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TO: Luis Manzo
DATE: April 2, 2025
SUBJECT: Comments on the RECLAIM file
Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC) is undertaking an update of the RECLAIM 7.0 Financial Model and User Manual to RECLAIM 8.0. This update is planning to account for inflation and the current standards and costs of remediation for mining projects in the north. The RECLAIM financial model is used to calculate the amount of the financial security estimate for each mining project in Nunavut.

The Kivalliq Inuit Association (KivIA), as the responsible DIO, through a Security Management Agreement holds 50% of the financial security estimates for the Meadowbank, Meliadine and Whale Tail mines. Therefore, any changes to the RECLAIM financial model must be reviewed and agreed to by the KivIA. The consultant, GeoVector Management Inc., has completed a review of the proposed update of the RECLAIM 7.0 Financial Model and User Manual to RECLAIM 8.0. The comments and questions related to this review are listed in Table 1, as part of this document, and in Table 2, an Excel spreadsheet. There is an example of the changes to the Indirect Cost percentages suggested by CIRNAC in Table 3, an Excel spreadsheet. In Table 3 a Direct Cost amount of $100M is used to illustrate the cost impact of the suggested changes to the Indirect Cost percentages. 

RECLAIM 7.0 provides a framework to secure the existing projects currently operating on IOL’s, however, the framework does not account for inflation. Existing Security Management Agreements between Proponents, the Crown and the KivIA suggest that correcting for inflation in RECLAIM 7.0 provides adequate security on these projects. RECLAIM 8.0 increases the security that would be assessed on expansions to existing mining projects and all new mining projects above what would be expected solely from inflation. This suggests that the changes to the RECLAIM 8.0 financial model would result in over-securing mining projects which would have a negative impact on the capital investment for existing mines and any new investment capital for future mines. Investment as stated here would also include all mineral exploration activities that are required for the discovery of economic mining projects.


Regards

Alan Sexton, M.Sc., P.Geo.








Table 1: Comments on the Recommended Changes from RECLAIM 7.0 to RECLAIM 8.0 Financial Model
	Section Reference
	Issue
	Comment
	Information Request

	General comment
	The time line and criteria for an advanced project or mine site changing from active to care & maintenance to a contaminated site needs to be explained.
	The time line and criteria for an advanced project or mine site changing from active to care & maintenance to a contaminated site needs to be explained. 
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC explain the time line and criteria for an advanced project or mine site changing from active to care & maintenance to a contaminated site.

	General comment
	Project or mine’s asset value to a company.
	Will CIRNAC consider the asset value of an advanced project or mine as part of the initial financial security.
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC explain if there would be consideration of  the asset value of an advanced project or mine as part of the initial financial security.

	General comment
	What is the procedure for the return of financial security to the proponent?
	What is the procedure for returning financial security to the proponent?
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC explain the procedure for returning financial security to the proponent.

	RECLAIM 8 Model Working Copy – Excel Sheet; Summary Tab – Summary of Costs (2024 Dollars) – Direct Costs
	The changes made to the direct costs need to reflect each individual project/mine site. 
	The changes made to the direct costs need to reflect each individual project/mine site.
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants acknowledge that direct costs will need to be project specific versus “one cost fits all” with a range of costs being a more appropriate approach.

	RECLAIM 8 Reference Tables Working Copy – Excel Sheet – Table 2: RECLAIM v8.0 Price Sources, Basics and References -Excavation costs.
	Excavation costs for load/haul/place for excavating and spreading rock and soil show significant increases from RECLAIM 7.0 to RECLAIM 8.0
	Using known operating costs from a northern gold mine calculated in RECLAIM 7.0 and comparing these costs to the proposed rates in RECLAIM 8.0 the costs for load/haul/place for excavating and spreading rock and soil have increased by 50% to 430% (see Table 2 attached). In addition, the RECLAIM 7.0 costs included drill and blast which the RECLAIM 8.0 costs do not. However, without any detail provided on how the Civil Est. Tool calculates the RECLAIM 8.0 costs it is not possible to evaluate these cost differences.
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants  provide the detail on how the Civil Est. Tool calculates the RECALIM 8.0 excavation costs.

	RECLAIM 8 Model Working Copy – Excel Sheet; Summary Tab – Summary of Costs (2024 Dollars) – Direct Costs
	Will an inflation factor be used. Will this factor be applied to direct costs?
Or to Indirect costs?
	Will an inflation factor be used on the direct costs? Or indirect costs? Over what time period will the inflation facto be reviewed.
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants respond to their proposed plan for an inflation factor.

	RECLAIM 8 Model Working Copy – Excel Sheet; Summary Tab – Summary of Costs (2024 Dollars) – Indirect Costs
	The changes made to the percentages used for Indirect Costs from RECLAIM 7.0 (31%) to RECLAIM 8.0 (58%).  
	Using the $100M Direct Cost example in Table 3 the changes made to the percentages would result in an 87% increase to the InDirect Costs from $31M to $58M.
	A cost increase of 87% is significant and will have a negative impact on the business model used to develop currently operating advanced projects and mines. In addition, a cost increase of this magnitude will have a negative impact on new investment “North of 60”.  The KivIA’s comments on the recommended changes make up the remainer of this table (Table 1). 

	RECLAIM 8.0 – User Manual – Indirect Costs – Engineering Design; Summary Report: Proposed Changes to RECLAIM Version 8.0 – Engineering Design
	The percentage change made to the Engineering Design component of Indirect Costs from RECLAIM 7.0 (5%) to RECLAIM 8.0 (8%).  
	This should be a range from 5% to 8% to be project specific instead of one cost fits all.
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants acknowledge that indirect costs will need to be project specific versus “one cost fits all” with a range of percentages being a more appropriate approach.

	RECLAIM 8.0 – User Manual – Indirect Costs – Project Management; Summary Report: Proposed Changes to RECLAIM Version 8.0 – Project Management
	The percentage change made to the Project Management component of Indirect Costs from RECLAIM 7.0 (5%) to RECLAIM 8.0 (10%).  
	This should be a range from 5% to 10% to be project specific instead of one cost fits all.
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants acknowledge that indirect costs will need to be project specific versus “one cost fits all” with a range of percentages being a more appropriate approach.

	RECLAIM 8.0 – User Manual – Indirect Costs – Engagement and Regulatory Compliance; Summary Report: Proposed Changes to RECLAIM Version 8.0 – Engagement and Regulatory Compliance
	The Engagement and Regulatory Compliance component of Indirect Costs is a new addition from RECLAIM 7.0 (0%) to RECLAIM 8.0 (3%).  
	The tasks listed under this new category are usually part of the project management tasks. 
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants provide: 
1)the rationale for separating these tasks out from the Project Management category.  
2)the cost information that was used to determined that this new category would cost $3M per every $100M of financial security.

	RECLAIM 8.0 – User Manual – Indirect Costs – Contingency Management; Summary Report: Proposed Changes to RECLAIM Version 8.0 – Contingency
	The percentage change made to the Contingency component of Indirect Costs from RECLAIM 7.0 (20%) to RECLAIM 8.0 (25%).  
	This should be a range from 15% to 25% to be project specific instead of one cost fits all.
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants acknowledge that indirect costs will need to be project specific versus “one cost fits all” with a range of percentages being a more appropriate approach.

	RECLAIM 8.0 – User Manual – Indirect Costs – Owners Representative; Summary Report: Proposed Changes to RECLAIM Version 8.0 – Owners Representative 
	The Owners Representative component of Indirect Costs is a new addition from RECLAIM 7.0 (0%) to RECLAIM 8.0 (8%).  
	The tasks listed under this new category are usually part of the project management tasks. 
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants provide: 
1)the rationale for separating these tasks out from the Project Management category.  
2) the cost information that was used to determined that this new category would cost $8M per every $100M of financial security.

	RECLAIM 8.0 – User Manual – Future Value calculations:  Summary Report: Proposed Changes to RECLAIM Version 8.0 – Future Value calculations 
	It states that the Future Value calculations will capture Closure and post-Closure activities and that a default inflation rate of 3%  will be applied.  
	Will there be an annual or a multi-year review of the inflation rate in order to adjust the financial security.  
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants provide the time line over which the inflation rate will be reviewed (ie. Annually review? Multi-year review?). 


	RECLAIM 8 Reference Tables Working Copy – Excel Sheet; Table 1 – Basis of Unit Rates Development
	It states that “The below references are used in unit rates development -
Published data sources” 
	All the published data sources used are from southern Canada. Are there any “North of 60” data sources? Are there any permafrost related data sources?  Also, are these labour and contractor rates union or non-union rates? 
	The KivIA requests that CIIRNAC and their engineering consultants provide: 
1) northern data sources or explain why these can not be provided.  
2) Are the labour and contractor rates union or non-union rates.

	RECLAIM 8 Reference Tables Working Copy – Excel Sheet – Table 2: RECLAIM v8.0 Price Sources, Basics and References – column Price Base/References
	In the column for price Base/References several price references are either Civil Est. Tool or Historical Database.
	For transparency and ensuring a proper evaluation of costs by all intervenor’s full disclosure of all price references is necessary.
	The KivIA requests that CIIRNAC and their engineering consultants provide: 
1) the details of the Civil Est. Tool.
2) the Historical Database.

	RECLAIM 8 Model Working Copy – Excel Sheet; Instruction Tab – Conditions of Use
	It states that “This model is not intended to dictate how much should be spent on reclamation.”
	What is the purpose of this financial model if it is not supposed to dictate how much should be spent on reclamation by the proponent or CIRNAC? Is it possible that if a proponent disagrees with CIRNAC’s final dollar amount created by this model that the proponent could set their own financial security?
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC:
1) provide clarity on the purpose of the RECLAIM 
financial model.
2) provide clarity on the proponents responsibility to adhere to the final dollar amount calculated by the  RECLAIM financial model.


	RECLAIM 8 Model Working Copy – Excel Sheet; Unit Cost Tab – Fuel and Electricity
	Fuel costs for gas and diesel are listed.
	No fuel costs for Jet A, Jet B or Av gas are included.
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants provide fuel costs for Jet A, Jet B and Av gas. 



	RECLAIM 8 Model Working Copy – Excel Sheet; Unit Cost Tab – Mobilize Workers (round trip)
	Hourly costs for small, medium and heavy helicopters.
	Are these hourly costs “dry” (do not include fuel cost) or “wet” (do included fuel cost).
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants determine if the hourly costs for small, medium and heavy helicopters are “dry” or “wet”. 


	RECLAIM 8 Model Working Copy – Excel Sheet; Estimator Tab – Excavator Ratings
	The cycle times and productivity for excavators are based on southern Canadian conditions (ie. digging in sandstone and caliche; non-Arctic conditions).
	There is no reference to permafrost or Arctic conditions for the cycle times and productivity for excavators.
	The KivIA requests that CIRNAC and their engineering consultants determine what changes to the cycle times and productivity for excavators will occur in permafrost and Arctic conditions, in particular, metal fatigue under extremely cold conditions (ie. > -40oC).
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