express their comments. 
• How will the NIRB deal with the conflicts between Hamlet and HTA (different 

options regarding the Project)? 
• Will the shipping associated with the Mary River Project follow Canadian laws? 
• What will be the timing of marine shipping operations, and how will it impact 

marine mammals? 
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• What types of ships are proposed to be used for ice breaking?  Are they double 
hulled vessel?  There is concern regarding potential for oil leakage into water. 

• What amendment would the NIRB and the NPC make to the NBRLUP?  How 
would the NBRLUP be amended?  Who will be involved?  Has the amendment 
been made already? 

• Questions on benefits, compensation, and royalties resulting from the Mary River 
Project. 

• Railway will impact Inuit hunting ground and hunting activities in project areas – 
will there be any compensation in this regard? 

• Relationship between ongoing activities in Mary River Project areas conducted 
by Baffinland, and the NIRBs review process. 

• Resolute hopes to be informed and updated throughout the NIRBs review 
process. 

• Resolute is far away from the Mary River Project; however it is still involved 
with the Project in one way or another.  In the 1960’s and 1970’s it was involved 
with the polar gas exploration in the high Arctic, and those oil and gas resources 
still have the potential to be developed. 

• Resolute plays an important role for Canada’s sovereignty in the Arctic, and the 
community is grateful for being consulted by the NIRB.  Residents of Resolute 
have suffered hardship and impacts from oil and gas exploration after being 
relocated. 

• The shipping route is very close to Igloolik, Hall Beach, Cape Dorset, Coral 
Harbour, and Kimmirut; those communities should be included in the Public 
Hearing. 

• Keep the railway after mine closure.  There is the potential to extend the railway 
to Iqaluit.  Whether there is a bridge to be built which connects to the mainland of 
Igloolik and then possibly down to Montreal. 

• Concerns regarding the life of the Mary River Project. 
• What are the facilities to be used to treat soils polluted by spills at the Project? 
• How will government agencies and organizations be involved in the NIRBs 

review process?  Will the NIRB do studies or will DFO or WWF? 
• The impact on all waters (marine waters and fresh waters) should be assessed by 

the NIRB carefully. 
• The community can get benefits from the Mary River Project, such as the 

employment percentage, business, and contact opportunities. 
• The researching activities conducted by the scientists are more harmful to wildlife 

health than the mining industry, in the cases where radio collars and tags are put 
on animals.  For example a polar bear was caught and was very sick when 
researchers put a radio on it.  
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• The Tote Road used to be a caribou hunting route used by the nearby 
communities.  Has any research been done along the Tote Road and railway to 
identify whether there are any calving grounds in the Project area? 

• Have relevant studies regarding noise impact on wildlife from railway and 
seaport been done? 

• Have any new energy resources other than fossil fuels been considered, such as 
solar panels and wind turbines to replace the fossil fuels which would reduce 
greenhouse gases to provide heat for buildings? 

• Has Baffinland seriously considered the community concerns, and do they plan to 
start the Project?   

• Is snow taken into consideration?  Hunters use snow when they are on the land. 
• Will job training be conducted in the communities? 
• Wildlife is not extinct, they change their migrating route, and no blame should be 

laid on development conducted by government and companies. 
• The community is happy to be consulted.  Before, the lands belonged to 

government, but now as a land claim agreement is in place, residents have a 
chance to protect their lands from pollution in Nunavut.  The community is still 
pleased to see the NIRB come to listen to the communities’ concerns. 
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Grise Fiord Meeting Notes 

DATE     TIME 
April 6, 2009    6:00-9:00 pm 

April 7, 2009    1:00-4:30 pm, 7:00-9:30 pm 

April 8, 2009    1:00-4:00 pm, 7:00-9:00 pm 

Total attendance   86  

Each session attendance: Minimum: 10, Maximum: 21  

 

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

• Grise Fiord hunting ground extends South to Devon Island, and rarely stretches 
further to Lancaster Sound.  It does not go to Borden Peninsula, but mostly 
covers the northern area of Grise Fiord.  

• NIRB community consolation is too late, as it seems that the Mary River Project 
would start very soon based on original the staging and preconstruction plan.   

• Concerns for the proposed mine life of 20 years as it is not practical. 
• Comments that Nunavut did not benefit from past mine developments. 
• Concerns regarding Inuit traditional way of life and wildlife taking account the 

mine development and climate change.  Specifically the caribou population 
decreasing due to increased shipping as a results of climate change and mine 
development in the north.  

• Does Baffinland have any mitigation plans to minimize impacts form mine? 
• Concern for benefit from the Project for the region. 
• Concerns for impacts on wildlife from contamination and pollution related to the 

Project. 
• NBRLUP is a community based Land Use Plan, and consultations among five 

communities were conducted during draft stage.  All governments should listen 
and consider the community concerns.  Traditional travel routes are in the Mary 
River project area.  When the former Lancaster Sound Land Use Plan was 
developing, lots of consultation works were done including: 

o Visiting communities and hunters 
o Traditional hunting sites 
o Environment Canada and Transport Canada involvement 

• The railway should go east if possible to avoid having an adverse impact on 
marine mammals.  

• Baffinland did not consider the concerns from communities for the Project. 
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• Concerns over staking activities on Devon Island (without consulting with 
communities) which impact the environment. 

• Concern for DFOs fairness given that DFO is very strict to approve the 
community facilities such as docks.  How will it approve the Mary River project? 

• Alternative routes for the proposed railway and sea port should be considered, as 
the proposed railway route is located on a caribou migration route, and the 
proposed shipping route in Foxe Basin will impact a variety of marine wildlife. 

• The northern shipping route is better than the proposed Steensby Inlet route, 
because the ships will be very opposed by the people in Igloolik and the south, it 
will mean ships stay more in the open water of Lancaster Sound and down Davis 
Strait and farther away from the icy portions.  The Igloolik area of Foxe Basin 
and near Cape Dorset is very shallow and could be dangerous for ships going 
through.  The residents in Foxe Basin already experience impacts to their harvests 
because of ships.  Also have concerns for shipping accidents, related spills, safety 
measures, and associated contingency plan prior to implementation of the Project. 

• Concern that back-up facilities are not shown in the drawing.  The north needs 
safety mechanisms in place and residents worry about their land, air, and water in 
the future. 

• Concerns regarding shipping accidents, malfunctions, and disaster scenarios in 
remote ice area.  Even though it may not be an oil accident like Exxon, still have 
concerns regarding the preparedness of environment protection, and emergency 
reaction mechanisms.  It would be better to change the proposed shipping route to 
the one in Baffin Bay which is already used by marine traffic.  

• The people of Foxe Basin would be greatly impacted so the railway should be 
moved closer to Pond Inlet.  When high volume of shipping is proposed, 
especially considering icebreaking, there is a great potential for emergency 
situations to arise.  The Baffin Bay route is used much less now so it would be 
better to move the shipping to Pond Inlet.  There will be too much impact in Foxe 
Basin from that much shipping.  

• Baffinland should consult with local communities so that appropriate plans and 
designs are in place to carry out the Project.  

• Does Baffinland have other projects in other regions (related mine experience), 
and are there any beneficiary shareholders associated with the Project. 

• Is there a Land Use Plan in the South Baffin Region?  Is shipping within the land 
use planning region? 

• Why is Baffinland using conveyors instead of loaders to transport iron ore?  Dust 
will have health impacts to humans and wildlife, as carvers always suffer from 
dust. 

• The location of proposed landfill at Mary River site is too close to water, this 
concern comes from the practice of dumping grounds in community. 

• Why will ammonia nitrate will be used in the Project? 
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• Will there be potential for hunters to use the railway and trains after mine closure, 
or must hunters pay Baffinland if they want to use them? 

• What type of rail gauge (wide or narrow) is proposed with the Project? 
• Using desalinated sea water as potable water raises human health concerns, and 

associated question of why would the company use desalinated water instead of 
fresh water from nearby lakes? 

• Questions on the Project components  
o Shipping route to Milne Inlet is in the ice-free zone all year?  
o The frequency of shipping operation? 
o How long has the Tote road been in operation? 
o Who will operate the shipping, Baffinland or another company? 
o Use for iron? 
o Locomotive performance in Arctic region?  
o Production rate of iron ore? 
o Total waste rock to be generated by the Project?   
o Iron ore processing methods?  
o Worker numbers at Steensby Inlet? 
o Type of workers based at the mine? 
o Fuel shipping rate?  
o Number of fuel tanks, site storage capacity at the Project at Steensby inlet 

and Mary River site? 
o Mine lifespan? 
o What kind of planes will be used? 
o Will ice on railway cause problems? 
o How long will construction of the Project take? 
o The distance from land to island in Steensby Inlet? 
o Is there a doctor on site? 

• Residents hope for more airline operation in the high arctic which will benefit the 
local residents.  

• Will Baffinland make an agreement with the communities regarding 
compensation for travel and hunting equipment loss as a result of ice breaking? 
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Photo 5: Public Scoping meeting in Grise Fiord 

• How many members on the NIRB?  How are members appointed?  Why does 
NIRB have no members from the high Arctic? 

• Is it possible that the IIBA can cover certain items, in which the communities can 
use Baffinland’s shipping to bring in goods or whereby communities could share 
the cost with Baffinland? 

• Concerns regarding information the community received in only a 2 day meeting 
regarding the Project. 

• Concerns regarding mine closure and reclamation, as the mining companies did 
not fully complete the mine site clean up as they committed to do in Nanisivik 
after closure.   

• Concern regarding Inuit employment, as it was not protected in past mines.  In 
Polaris, Inuit were hired at the beginning but after the mine was in operation, they 
hire more employees from Newfoundland and other southern areas. 

• Concerns raised regarding mine site clean up and reclamation policy, given the 
past experience related to resources development by INAC in the north.  The 
liberals spend $250 million of tax payers money for mine reclamation in northern 
Canada, and original occupants suffered from the damaged environment, while 
shareholders got benefits.  How have the policies changed in the past 10 years?   

• What benefits can Grise Fiord get from the Project? 

Summary Report – NIRB Public Scoping Meetings for the Review of the Mary River Project    
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• What is the rational for the NIRB’s scoping meeting held in Grise Fiord? 
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• Concern regarding ice breaking, as sea ice in Foxe Basin is used by the nearby 
communities to facilitate travel. 

• Can the community give their concerns regarding the shipping route to federal 
agencies through the NIRB? The community should have an opportunity to voice 
their concerns to authorizing agencies for the Project.  

• Balance concerns (i.e. impacts to wildlife) and benefits for residents (i.e. 
employment). 

• Concerns regarding increasing exploration and research projects on Ellesmere 
Island. 

• Concern for the potential of the Project to impact various sea birds at Hall Beach, 
and waterfowl at the Steensby Inlet are. 

• Is the NIRB is going to have scoping meetings in Repulse Bay and Northern 
Quebec? 

• Concerns that the impacted communities by shipping route were not fully 
consulted, given that the Project has been planned, there would be lot of concern 
in those communities impacted by shipping activities. 

• Will the NIRB’s Board members come to visit the community prior to approval 
of the Project?  Who are the Board Members?  Where are they from?  Why are 
there no members from the high Arctic? 

• What kind of involvement did the communities of Pond Inlet, Hall Beach and 
others have, and what concerns did they raise? 

• It is wise that Baffinland consults all communities impacted by the Steensby Inlet 
shipping route.  

• If the railway could be extended to Iqaluit, it would minimize the impact on 
marine mammals. 

• The community is very pleased to have the NIRB consult with us.  It would be 
better if the NIRB had a certain committee to represent the interests of Pond Inlet, 
Arctic Bay, and the high Arctic region. 

• Freight costs in the high Arctic are very expensive; is there a possibility that 
Baffinland share shipping and thereby cut down the living costs of local 
residents?  Is it possible to discuss this in the IIBA? 

• How will people be able to go to work at the mine – can the community get a new 
airstrip?  Even though it is small community and far away from the Project, it still 
would like to participate like other communities if the community can benefit 
from the Project.  Besides, residents travel to the Project area by boat and ski-doo.   
The community needs to provide their kids with opportunities like everyone else 
in the bigger areas.  

• Like other communities, concerns exist regarding social and community well-
being, as increased cash flow in the community and associated increase in drugs 
and alcohol will change the life of younger generations.  Is there some sort of 
promotion against such substance abuse geared towards young people? 
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• Can the community provide country food for the Inuit workers on the Project 
sites?  Their diet is important and they will need country food.  In addition, there 
are a few meat plants in the territory, and this would benefit local business. 

• An airline stopped their route from here to Pond Inlet.  Is there a possibility to 
reconnect Grise Fiord with Pond Inlet because residents have relatives and need 
easy access to other communities? 

• Concerns for the Inuit workers’ equality at the work place. 
•  The visit made by Baffinland was short and the information was extensive.  We 

were overwhelmed.  The community learned of the Project last December.  The 
NIRB’s meeting gives the community more information and some of this 
information is very new. 
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Igloolik Meeting Notes 

DATE     TIME 
April 16, 2009    6:30-9:30 pm 

April 17, 2009    1:00-4:30 pm, 6:30-9:30 pm 

April 18, 2009    10:00am-12:00 pm, 1:00-4:30pm 

Total attendance   148 

Each session attendance: Minimum: 20, Maximum: 39  

 

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

• Based on the NLCA, how will the NPC and NIRB assess the impacts on marine 
water and surface water?  What limits will be put on the assessment and can you 
provide any update in this regard?  

• Difficulty reading the NIRB and NPC joint process. 
• Clarification request regarding the definition of scoping - how do you identify 

individual environmental components which are interlinked? 
• Lot of research has been completed in the past 10 years around the community 

(from James Bay to Iqaluit), a lot of valuable information has been collected. It 
seems that the there is a lack of communication between governments and 
companies regarding the sharing of this information. 

• Igloolik has voiced their opposition to the proposed shipping route. 
• Are there any alternatives for the Steensby Inlet shipping route ? 
• Concerns regarding on board sewage disposal and ballast water disposal. 
• Misunderstandings occurred with interpretation when Baffinland had its 

community consultation and now also with the NIRB community scoping 
meetings. 

• Clear information (the truth) regarding the Mary River project, including negative 
impacts of the Project, needs to be shared as community was previously not well 
informed about the Project.  

• Impacts on land/waters from ongoing project activities and concerns for 
cumulative impacts when added to possible future project activities. 

• A railway and shipping route are proposed for the Mary River project but the 
community did not have enough information when NIRB started its consultation 
in the community. 

• Calcium used in Baffinland’s exploration drilling program impacted the ponds 
nearby the drilling operations. 
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• It is not comfortable for the proposed railway, it maybe do not spend more if 
build the railway to Clyde River. 

• The shipping route through Foxe Basin, via Coral Harbour and  Hudson Strait  is 
identified as the preferred route, which will have impact on walrus  the local 
resident depend on as country food source. The potential for oil spills impacting 
on marine mammals is another concern. 

• Igloolik has a population of more than 2000, so it is strange not so many people 
are attending the meeting today. 

• The Mary River project will create jobs, but shipping will impact the life of the 
residents. 

• Community residents have the right to protect their lands and waters. 
• Whole marine ecosystem should be carefully evaluated as the shipping and the 

shipping route will affect the whole ecosystem, from sea birds (sea gulls) to 
marine mammals (seals, walrus and polar bears), even scavengers - the lifespan 
of wildlife will be affected. 

• What was the rationale for choosing Steensby Inlet for the sea port rather than 
Pond Inlet, as Pond Inlet is closer to Mary River?  

• An alternative shipping route located at Clyde River or Pond Inlet should be 
chosen, as the shipping would drive marine mammals away. 

• It would be more acceptable if the shipping route is changed to Clyde River - 
hunters will be more supportive of the Project. 

• A balanced consideration on all impacts would facilitate good decision making. 
• Can the proposed shipping route can be rejected? 
• What are the concerns from other communities?. 
• Will NIRB consider the comments from the community? 
• Whether or not the Igloolik HTA is concerned about the wildlife/walrus, this 

should be their top priority. 
• Marine shipping may have significant impacts, may have subtle impact as it has 

never happened before. It might also have significant socio-economic impacts as 
well as biophysical impacts. 

• Potential for cumulative impacts to wildlife; the meat will be not as good when 
animals have too much stress. 

• What considerations for mitigation/minimization of impacts on wildlife have 
been offered? 

• It was said that there are mines in Mexico that had run out of water… concerns 
exist for the same thing happening with the Mary River project. 

• Where would ballast water be exchanged, at Steensby Inlet?  
• What consideration has been taken into account regarding the impact on 

shellfish/marine creatures from shipping? Shellfish have been destroyed from 
shipping in the Great Lakes, and the arctic ecosystem is more fragile. 
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• Old lessons have been learned from shipping during the operation of the mine at 
Nanisivik. 

• Question about results after the mine closure. 
• How is the ballast water taken on in Europe replaced? Where is it dumped?  
• The airstrip at Steensby Inlet should not be extended as there are a lot of 

archaeological sites in the area. How would those sites be protected if the Project 
gets approved? An airstrip expansion in Igloolik was not allowed to disturb 
similar sites. 

• Both Baffinland and governments conduct archaeological research in the Project 
areas.  Where did the funding come from? Which one should be more reliable? 

• How is iron ore separated from waste rock for Mary River Project? Some mines 
use water/chemicals to separate ore from waste rocks. 

• Concerns regarding the cultural/values conflicts resulting from Mary River 
Project. 

• Concerns regarding impacts from explosives/blasting on fish, as there are various 
fish in the lakes surrounding project area/rail alignment. How would these fish be 
protected from possible impacts?  

• Was iron ore crushed during bulk sampling program? 
• What is the quality of iron ore quality like for the Mary River project? 
• How will oxidation of iron ore be controlled? 
• How would dust from iron fines be controlled during iron ore transport? It would 

be a health concern for humans and wildlife.  
• Concerns regarding drugs/alcohol being brought into the community by the 

project workers, based on experiences during the Nanisivik mine operation.  
• Pond Inlet is closer to Mary River, so what was the rationale for choosing 

Steensby Inlet rather than Pond Inlet as a deep sea port for the Project? 
• The project area is caribou hunting ground, whether or not Baffinland intends to 

allow hunting. 
• The road alignment chosen by Baffinland should be trusted, as it is based on the 

scientific research. Will concerns regarding the ecosystem and wildlife protection 
be been taken into the decision making? 

• Have alternative methods of  iron ore transport been  considered by Baffinland, 
such as air lift by giant jets? Using the proposed large ships will be expensive, 
especially if wildlife protection is taken into account. 

• Rangers use the Project area from May to June for their annual drill. how will the 
Project will affect this yearly military program? 

• Have any studies been completed to assess the impacts from proposed roads 
leading to Steensby Inlet? Caribous can adopt to the change and migrate to other 
places, the important concern is the  impact on  marine mammals from the 
proposed shipping route. 



Appendix B –Meeting Notes 

Summary Report – NIRB Public Scoping Meetings for the Review of the Mary River Project    
58 

• The Mary River Project should not cause concern given its short lifespan, as long 
as it benefits the economic development of Nunavut. 

• There are old tent rings on the island where iron will be stockpiled and loaded on 
to ships… a similar one was found in the proximity of Igloolik airport, with grave 
sites also identified around the tent ring. This resulted in that airstrip expansion 
not being implemented. There might be grave/burial sites in the vicinity of the 
tent ring on the island, and those burial sites might belong to the same tribe or 
same era, therefore if construction activities are conducted on the island, it would 
be problematic. 

• Request to clarify the size of the proposed ore carriers with visual images 
(photos) if available. 

• How much ore would each ship hold, and what would the value of a full ship’s 
load of iron ore be?  

• The community appreciates NIRB’s consideration of the comments from the 
community.  Lots of exploration have been approved and conducted in Nunavut, 
and it is very expensive to identify deposits for mine development… does that 
mean NIRB has an obligation to allow identified deposits to be developed into 
mines with only a few people benefiting from it?  

• Public should be well informed about the Project proposal.  
• What are the objectives of NIRB’s public consultation?  
• Pond Inlet/Arctic Bay, and other communities all have their hunting grounds, 

every community is different. 
• Will the public still be able to access the traditional and current hunting grounds 

in the Mary River area once mine is in operation?  
• What amount of fuel is will be carried on the ships? What mitigation measures 

/contingency plans would be put in place to ensure safe shipping and protect the 
marine environment and wildlife from fuel spills? 

• To put the ship size into perspective, one ore carrier would have a capacity of 
approximately 270,000 half-ton pickup trucks. 

• Community is very concerned about the shipping route in Steensby Inlet, as it 
could potentially impact marine mammals and hunting through accidents, spills, 
and leaks. 

• Scientific research has shown that shallow waters exist in Steensby Inlet. Open 
water shipping is not a big concern, but ice breaking shipping will be quite 
different. The wildlife will be impacted from this to marine shipping. What 
procedures and guidelines would be followed if the Project is approved? 

• Tourists come up in the spring season and their close up photography activities 
have disturbed wildlife… they have moved away from communities and hunters 
have to go farther for hunting. 12 trips/month shipping will definitely have 
adverse impacts on wildlife migration, especially the walrus. 
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• It is said around 3000 jobs will be created form Mary River Project, but most 
people in the community have an education level lower than Grade 10, so what 
are the chances for those people to get job opportunities from the Project? 

• The iron ore deposit will be mined for 21 years, and after that; there will be no 
more benefits for the community. 

• Community has no way to ensure the concerns of the community and individuals  
are well presented by QIA when it negotiates with Baffinland. There should be a 
mechanism in place to guarantee community’s voice is heard  and addressed. 

• There are around 4000 archaeological sites/tent rings in the Project areas. How 
can they be protected? 

• Foxe Basin is important marine wildlife habitat for a variety of marine wildlife. 
• Studies of impact scenarios of the Project on wildlife, and Mitigation measures to 

protect wildlife as the Project areas are caribou migration and calving grounds. 
• Potential exists for dramatic environmental changes and there is uncertainty 

related to environmental change due to mine operation in 21 years given that the 
train runs twice every day. How can the impacts on the environment be assessed 
without understanding how the environment changes within 21 years? 

• Baffinland has a hidden agenda with its materialistic nature; there is need for 
more representations from all 13 communities. 

• Commitments must be made to the community by Baffinland. 
• Safety concerns related to train operation, specifically  train derailments. 
• People’s dependence on wildlife must be taken into account. 
• There is travel between Igloolik and Clyde River year round, and the Project is 

located midway between the communities. The mine will create jobs but will 
change diets and lifestyles. 

• The Project will benefit the community and people, but will cause concerns 
beyond economic issues. 

• There has never been a mine in the area, so it is not clear to understand potential 
impacts form it. But based on a view from air, impact could be seen,  if proceeds, 
the project will impact wildlife, fresh water and fish/Arctic char, and 
environment. 

• The Project will affect hunting/fishing, concern regarding inaccessibility of the 
project area for the community after it is in construction and operation.   

• Concerns for the transfer of mine ownership to Chinese and Japanese companies.  
• Comments on the letter from GN-DOE to NIRB when the Mary River Project 

was screened by the Board in 2008. All four questions in the commenting form 
were answered by “Yes”:  

o Potential impacts on ecosystem 
o Potential impacts on social and economic aspect 
o Significant public concern 
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o New technologies for which the impacts are unknown 
• Concern regarding impacts on vegetation, as taking the vegetation in the arctic 

recovers very slowly if it is impacted. The old ATV hunting trails have had an 
impact on vegetation in the Project area. It’s understandable that the railway will 
have significant impact on vegetation forever. 

• The Mary River area is a caribou hunting ground, but caribou are moving away 
from the area. Also caribou are sensitive to scent -  the Project will greatly impact 
caribou. 

• Shipping operations will impact marine mammals given the big size of ships and 
the contaminants that come along with ships. Considering that there were only 6 
ships coming to the community before, and the currently proposed shipping rate, 
shipping will drastically change  level of impacts. 

• As the mine site is close to rivers, the dust from the mine will impact fish habitat 
- what mitigation measures will be adopted to offset this impact?  

• People in Baker Lake are talking about a uranium mine and the associated 
impacts… the Mary River project will be the same in terms of impacts. 

• Concerns regarding wastes which come from Europe and possible dumping at sea 
ports in Steensby Inlet. Walrus will be impacted negatively due to shipping 
operations.   

• Comment regarding past experience being on board of ships, and wastewater 
/sewage were just dumped into ocean. The proposed shipping would have the 
same way of dealing with wastewater/sewage. What guidelines would be in 
palace to control waste dumping? 

• Inuit do not know how Baffinland market their iron ore in Europe, but most Inuit 
hunters have wildlife knowledge. We want royalties as the Project will impact 
land/wildlife habitat.  

• Country foods will be impacted and there are concerns for whether future 
generation can keep traditional lifestyles. 

• Concern for the royalty and compensation from the Project. 
• People did not support the proposed shipping route in Steensby Inlet as it would 

impact wildlife habitat as well as the future generations. This opinion was 
expressed during a previous consultation meeting held by Baffinland. 

• The proposed shipping route will scare walrus herds away from the community, 
and the railway will also impact caribou and birds. Why has an alternative route 
to the east coast not been considered?  

• Mine operation will contaminate lands and rivers. 
• Security bonds for closure and reclamation should be in place prior to mine 

operation. 
• The Project will impact the well-being of future generations, and our concerns 

should seriously be taken into consideration. 
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• Concerns for invasion of foreign species (such as barnacles) coming along with 
ships. 

• Is it possible that Baffinland can sue the government if they cannot develop the 
Mary River mine? 

• Some residents favor the Mary River Project, however the benefit (money) from 
the Project can’t stay forever. The impacts on the environment and wildlife would 
be big concern. 

• Everyone should have opportunity to express his/her concerns. 
• Concerns regarding the results after the shipping stops, can animals come back 

after that? 
• Residents disagreed with researchers when they put radio collars on the polar 

bears, but peoples concern and opposition were not respected, the same concern 
for the Mary River Project and wonder if the concerns from community are not 
treated seriously regardless what concern they have. 

• People don’t want a shipping route in Steensby Inlet; it should be on the east 
coast. 

• What contingency plan will be in place if the Project is approved as there will be 
spill in ocean?  And what new technologies will be used to clean up spills? 

• In a TV program, it said that the shipping route for the Project would not be our 
waters, but now it seems that it is proposed in our waters. 

• From the experiences of other mines, the environment was monitored in Iqaluit 
by representatives from a few communities, and samples were also taken for 
analysis in Pangnirtung. Will there be similar monitoring for this project? 
DIAND was responsible for studies conducted for wildlife monitoring and 
mitigation at that time, will DIAND still be responsible for the monitoring of 
Mary River Project as well? 

• Have any lessons been learned regarding impacts on wildlife and environment 
using perspectives from other regions that had open pit iron ore mines? 

• Aquatic life would be disturbed by waste, noise and oil spills from the shipping, 
particularly when one considers that the water body in Foxe Basin is not so large, 

• Concerns whether the generosity of the Inuit is taken advantage of by foreigners. 
• What kind of equipment and procedures would be utilized for clean up of the 

oils/chemical spills? Because they are distinctive in nature, the clean up method 
should be different. 

• Is there new technology that can be used to clean up oil/fuel spills? 
• There have been some studies completed including bathymetry for the Project, 

public have the following concerns: 
o Cooperation between different organizations, 
o Update if taking account climate change 
o Update of information to public 
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• There is a problem with some of the translations in the presentation: the 
translation of air pollutants, and inconsistency of place names. 

• Oil/chemical spills in the ocean from shipping will impact aquatic life and 
ultimately impact the country food. 

• Will the air quality be monitored all the time? 
• Concerns regarding the mine dewatering and discharge management. 
• Concerns regarding wildlife habitat: Fox dens were occupied by quarry pit in 

community, what will be the fox and wolf dents in the Project area? 
• Concerns regarding the water contamination from mine activities, and mine 

method of dewatering. As Inuit rely on country foods which are eaten raw, the 
contaminated water will affect the country food and affect human health. How 
will the public be noticed when such contamination occurs, who should be 
responsible for the notice for public, and how will the public know country food 
is contaminated? 

•  Concerns regarding foreign species invasion, pollution spreading via local 
contamination in the water system.   

• Is there water/chemical usage in iron ore processing? 
• Concerns related to lagoons and tailing ponds in the mining industry -  Nanisivik 

had leakage from a tailings facility. What procedure would be in place in this 
kind of situation (spill, leakage accidents)? 

• What kind of compensation and standards exist for water/land contamination 
from the Project. 

• Pollution even from emissions will pollute the whole ecosystem, Do people have 
the right to ask the Project to shut down after it is in operation?  Are you working 
for Baffinland? 

• RIAs manage the lands but Inuit lands are owned by all beneficiaries.  
• Delivery water has added chloride and fluorite, but Inuit are used to fresh water 

without any additives. Ice is also a fresh water source and therefore should be 
protected. 

• Concerns for employment on the project site. some Inuit got jobs which are not 
related to their training. They got specific training in the South through GN 
programs, but when they worked on the Project site, they were only offered 
labour jobs.  

• Women’s council in NWT has procedures and mechanisms to help promote their 
skills and equality in work place, wish Nunavut had similar mechanisms or 
organizations to serve women in career development and skills training. 

• Some Inuit workers have certificates and when they worked at the Mary River 
project, they also got training; they should get the positions that they trained for 
rather than being offered low level work (labour work). 

• CBC news said there would be a 4 million dollar fund for training of Nunavut 
beneficiaries, is it true? 
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• Community supports the open pit mine, but opposes the railway and shipping 
route. 

 

Photo 6: Public Scoping meeting in Igloolik 

• Concerns for what benefit and welfare the community can get from the Project. 
• Concerns regarding work opportunities and competition among different 

communities surrounding the Project. 
• Suggest NIRB continue to inform the public in other communities which have the 

same concerns as Igloolik does, and get pubic opinions whether they support or 
oppose the Project. 

• Community is grateful to be better informed about the project and ready for next 
step of participation in the EA process - Previously the public was not as 
informed as now regarding project development. 
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Hall Beach Meeting Notes 

DATE     TIME 
April 19, 2009    6:30-9:30 pm (Open House) 

April 20, 2009    1:00-4:30 pm, 6:30-9:30 pm 

April 21, 2009    1:00-4:30pm, 6:30-9:30 pm 

Total attendance   105 

Each session attendance: Minimum: 10, Maximum: 29   

 

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

• Concerns over the impacts of caribou migration across the rail line;  caribou 
migrate from south to north along Steensby Inlet, and back to the south again in 
Fall, both ways they have to cross the rail line 

• Caribou cycle is around 30 years due to slow vegetation recovery - there were not 
caribou in Arctic Bay years ago, and they have been back around after 30 years. 

•  Translation mistakes on page 19 of the presentation. 
• Is there any other processing after the crushing of iron ore; is it the same process 

that was used in Nanisivik? 
• How is iron ore separated from waste rock? 
• What were the results of the bulk sampling project conducted  last year? 
• The community is in support of the Project, and hope NIRB supports the Mary 

River Project. 
• Mine impacts on the environment and wildlife can be mitigated as long as proper 

measures and mange met are put in place.  
• Mining company is willing to listen to concerns from community; therefore we 

don’t worry too much. 
• Time changes, the climate is changing, and life can’t go back to the past, so it is 

better to look forward. 
• The Project can create jobs for future generations. 
• What is the byproduct of the desalination process? 
• Based on the past experience of community resupply ships, walrus will  not be 

scared away after they get used to ships, then they might not avoid the ships any 
more, which might cause casualties. Therefore Inuit hunters should be on the first 
ship to monitor the walrus when the project starts operations. 

• Some youth in the community have certificates, but they could not get jobs with 
the Mary River Project.  At the same time, after Baffinland cut off jobs, more 



Appendix B –Meeting Notes 

Summary Report – NIRB Public Scoping Meetings for the Review of the Mary River Project    
65 

Inuit lost jobs than their southern counterparts; the ratio of Inuit to southerners is 
smaller than last year when there were more than 300 people working at the bulk 
sampling program.   

 

Photo 7: Youth participants at the Public Scoping meeting in Hall Beach 

• Railway is a concern for caribou migration, but the real concern is the impact 
from rail traffic on caribou migration, as both migrations to north in spring and 
back to south in fall have to cross the rail line, which could cause caribou 
mortality from running into the trains. 

• Safety issues related to rail traffic collision with caribou. 
• Concerns regarding compensation for accidents and injuries at mine site. Family 

was scared when airplane crash occurred at the project. 
• Concerns over benefits for youth. 
• Bowhead whales move back north in June, and July is the most active season for 

hunting of walrus, fishing and geese. Mid- August is the best time to hunt 
caribou, as the hide is the best for clothing. 

• Grizzly bear came to the west peninsula DEW line site last year, which was the 
first time grizzly bears were seen so far north. 

• Last winter the freeze-up time was a month later than usual,  and there was no 
temperature below -40 for the whole winter. Also, a  large area of open water 
existed through the whole winter. 



Appendix B –Meeting Notes 

Summary Report – NIRB Public Scoping Meetings for the Review of the Mary River Project    
66 

• The estimation for  summer ice-free time in the arctic ocean has decreased 
dramatically, from  6 year  at 2 years ago  to 2 years now,  Climate changing is a 
gradual process but when it occur, it just happen sudenly. 

• Concerns for impacts on caribou migration from railway operation. 
• Community supports the Project. 
• Concerns regarding compensation for accidents and injuries at mine site. 
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Coral Harbour Meeting Notes 

DATE     TIME 
April 22, 2009    6:30-9:30 pm  

April 23, 2009    1:00-4:30 pm, 6:30-9:30 pm 

Total attendance    55 

Each session attendance: Minimum: 12, Maximum: 29   

 

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

• Polar bear studies have been ongoing for more than 25 years, how will the results 
be incorporated into NIRB's review process? Will any new studies be carried out? 
If so, how would the new studies be combined with the existing studies?  

• What impact is expected on polar bears from the Project? 
• Why isn’t the railway   planned to run northward with the existing road? 
• How many board members does the NIRB have, and how many of those 

members are Inuit? 
• Concerns regarding potential spills from shipping, will they be  considered? 
• World economy is declining, how will Baffinland get finances to develop the 

Project, and what benefits could Nunavut get from the Project? When project 
begins making a profit, how Baffinland will use the profit? 

• There have been shipping activities in the North Baffin region, yet the company 
proposes the shipping route through Foxe Basin. Did Baffinland change the 
shipping route to the south after they consulted some communities in North 
Baffin region? 

• Because the proposed shipping route passes through an area with a variety of 
marine mammals, there would be negative impact on marine wildlife, including 
noise impacts. The community disagrees with the shipping route. 

• Given that the Project will operate for more than 20 years, and Foxe Basin is a 
polar bear feeding/calving area, the shipping route will impact polar bears 
significantly. 

• How many ships would be used each year? 
• Numerous marine mammals live in Foxe Basin year round including seals, 

walrus, bowhead whales, and the Coral Harbour area is a mating/calving area. 
Concerns regarding noise impacts from shipping, as even cruise ships scared seal 
away from the shipping route; the ore ships will have a more dramatic impact. 

• Due to food chain connections, the impacts on seal and walrus will ultimately 
impact polar bears, which is already on risk list. 
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• Historically Nanisivik had mine operation, and also the Northwest passage is 
going to be used for shipping, so why isn’t it  proposed to continue to use existing 
shipping routes? Why propose a new route which will disturb a significant 
breeding/hunting ground?  

• Because the current in the Coral Harbour area is very strong, any accidental spill 
will spread quickly to surrounding areas. 

• Residents in Coral Harbour should get certain compensation prior to project 
operation. 

• Residents in Coral Harbour rely on marine mammals such as walrus and seals; 
therefore they will be negatively impacted by the Project. 

• Has consideration been given to incorporating new technologies into the design 
of the ships that will be used, to minimize the noise level and reduce impact to 
marine mammals? 

• Will there be an environmental person on board the ship to monitor any 
accidental spills/dumping into the ocean? 

• Who is responsible for cleaning up spills and associated damage to the 
environment? 

 

Photo 8: Public Scoping meeting in Coral Harbour  

• Concerns for Inuit involvement in the project implementation, and whether these 
concerns will be considered seriously. 
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• Project should change the shipping route as it pass through areas where seals, 
walrus and polar bear reproduce. 

• Concerns for compensation and royalties being owed due to potential impactz to 
marine wildlife which community residents rely on.  

• Government should reconsider the Project’s proposed shipping route as it passes 
an area with abundant wildlife. An alternative shipping route in Davis Strait 
would have less impact on Nunavut’s marine wildlife. 

• What was the rationale of choosing Steensby inlet as a shipping port? If you 
consider the cost per unit of iron ore to Steensby Inlet and Nanisivik respectively, 
and if consider the railway operation cost to entire project investment, then the 
proposed route might turn out not the best one.. 

• There is sea ice in the Igloolik and Hall Beach area, and even choosing Steensby 
Inlet for the seaport, the company still has to use ice breakers. Why didn’t the 
company choose North Baffin for the shipping route which would have less 
impact to marine wildlife? 

• Residents welcome NIRB giving presentation to the community. 
• The proposed shipping route will impact wildlife, particularly the marine 

mammals which elders rely on will move to other areas, therefore the community  
of Coral Harbour should get royalties from the Project. 

• What is the time line of NIRB’s Review process? And the time frame for 
Baffinland to build the Project. 

• Concerns related to human rights in the work place,  it has been heard from Baker 
Lake that some Inuit workers are not allowed to speak their mother language on-
site. 

• Opposed to the Project based on concerns for future generations, given that 
shipping route would impact marine wildlife and chase them away from regional 
hunting area. 

• Were aircraft considered instead of trains/ships to transport iron to market? 
• Which parties (NTI, QIA and KIA) will be involved in NIRB’s Pre-Hearing 

Conference and Final Hearing meetings? 
• Have other alternative means instead of ships been considered for transporting the 

iron ore products? 
• There are lakes in the Mary River area. There are lots of chars that migrate to the 

ocean, and the bridge and railway constitute barriers for fish migration. Have 
studies been done on the fish resources in the area, and what has  Baffinland 
considered in this regard? 

• The residents in Pond Inlet dislike the shipping route in their waters; it seems that 
Steensby Inlet shipping route is a shortcut and probably less expensive, but there 
are strong currents in Foxe Basin. How will the safety issues related to shipping 
operations be addressed? What research and studies have been done by 
Baffinland on shipping safety in Foxe Basin? 
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• What are the reasons for not proposing shipping norther to Pond Inlet, is it 
because Pond Inlet opposed it? 

• What is the distance from major project components at Mary River to Pond Inlet? 
• Have any new alternative energy sources such as windmills, solar panels and tide 

energy been considered for the Project? 
• Have other alternatives to the proposed railway, such as one passing through 

mountains by tunnels been considered. Those routes would have fewer impacts 
on the environment and wildlife and could serve other businesses in the region. 
Such as tunneling could connect to Clyde River, Pangnirtung and Iqaluit. It might 
be good to connect Pangnirtung as they have a fish plant. 

• What are some of the concerns from other communities regarding the shipping 
route? 

• What was the rationale for choosing Steensby Inlet as the sea port, is that because 
it is a shortcut? What kinds of studies have been done  on the ground condition?  

• Have wildlife passes been considered to allow for crossing the railway? 
• What to know the Wildlife information in Mary River. 
• Shipping route should be on the east coast of Baffin Island through Davis Strait. 

The community (elders and kids) favor country food over store-bought food, 
residents support the Project but oppose the shipping route because of the 
concerns for impacts on wildlife and hunting from the shipping route. 

• The shipping route would pass through an area which has been used as hunting 
grounds; if the Project proceeds, what compensation would be given to 
communities? 

• What compensation requests have been made by communities in other regions 
(North Baffin, North Quebec)? 

• What kinds of new facilities can Baffinland provide to communities impacted by 
the Project?. 

• Concern regarding the potential impacts on the environment from spills, due to 
strong currents and shallow water in Foxe Basin. In 1950's, a ship sunk in Foxe 
Basin and has never been reclaimed - for big ships, navigating Hudson Strait is 
not an easy task. If this happens again, the impact on the environment would be 
disastrous. 

• Mining is welcomes in Nunavut, but residents live on wildlife. If the Project goes 
ahead, it will move marine mammals to other areas. 

• Severe concern regarding shipping route due to the abundance of wildlife in Foxe 
Basin. 

• Concerns for wildlife, as belugas have been declining in Rankin Inlet due to high 
volume of marine traffic, the same concern for Mary River Project. 

• Has there been consultation with a polar bear biologist regarding potential 
impacts on polar bears? 

• Are there other mineral exploration projects near the Mary River project? 
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• Other than iron ore ships, are there any other ships that would be used for the 
Project? 

• Some residents strongly oppose the shipping route. 
• Would other mineral companies use Steensby Inlet as sea port? If not, then 

perhaps other companies might use one sea port between Pond and Clyde River 
instead of one at Steensby Inlet. There have been ships in the area since the 60’s 
and we’ve seen tremendous impacts associated with this shipping since then. 

• Concerns regarding shipping of other dangerous good such as chemicals. 
• Shipping route would definitely impact wildlife, and would ultimately impact 

communities along the shipping route. 
• Concerns for benefit that other impacted communities outside of QIA territory 

could get. Baffin region will have IIBA, as it involved land, but Coral Harbour 
will be impacted by the shipping by waters/oceans not by land, what benefit 
Coral Harbour will get if the Project proceeds given that shipping route will 
definitely impact marine mammal's migration routes. 

• Unlike diamond companies which are usually profitable, there are concerns 
regarding how Baffinland will get the required funding to build the Project. 

• Why haven’t the communities in the Kivalliq Region been consulted with 
regarding the shipping route, while QIA and Baffinland have talked for a few 
years? 

• What talks have occurred between QIA and KIA? 
• If the Project proceeds, Coral Harbour should be put on a priority list for 

compensation and IIBA negotiation. 
• Noise impacts to marine mammals are very significant, particularly for seals, as 

they are very sensitive to noise. Therefore, the community opposes the shipping 
route; if there is no choice, and then suggests shipping only in summer. 

• Will NIRB  come back to the community again before making a  decision? 
• Does DFO conduct migration studies in Hudson Strait? 
• Concerns regarding who will represent Coral Harbour for benefits negotiations. 
• How will the concerns related to traditional knowledge be weighted in NIRB’s 

review process, compared to scientific issues?  
• Repulse Bay should be included in NIRB’s consultation efforts. 
• What are the reasons for why the shipping route was proposed in Steensby Inlet? 
• How will Baffinland cooperate with communities in Northern Quebec and 

Labrador for the Mary River project? Before submitting the proposal, they 
consulted with North Baffin communities, but they should have consulted with us 
as well, as shipping will impact our hunting and diet. Coral Harbour should get 
royalties, as should Cape Dorset, due to impact on marine mammals from big ice 
breakers. 
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• Concerns regarding emergencies during the winter shipping season. When 
emergencies occurs, who (navy, rangers, Coast Guard) will they look to for help? 

• Concerns regarding the attendance in other communities: how will NIRB make a 
decision (scoping in all the issues) if the turnouts were not high? 

• Community is happy being consulted for the review of the Project due to the 
NLCA, before Inuit were treated like dogs without a name, just a number tag. We 
have raised our concerns on behalf of our children. This shipping would 
definitely negatively impact our waters. But more needs to be discussed. 

• Again, we are against this shipping route like other communities and thank you 
for the opportunity to speak about our concerns. 

• Quote from a comment: 
o Surgery- a doctor will not interfere with a body's natural working unless 

absolutely necessary, he will do his utmost to try every other solution 
before invading the interior. 

o Perhaps providential or planned by nature that the heart of Eastern arctic 
has precious metals, precious sources which can be easily air lifted out to 
protect the life that has occupied and used this location for 1000's years. 

o Would it be accurate to say Baffinland will be obligated to use a route 
outside the Foxe Basin if all the Inuit communities of Foxe Basin are 
consistent in saying “NO”? We believe traffic of this quantity and 
frequency should be kept on the eastern side of Baffin Island. The reasons 
are not good enough to cause distress to the point of forever ending life as it 
has be known for 1000’s of years.  

o Pond Inlet is directly affected, but they said no to this traffic because of 
their narwhal population, etc. and they were listened to. How much more 
should we be listened to? We are not directly affected yet. We have more 
wildlife or a greater variety of wildlife in jeopardy. We feel responsible to 
protect the very essence of our survival, our food and our livelihood.  
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Cape Dorset Meeting Notes 

DATE     TIME 
April 25, 2009    1:00-4:30 pm 6:30-9:30 pm  

Total attendance    43 

Each session attendance: Minimum: 19, Maximum: 24   

 

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

• What is the current status of the Project? Has mine operation and shipping started 
already? What is the numbers of shipping transits? 

• There are shallow waters between Hall Beach and Cape Dorset, these should be 
considered in planning. 

• There are strong currents, and big ice packs associated with strong currents 
around Cape Dorset which should be well understood. 

• There are big walrus herds and other marine mammals nearby, concerns 
regarding the impact on these walrus and other marine mammals.  

• Project will benefit some Inuit - but there are concerns related to marine 
mammals, which local residents rely on. Marine mammals are major sources of 
country foods, therefore residents of Cape Dorset should get 
compensation/royalties from the Project because the shipping route will have 
significant impacts on marine mammals, hunting grounds as well as the well 
being of future generations. 

• Community has no port facilities.  as a type of compensation, maybe Baffinland 
would build this facility and other facilities supporting hunting activities. 

• Cape Dorset would like to be involved in the NIRB's review process. 
• What is the distance of the shipping route to Cape Dorset? It is too close and 

should be farther away from the community.  
• Motorboats have impacts on the marine mammals,  for example, walrus used to 

be abundant  on the island at the east side of Cape Dorset, now they moved to the 
islands on the west side of the community due to the  noise disturbance from 
motorboats. 

• Concerns for the studies related to impact on marine mammals, regarding how 
marine mammals would be impacted by shipping and noise. 

• Concerns regarding impact on hunting activities and associated traditional 
lifestyle. Baffinland should work with Cape Dorset hunters to learn about their 
hunting grounds in all seasons. 
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• Foxe Basin is very important as a marine mammal migration corridor, for many 
mammals including seals, beluga etc. and therefore there are concerns about the 
impacts on marine mammals. They go west to Foxe Basin in summer and back to 
Hudson Strait for winter.  

• Concerns regarding involvement of Cape Dorset in NIRB review process. Lots of 
promises have been made in the past but were broken. There are concerns about 
whether the NLCA would be followed properly and the commitments followed 
by the company. 

• Concerns about whether the concerns/comments of the community will be 
considered seriously. 

• Concerns regarding dumping the contaminated water into the ocean, as this did 
happen in Coral Harbour in the past by an ice breaker. 

• Marine mammals will be impacted by proposed shipping as it is too close to Cape 
Dorset. 

• Who will be responsible for the well being of future generations, and loss of 
traditional lifestyle? 

• Will local residents get training prior to working at the mine or must they be 
professionals prior to being hired, as they are not well educated. 

• Has an alternative route on the other side of Baffin Island been considered? 
• Will Inuit be hired? And if so, what will the requirements and qualifications are? 

 

Photo 9: Public Scoping meeting in Cape Dorset 
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• Marine mammals migrate in spring, and there are concerns over potential impacts 
on the marine mammals from shipping and noise. The current migration will be 
changed and hunting will have to be farther away than it is now, and some 
mammals will not come back again. 

• Have studies/research been completed in respect of potential impacts on marine 
mammals? 

• Land, water and ice will be all impacted, and shipping will change everything. 
• Icebreakers create tremendous noise, and seals are very sensitive to noise,  which 

would chase the seal away 
• Better planning should be done to protect the future well being prior to operation. 
• Concerns regarding socio-economic impacts from the Project, such as jobs, 

incomes, whether the residents in Cape Dorset would get jobs from the project.  
• Question on whether ballast/balance water will be filled in empty ships back from 

Europe. 
• Will NIRB come to Cape Dorset and answer their questions? These questions are 

serious and the Project would impact our waters. 
• Maybe the soap stone project should have a review like this, as it will open a big 

pit. 
• Mercury spills have occurred in Quebec Rivers, and same concern exists related 

to the Mary River project. 
• Concerns whether there will be a contingency plan in place before the shipping is 

put into operation, as there is thick ice in Cape Dorset and Igloolik. 
• Concerns of air pollution resulting from fuel consumption by all machinery, as it 

would spread globally and will get into the water, marine mammals and food 
chain. Also marine habitat, sea birds and migratory birds will be impacted as they 
come to Cape Dorset annually (i.e. ducks and geese). 

• The project is approaching fast, and residents in Cape Dorset should benefit from 
the Project, so we hope the environment assessment goes faster. 

• Questions of the results of wildlife studies ongoing here,  
• Residents in Cape Dorset should also get jobs as those in surrounding 

communities. Will there be direct flights from Cape Dorset to Mary River? 
• Concerns over the housing shortage in community, which is a big problem but 

GN responds slowly.  
• Questions about the scale of Mary River project and job opportunities from the 

Project. 
• Concern regarding procedures for dumping waste water when ships approaching 

Canadian waters from Europe. 
• Migratory birds and Arctic char are a part of the diet of residents, and will also be 

impacted by the shipping. 
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Kimmirut Meeting Notes 

DATE     TIME 
April 26, 2009    1:00-6:00 pm  

Total attendance    38 

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

• Where is NIRB’s office located? Is this the only office for all of Nunavut? 
• Question for the NIRB’s meeting in other communities; when will NIRB hold 

meetings again in the community?  
• The Project will impact marine mammals as well as land mammals. Concerns on 

the marine mammals and marine habitat protection if an ice breaker accident 
occurs. 

• The community does not have enough information about the Project regarding the 
shipping route. The community would like to have a better understanding of this 
project as it is a serious matter.  

• Public was not well informed of the NIRB meeting, even though NIRB notified 
all communities 25 days prior to the meetings, and the flyer was  distributed by 
email to HTOs and Hamlets, and they were on the notice board but not so many 
people were aware of  them. 

• Community relies on the marine mammals which will be impacted; marine 
mammal habitat and migration will be impacted by shipping.  

• Under the NLCA, Inuit rights are protected. 
• Community will be impacted by the Project as a result of shipping effects on 

marine life and habitat. Why is the ship route not proposed to go through Baffin 
Bay? 

• What is the quality of iron ore at Mary River? 
• Concerns for the impact on the residents who live in areas where the Project is 

proposed, and about how the railway will affect land mammals such as caribou.  
• Have any studies been done on shipping impacts on marine mammals? 
• The shipping route passes through traditional hunting grounds, where residents 

hunt whales in the winter season. The impacts would be significant, taking into 
account the long term mine life.   

• Concern regarding the immediate commencement of the Project, as it was 
understood by the community that Baffinland and QIA had signed some 
agreement. In this regard, the community prefers to slow down the assessment 
process so that the public who are interested in the Project can have a chance to 
gain a better understanding before it is approved. 
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Photo 10: Public Scoping meeting in Kimmirut 

• Careful and balanced consideration should be given to the impact when the 
Project gets approved. 

• Community doesn’t want to lose the traditional lifestyle which will be threatened 
by the proposed shipping route. 

• Concerns whether ice condition has been studied, as the ice is very thick and the 
ship will have to have enough ice breaking capacity. 

• Concerns regarding the compensation due to relocation of marine mammals from 
shipping operations. 

• Concerns for country food availability for future generation after the shipping 
commence. 

• Where there any Inuit involved in the shipping studies? The community would 
see the results prior to the approval of the Project. 

• Concerns for the studies of the shipping route, and other alternative shipping 
routes such as through Baffin Bay. Is it too late to evaluate another shipping 
route? 

• Concerns regarding the MOU, as it have been misinterpreted as the approval from 
QIA for the Project. 

• Concerns regarding the spills/contamination from shipping and high cost of any 
clean up if it had to occur. 
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• Impact on human health (lifespan) due to food chain take up, as a result of 
contamination of country food by shipping.  
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• If the Project is approved, another shipping route should be used rather than the 
one currently proposed as it has potential to impact on the community. 

• Concerns for the setup of this meeting, as people are only getting the information 
today. Taking into account the number of slides in the presentation and short stay, 
we would ask more questions when you come next time. 

• Is Baffinland is an Inuit-owned company? 
• Have there been any minerals found in Kimmirut area? 
• Is there currently any shipping going on  in a mine in Raglan (in QC)? It has 

negatively impacted fish habitat. 
• Are any Inuit involved in the shipping studies and what are the outcomes? 
• Concerns regarding ballast water from Europe and related Canadian regulations. 
• Concerns related to the food chain in Foxe Basin - invertebrates would be 

impacted, and so then would the marine mammals.  
• What are the potential job opportunities from the project for all Inuit (include 

Kimmirut)? 
• Concerns over shipping safety with consideration of shallow waters close to Hall 

Beach and Coral Habour. 
• Foxe Basin is the habitat and migration routes of walrus, beluga whales, seal and 

polar bears. Concerns over noise impacts on marine environment - marine 
shipping will impact the whole region. 

• Alternative shipping route should be considered by building the sea port on the 
east side of Baffin Island. 

• Concerns related to ballast water impacts on invertebrates and walrus, even 
though it might be changed 200 miles beyond Canadian waters. There will be 
ballast water coming into the sea port area, and it would impact the whole 
ecosystem. 

• Ice breaking would contribute to global warming as it decreases the reflection of 
light and enhances the global warming trend.   

• Garbage has been found at shore areas from shipping activities; will garbage be 
generated from the proposed shipping and dumped in water? 

• The community is pleased to hear NIRB’s presentation, though the meeting time 
is too short. The community hopes they are given sufficient information before 
the public meetings, which will promote the public participation. 

• It is fine for ships to anchor in front of the community, but the key point is to 
protect the marine environment and mammals. Also they can detect contaminants 
miles away, if water is contaminated by ships, they will relocate to other places. 

• Marine environment and marine wildlife must be protected as the residents 
depend on the harp seals other several types of seals in south Baffin. They will be 
scared away by the shipping route. It will affect the food chain. 
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• Compensation is needed for accidental spills and pollution that damage wildlife 
and their habitat. 

• Concerns regarding where complaints should go if impacts are observed from the 
ships. 

• Polar bear is not at risk according to local knowledge. They live on the ice pack, 
feeding on marine mammals, and will be impacted by the Project. 

• Community appreciates the NIRB’s consultation prior to the approval of the 
Project. 

• Would explosives be used if the ice is too thick to break through with the ships? 
• Concerns about drug/alcohol control at the project site. 
• Concerns for burial site protection in project areas. 
• Public meetings like the one NIRB held in Kimmirut have never seen before. 

Will the same presentation be made for NIRB Board members? 
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Clyde River Meeting Notes 

DATE     TIME 
May 6, 2009    1:00-4:30 pm  

Total attendance    78 

Each session attendance: Minimum: 1, Maximum: 55   

 

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

• Is traditional knowledge considered in the NIRB’s review process? It should be 
used in the Project design. 

• The Mary River Project is a huge project, and there are concerns over the 
following issues: 

o The Project will impact variety of environmental factors 
o Railway will definitely impact wildlife, in particular caribou 
o The shipping route should be changed to another area, the proposed 

shipping route will impact Igloolik and Hall Beach 
o The residents will also be affected by the Project 
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Photo 11: Public Scoping meeting in Clyde River 
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• A lot of materials/fuels are already on site even if the Project is not approved at 
the end of the Review process. 

• Concerns over whether drugs and alcohol will be prohibited on the mine site. 
• Will drug testing be conducted on site in the future? This is not convenient for 

those without such habits. 
• What recreational amenities are available at mine site? 
• Is there any other alternative site that can be considered by Baffinland to locate 

the port? 
• Will NIRB’s Board members come to the community in future? 
• Question on how site will be cleaned up after mime closure, due to concerns over 

the waste dumping on the Project site. 
• The Mary River Project is located on an earthquake zone. 
• Question on the preparedness for major spills, and what response plan will be in 

place? 
• Will the Federal Government help to carry out installation of a permanent 

weather station? 
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Iqaluit Meeting Notes 

DATE     TIME 
May 9, 2009,     1:00-3:30 pm, 6:00-8:00 pm 

May 10, 2009     1:00-3:00 

Total attendance    8 

Each session attendance: Minimum: 3, Maximum: 5   

 

Comments, Concerns and Questions: 

The public sessions in Iqaluit were very poorly attended and resulted in no new public 
comments, concerns or questions. Meetings were ended earlier than planned owing to 
this poor attendance. 
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Appendix C: NIRB PowerPoint Presentation 

 

The complete NIRB PowerPoint presentation (in English and Inuktitut) is available on 
the NIRB ftp site by using the following link: 

HTTP://FTP.NIRB.CA/REVIEWS/CURRENT_REVIEWS/08MN053-
BAFFINLAND_MARY_RIVER/2-REVIEW/03-SCOPING & 
GUIDELINES/SCOPING/SCOPING REPORT/   

http://ftp.nirb.ca/REVIEWS/CURRENT_REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND_MARY_RIVER/2-REVIEW/03-SCOPING & GUIDELINES/SCOPING/SCOPING REPORT/
http://ftp.nirb.ca/REVIEWS/CURRENT_REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND_MARY_RIVER/2-REVIEW/03-SCOPING & GUIDELINES/SCOPING/SCOPING REPORT/
http://ftp.nirb.ca/REVIEWS/CURRENT_REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND_MARY_RIVER/2-REVIEW/03-SCOPING & GUIDELINES/SCOPING/SCOPING REPORT/


Appendix D- NIRB Public Scoping Meeting Sign-In Sheets 

 

Summary Report – NIRB Public Scoping Meetings for the Review of the Mary River Project    
84 

Appendix D: NIRB Public Scoping Meeting Sign-In Sheets 

 

The complete meeting attending Sign-In Sheets in eleven Nunavut communities are 
available on the NIRB ftp site by using the following link: 

HTTP://FTP.NIRB.CA/REVIEWS/CURRENT_REVIEWS/08MN053-
BAFFINLAND_MARY_RIVER/2-REVIEW/03-SCOPING & 
GUIDELINES/SCOPING/SCOPING REPORT/   

 

 

http://ftp.nirb.ca/REVIEWS/CURRENT_REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND_MARY_RIVER/2-REVIEW/03-SCOPING & GUIDELINES/SCOPING/SCOPING REPORT/
http://ftp.nirb.ca/REVIEWS/CURRENT_REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND_MARY_RIVER/2-REVIEW/03-SCOPING & GUIDELINES/SCOPING/SCOPING REPORT/
http://ftp.nirb.ca/REVIEWS/CURRENT_REVIEWS/08MN053-BAFFINLAND_MARY_RIVER/2-REVIEW/03-SCOPING & GUIDELINES/SCOPING/SCOPING REPORT/
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