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ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ  ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔨᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᓕᐊᓇᐃᒍᓱᒃᐳᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥᒃ  2019ᒥ ᐅᓪᓗᖅᓯᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ,  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ.   

2019  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᕗᖅ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ   ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂ.  ᑖᓐᓇ   ᑎᑭᑕᕗᑦ  ᑕᑯᓯᒪᕗᖅ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ  ᑲᔪᓰᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᐱᔪᒪᔭᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ  ᐱᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓗᕐᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐱᕈᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  2019ᒥᑦ,  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  

ᐃᒪᐃᓯᒪᕗᖅ;   

• ᐱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓂ  $65  ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ  

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓲᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᒧᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ;  

• ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ  1.2  ᐱᓕᐊᓐ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᑎᒍᑦ  

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ   ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ;  

• ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  $800,000 ᑲᓴᓂᒃ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ   

ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕈᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᓪᓗ  2016ᒥᑦ;  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ    

• ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ  435  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓂᕐᓄᑦ;  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ   

• 100,000  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓄᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑲᐅᑎᒋ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ.  

ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥᒃ  2018  

ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᒃ,  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᖢᒋᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ  

ᐱᐅᓯᑎᒋᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓇᕐᒥ  ᐊᖏᕐᕋᒥᓗ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ,  

ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓪᓗᑕ  ᓄᑖᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓂᒡᓗ  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ  

ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖓᓂᒃ,  ᕿᒪᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ.    ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᑐᕌᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒥᔪᑦ  

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᒃ  ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  

ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᓯᐅᖅᖢᑕ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ  ᐱᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᑐᑭᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ  

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑎᒍᑦ,  ᐊᑎᓕᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ  

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ   ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕᒥ.    

2019ᒥ  ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᓄᑖᒥᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓃᖦᖢᓂ.   

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕗᖅ  ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ   

ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑉ  ᑐᒡᓕᐊᓄᑦ   ᒥᔅ  ᐅᓪᓗᕆᐊᖅ  (ᐅᓪᓗ)  ᕼᐋᓐᓴᓐ.  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  

ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ,  ᓄᓇᕘᓕᒫᒥᓗ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃ  

ᐃᓚᒋᕙᐅᒃ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖓᓄᑦ  ᓵᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ  

ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂᓗ  ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒃᑯᑦ   ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ.       

ᑕᒫᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ  ᓄᑖᓄᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  

ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ   ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓗ.  ᐊᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᓄᑖᓂᒃ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑕ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑎᒍᑦ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓂᒃ,  ᓂᕿᓄᑦ  

ᓱᕈᖅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ,  ᓄᓇᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᐅᓯᔭᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᕐᕕᖕᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ.  

ᓄᑖᖅ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ  ᖃᖓᑕᓱᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᔭᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ  

ᑯᐊᐸᑎᒃᑯᓐᓅᕗᖅ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃ  ᐱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ  

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ   ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ  

ᑭᓯᐊᓂᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒋᓪᓗᓂ  ᑯᐊᐸᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᑲᐅᑎᒋᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᑯᐊᐸᓄᑦ   ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗ,  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖅᑎᒋᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ,  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ  ᑯᐊᐸᑎᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐊᑑᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᕕᒃ  ᓴᓴᐃᐊᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥ,  ᓂᕿᑖᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ  ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥ  ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᓗ  

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒍ  ᖃᔪᖅᑐᕐᕕᒃ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ.  ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓃᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᑐᕌᑲᐅᑎᒋᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.    

ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ,  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᑦ  ᑕᖅᑮᑦ  2019ᒥ  

ᐊᑐᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ.   ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᓇᓲᑎᑖᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᕈᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑑᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓄᖅᑲᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  600ᓄᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᙱᓚᒍᑦ  

ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᑕ  

ᐱᖓᓱᑦ  ᑕᖅᑭᖏᓐᓂ  2019ᒥ.  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ  

ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐱᓇᓲᑎᑖᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓯᒪᒋᕗᖅ  ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒃᑯᑦ  

ᑐᓂᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ  ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓇᓗᓇᙱᑲᐅᑎᒋᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᓂ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᓇᓗᓇᓛᕋᓂ  2020 ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ  ᑐᓂᔭᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ  ᒫᔾᔨ 

31,  2021ᒥ.  

ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  

ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᓂᕆᐅᒃᐳᓪᓗ  ᐱᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ  2020ᒥ.    

ᓱᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ, 

 

 

_________________________ 

ᓗ  ᑲᒧᕌᓐᔅ     

ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔨ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᒪᐃ  15, 2020

   



 

A Message from our Director of Sustainable Development 
 

Baffinland is pleased to submit the Mary River Socio-

Economic Monitoring Report for the 2019 calendar year to 

the NIRB, in conformance with our Project Certificate 

requirements. 

2019 marks 5 full years of operations at the Mary River 

Project. This milestone has seen Baffinland continue its 

phased development of the Mary River Project with 

proposed future positive socio-economic growth on the 

horizon. As of 2019, the Project has; 

• Provided over $65 million in wages to Inuit 

Project Employees;  

• Reached over $1.2 billion in contracts signed and 

awarded to Inuit Firms; 

• Provided almost $800,000 through our 

Sponsorship and Donation Program since 2016; 

• Seen 435 graduates of pre-employment training 

programs; and  

• Closed in on 100,000 hours of training provided 

directly to Inuit Project employees. 

The Company continues to implement the amended 2018 

Mary River Project Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement, 

complete work at Site to improve working and living 

conditions for employees, introduce new programs and 

activities to support and encourage the promotion of Inuit 

culture, heritage, and language. Baffinland has also placed 

an increased focus on partnership with the Government of 

Nunavut to find constructive solutions to mutual areas of 

interest through our Memorandum of Understanding, 

which was signed at the Nunavut Mining Symposium in 

April.  

In 2019 the Company created a new department based in 

Iqaluit. The Community and Strategic Development 

Department is headed up by its first Vice-President Ms. 

Udloriak (Udlu) Hanson. Her department will focus on 

enhancing the benefits of the Mary River Project for Inuit in 

the Qikiqtaaluk region, and across Nunavut. This 

department is part of Baffinland’s approach to responsible 

mining in Nunavut and reflects the Company’s desire to be 

a true community partner in community wellness and 

development.  

This year also marked the development of new 

partnerships, which enhance the Project’s socio-economic 

impact in Nunavut and Canada. We signed new agreements 

with Inuit firms for the provision of airline services, 

perishable goods, and ground transportation services in 

our point of hire communities. The new contract for the 

provision of air transportation services is with Arctic Co-

operatives Limited. This contract is delivering an essential 

service to Baffinland and the Project but is also delivering 

benefits to Co-op members across the North Baffin region 

by way of direct Economic Benefits to Community Co-ops 

for use according to their local priorities.  Additionally, as 

Baffinland’s Air Transportation contractor, Arctic Co-ops 

was able to offer meaningful support to the Ilisaqsivik 

Society in Clyde River, the Food Banks in both Clyde River 

and Arctic Bay plus the Qajuqturvik Food Centre in Iqaluit.  

The ability to deliver these benefits in the North Baffin 

Communities are a direct result of working with Baffinland 

at the Mary River Project.  

Due to unforeseen circumstances, the last quarter of 2019 

witnessed a scale back in the contractor workforce at the 

Project. Delays in permitting processes and access to 

financing forced Baffinland to put on hold all non-essential 

Projects which resulted in the demobilizing of 

approximately 600 team members from the Project. To 

date, there is no plan in place to restart works that were 

suspended in the fourth quarter of 2019. The socio-

economic impact of permitting delays has also impacted 

the Company’s ability to allocate sustained funding to 

training programs. This is not readily evident in the socio-

economic monitoring presented in this report but will be 

evident in the 2020 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report to 

be submitted to the board March 31, 2021.  

The Company remains committed to the phased 

development of the Mary River Project and looks forward 

to its positive growth and development in 2020. 

 

 

 

________________________________ 

Lou Kamermans  

Director of Sustainable Development 

May 15, 2020

  



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page ii 

 

Contents 
Executive ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ..................................................................................................................... i 
Executive Summary........................................................................................................................ xi 
Introduction ................................................................................................................................... 1 

Mary River Overview ............................................................................................................................................................ 1 
Socio-Economic Monitoring Requirements and Guidance................................................................................................... 1 
Report Objectives and Organization .................................................................................................................................... 3 

Methods ......................................................................................................................................... 4 
Socio-Economic Monitoring Indicators ................................................................................................................................ 5 

1 · Population Demographics .......................................................................................................... 9 
1.1 Employee and contractor origin ............................................................................................................................. 9 
1.2 Employee migration and housing status .............................................................................................................. 11 
1.3 Regional and community migration and population ............................................................................................ 14 
1.4 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 16 

2 · Education and Training ............................................................................................................. 18 
2.1 Investments in school-based initiatives ................................................................................................................ 18 
2.2 Secondary school success ..................................................................................................................................... 19 
2.3 Training and advancement programs ................................................................................................................... 21 
2.4 Employee education and pre-Mary River employment status ............................................................................. 24 
2.5 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 27 

3 · Employment and Livelihood ..................................................................................................... 31 
3.1 Mary River Inuit and LSA employment ................................................................................................................. 31 
3.2 Mary River employment by gender ...................................................................................................................... 33 
3.3 Employee advancement ....................................................................................................................................... 34 
3.4 Employee turnover ............................................................................................................................................... 35 
3.5 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 37 

4 · Contracting and Business Opportunities ................................................................................... 40 
4.1 Employee payroll by Inuit status, scale ................................................................................................................. 40 
4.2 Contract expenditures to Inuit firms .................................................................................................................... 41 
4.3 Registered Inuit firms ............................................................................................................................................ 42 
4.4 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 43 

5 · Human Health and Wellbeing ................................................................................................... 44 
5.1 Income and social assistance ................................................................................................................................ 45 
5.2 Infractions and criminal violations ........................................................................................................................ 46 
5.3 Employee and public health ................................................................................................................................. 50 
5.4 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 52 

6 · Community Infrastructure & Public Services ............................................................................. 58 
6.1 Use of community health centres ......................................................................................................................... 58 
6.2 Use of Project site physician assistants ................................................................................................................ 60 
6.3 Baffinland use of LSA community infrastructure .................................................................................................. 61 
6.4 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 63 

7 · Cultural Resources .................................................................................................................... 65 
7.1 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 65 

8 · Resource and Land Use ............................................................................................................. 66 
8.1 Recorded land use visitor person-days at project sites ........................................................................................ 66 
8.2 Wildlife compensation fund claims....................................................................................................................... 67 
8.3 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 67 

9 · Cultural Well-Being .................................................................................................................. 69 
9.1 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 69 



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page iii 

 

10 · Economic Development and Self-Reliance............................................................................... 70 
10.1 Investments in community and wellness initiatives ............................................................................................. 71 
10.2 Project Harvesting Interactions and Food Security............................................................................................... 71 
10.3 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 74 

11 · Benefits, Royalty, and Taxation .............................................................................................. 75 
11.1 Payroll and Corporate Taxes Paid by Baffinland to the Territorial Government .................................................. 75 
11.2 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 75 

12 · Governance and Leadership .................................................................................................... 77 
12.1 Governance and Leadership Monitoring Data and Analysis ................................................................................. 77 
12.2 VSEC Effects assessment ....................................................................................................................................... 77 

Concluding Remarks...................................................................................................................... 78 
Summary ............................................................................................................................................................................ 78 
Adaptive Management ....................................................................................................................................................... 78 

Compliance Assessment ................................................................................................................ 80 

References .................................................................................................................................... 83 

Appendix A : 2019 QSEMC Minutes ............................................................................................... 87 
 
  



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page iv 

 

List of Figures 
Figure 1. Nunavut-based Baffinland and contractor employment (headcount) by community (2019)................................... 9 
Figure 2. Baffinland and contractor employment (headcount) by location (2019) ................................................................. 9 
Figure 3. Baffinland and contractor Inuit employment (headcount) by origin (2019) ........................................................... 10 
Figure 4. Known LSA migration of Baffinland and contractor employees (Inuit and non-Inuit) * ......................................... 12 
Figure 5. Changes in Inuit employee and contractor community of residence* ................................................................... 12 
Figure 6. Employee and contractor migration intentions* .................................................................................................... 13 
Figure 7 Average annual population growth, pre- and post-development ............................................................................ 14 
Figure 8. Average Inuit and non-Inuit LSA community population, pre- and post-development .......................................... 15 
Figure 9. LSA community population (2018) .......................................................................................................................... 15 
Figure 10. Annual Nunavut net-migration (2004 – 2018) ...................................................................................................... 15 
Figure 11. Secondary school graduates by community (1999 – 2017) ................................................................................... 19 
Figure 12. Secondary school graduation rate by region ......................................................................................................... 20 
Figure 13. Baffinland and contractor training hours by Inuit status (2013 – 2019) ............................................................... 22 
Figure 14. Baffinland and contractor average training hours / FTE by Inuit status (2013 – 2019) ........................................ 22 
Figure 15. Types and hours of training provided (2019) ........................................................................................................ 22 
Figure 16. Highest level of education obtained by Inuit employees (2019) ........................................................................... 25 
Figure 17. Highest level of education obtained by Nunavut and North Baffin LSA residents (2016) ..................................... 25 
Figure 18. Inuit employee desire to attend financial literacy courses (2019) ........................................................................ 26 
Figure 19. Inuit employee academic and employment status pre-Mary River employment ................................................. 26 
Figure 20. Contractor and Baffinland employment (FTEs) by Inuit status ............................................................................. 32 
Figure 21 Baffinland and contractor Inuit FTE’s by gender .................................................................................................... 33 
Figure 22: Baffinland and contractor Non-Inuit FTE’s by gender ........................................................................................... 33 
Figure 23. Inuit employee promotions at Baffinland ............................................................................................................. 34 
Figure 24. Baffinland employee turnover rate (Inuit and non-Inuit) ..................................................................................... 36 
Figure 25. Baffinland employee departures (Inuit and non-Inuit) ......................................................................................... 36 
Figure 26. Baffinland and contractor Inuit payroll (2017 - 2019)* ......................................................................................... 40 
Figure 27. Baffinland and contractor Inuit payroll by community (2019) .............................................................................. 40 
Figure 28. Baffinland and contractor payroll, Inuit and non-Inuit (2019) .............................................................................. 40 
Figure 29. Contract commitments on Inuit firms ................................................................................................................... 41 
Figure 30: Contract commitments on Inuit and Non-Inuit firms (2019) ................................................................................ 41 
Figure 31. Registered Inuit firms in Iqaluit and the North Baffin LSA..................................................................................... 42 
Figure 32. Proportion of tax filers with employment income (2006 – 2016) ......................................................................... 45 
Figure 33. Median employment income (2006 – 2016) ......................................................................................................... 45 
Figure 34. Proportion of population receiving social assistance (2009 – 2018) ..................................................................... 45 
Figure 35. Drug and alcohol related contraband infractions at Project sites ......................................................................... 46 
Figure 36. Impaired driving violations within Nunavut and communities ............................................................................. 47 
Figure 37. Drug violations processed by local law enforcement within Nunavut and communities ..................................... 47 
Figure 38. Youth charged by local law enforcement within Nunavut and communities ....................................................... 48 
Figure 39. Crime rate within Nunavut and communities ....................................................................................................... 48 
Figure 40. Number of times Baffinland’s Employee and Family Assistance Plan (EFAP) was accessed ................................. 50 
Figure 41. Proportion of public health centre visits related to infectious disease ................................................................. 51 
Figure 42. Per capita health centre visits by community (2003 – 2016) ................................................................................ 58 
Figure 43. Visits to community health centres by community (2003 – 2016) ........................................................................ 59 
Figure 44. Visits to Project site physician’s assistants by Inuit status .................................................................................... 60 
Figure 45: Project aircraft movements at Iqaluit and North Baffin LSA community airports ................................................ 61 
Figure 46. Recorded land use visitor person-days at project sites ......................................................................................... 66 
Figure 47. Baffinland taxes paid to the Government of Nunavut .......................................................................................... 75 
 
  



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page v 

 

List of Tables 
Table 1. 2019 Socio-economic monitoring reporting summary .............................................................................................. xii 
Table 2. Socio-economic monitoring plan ................................................................................................................................ 5 
Table 3. Baffinland and Contractor Employment (Headcount) by Origin and Ethnicity (2019) ............................................. 10 
Table 4. Investments in school-based initiatives (2017 – 2019) ............................................................................................ 18 
Table 5: Secondary School Graduates (averages for selected periods) ................................................................................. 20 
Table 6: Secondary school graduation rates (averages for selected periods) ........................................................................ 20 
Table 7. Inuit involvement in advancement programs (2015 – 2019) ................................................................................... 21 
Table 8: Baffinland and contractor employment (FTEs and hours worked) by ethnicity and origin in 2018 and 2019 ......... 32 
Table 9: Baffinland and contractor FTEs and hours worked by gender and ethnicity (2018 – 2019) .................................... 33 
Table 10: Health centre visits per capita in the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit averaged over selected time periods ............. 59 
Table 11. Average health centre visits in the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit (select time periods) .......................................... 59 
Table 12: Health related evacuations and charters from Baffinland project sites (2019) ..................................................... 61 
Table 13. Meetings and events held in LSA communities (2019) ........................................................................................... 62 
Table 14. Baffinland contributions to LSA community sponsorships ..................................................................................... 71 
Table 15: Results from the food security section within the Aboriginal Peoples Survey from both 2012 and 2017. ............ 72 
Table 16: Results from the hunting, fishing, and trapping section within the Aboriginal Peoples Survey from both 2012 and 
2017. ....................................................................................................................................................................................... 72 
Table 17: Results from the gathering wild plants section within the Aboriginal Peoples Survey from both 2012 and 2017. 72 
Table 18: Food security components and Baffinland’s role (Availability and Accessibility) ................................................... 74 
Table 19: Effects Assessment for the Benefits, Royalty, and Taxation VSEC .......................................................................... 76 
Table 20 Compliance Assessment Table ................................................................................................................................ 80 
 

  



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page i 

 

Executive ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ   
ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᕗᖅ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ   ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ  2019ᒥ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ  

ᒪᓕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ    ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒡᓗ.  ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ  

ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᑦ  ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ    ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ.  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂ   

ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᖅ   ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᕈᓘᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᓂᓗ  ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓂᖅ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓗ 

• 4.35 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ  2019ᒥ,  ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᖅ  

2,159ᑲᓴᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ   ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᓄᑦ.  

• ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ,  580,197 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ,  ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ  288 ᑲᓴᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᓄᑦ –   33% ᒧᓪᓗ  ᐱᕈᖅᖢᓂ  2018ᒥᑦ.  

• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᓄᖅᑲᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ  2019ᒥ  16.4%ᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ,  ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ  ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  2018ᒥᑦ (30%  ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓃᑦ) 2017ᒥᓪᓗ 

(45%  ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓃᑦ)    

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᖕᓃᑦ  ᐱᓯᓇᓯᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓃᑦ  

• $20.2 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  2019ᒥ.    

•  $288.8 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᖕᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ  2019ᒥ,  ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᓂ  38%ᑲᓴᖕᓂᒃ  ᑲᑎᑦᑐᓂᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᓂᑦ  ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᖢᓂᓗ  208ᒥᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓃᓪᓗ   

• 93,367 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  2019ᒥ 

• ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ 44,135 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ (47.2%ᓘᓐᓃᑦ)  ᐃᓕᓴᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ,  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ  ᑖᒃᓰᓪᓗ   

•  2019ᒥ, ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ $8.675 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᓯᓄᑦ  $6.987 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ  

ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᓯᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓚᖏᑕ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ  ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᓂᒪᖃᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ.   ᓲᕐᓗ,  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐋᙵᔭᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᖁᑦᑐᑦ   ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᖕᓂᖓᓂᑦ.  ᐋᖅᑭᕈᓘᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ  ᑖᔅᓱᒪ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᑉ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᙱᓚᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  

ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᖔᑦ.   ᐊᑯᓂᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᖃᖓᒧᑦ  

ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂᓗ  ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᑎᑕᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ.   ᓇᓂᓯᓯᒪᙱᓚᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥᒃ  

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᓪᓚᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ   ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᒫᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.    

 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1 ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ  ᒪᒃᐱᒐᕐᒥ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᑕᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᐊᕐᕋᒡᒎᑉ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖓᓂᑦ,  

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓃᓪᓗ 2019ᒥ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐊᓯᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ.     
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ᐊᔪᕆᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑎ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ   

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ:  (ᓯᐊᕐᓇᑦ  ᑕᖅᓴᖃᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓂᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓖᑦ)  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᓂᓗ  ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅ:  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ  

ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓂᒃ.   

ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ (ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓪᓗ): ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅ  

ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᓂᐅᒡᓗ  ᓇᒧᑦ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕆᐊᕐᓂᖓ. ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑕᑦ  ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᑦ: ↑  ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅ  

ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ↓  ᑲᑕᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᙱᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ → ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᙱᓗᐊᖅᑐᖃᕈᓂ  

ᐊᓯᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓄᑦ, (ᐊᑐᖏᑦᑐᖅ), ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ / 

ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖃᖅᑰᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ.  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᕐᒥᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ  2008ᒥᑦ 2012ᒧᑦ).  ᐃᓚᖏᑎᒍᑦ,  ᓇᓕᒧᓕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑕᒫᙵᓂᑦ  

ᓴᓂᐊᓃᖦᖢᑎᒃ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧᓕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ    ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ 2003ᒥᑦ 2007ᒧᑦ,  ᐱᑕᖃᕌᖓᑦ)  

ᖃᐅᔨᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᑭᓲᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ.   ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᖓᒧᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᓴᓇᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  (ᓲᕐᓗ 

2013ᒥᑦ  ᓯᕗᒧᑦ).  ᓇᓕᒧᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑦ  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ  ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕆᕗᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᓇᓕᒧᓕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓖᓪᓗ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ (ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᓂᓂᑦ)  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  

ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓚᐅᖅᑐᓕᓵᖕᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᕐᒧᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃᖅᐸᑦ.  

ᐊᖏᓂᖅ:   ‘ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ’  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒧᑦ.   ‘ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ’   ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒧᑦ. ‘ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ ’  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔫᑉ,  ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᐅᑉ,  ᓴᓂᕋᔭᐅᑉ,  ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᐅᓪᓗ.  ‘ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ’  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ:  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᒃ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᕐᒥᒃ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.   

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1. 2019 ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ  &  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓪᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅ

ᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯ

ᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

 
1 · ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑕ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ → ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒧᑦ  2018ᒥ,  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ  2019ᒥ. 

ᑎᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃᖏ

ᑦᑐᖅ 

→ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ   

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓅᑦᑐᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ,  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᙱᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃᓯᒪᕗᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᓄᑦ.     

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 

→ / ↑ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

9  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕋᒥᒃ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  2019ᒥ.  

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃ

ᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

↓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪ

ᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ   

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓅᑦᑐᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ,  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᙱᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃᓯᒪᕗᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᓄᑦ.    
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ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ  &  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓪᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅ

ᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯ

ᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ   ↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

6 ᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ  2013ᒥᑦ  2018ᒧᑦ,  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᓄᓇᓖᑦ   

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  5,941ᒥᑦ  6,716ᓄᑦ (13.0% 

ᐳᓴᓪᓘᓃᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ   

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒋᕙᐃᑦ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓕᐊᕐᓃᑦ 

↑ / ↑ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
ᐱᖓᓱᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ  ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  

ᐊᓯᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ  

ᐅᓄᙱᓛᓂᑦ 163  2016ᒥ  ᐅᓄᓛᓄᑦ  179  

2018ᒥ. 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᑉ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᐅᓪᓗ  ᑐᕌᕈᑎᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ,  ᐃᒡᓗᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓃᑦ,  ᐊᓯᐊᓄᓪᓗ  

ᓅᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕆᔪᒪᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ / ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

 

12 ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (16.9%)  

ᐸᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ  ᐃᒡᓗᓄᑦ  

ᓅᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂ  12ᓂ  ᑕᖅᑭᓂ  

46  ᐸᕐᓇᒐᑎᒃ (65% ᑲᓴᒃ).  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ  

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᑕᒻᒪᖅᑐᒧᑦ  2019ᒥ,  

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᙱᓚᖅ  ᐃᒡᓗᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ  

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓇᐅᑉ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓄᑦ.   

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᑉ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᐅᓪᓗ  

ᓇᑭᙶᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  2019ᒥ  366  417ᓂᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᑐᙵᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔾᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ,  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  

32%ᒧᑦ  2018ᒥᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ. 

 2 · ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓃᓪᓗ 

ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᑎᒍᑦ  

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ   

 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ  

ᑐᙵᔪᓂᒃ  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  

ᑐᓂᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᓂᒃ  

ᑐᓂᔭᕗᑦ (54 2019ᒥ),  ᑐᓐᓂᖅᑯᑎᓂᒡᓗ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂ  ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒻᒥᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.     

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐊᖓᔪᒃᖠᓂ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ  

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᔪᑦ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

/ 

↑ 

↑ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕇᖅᑐᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᓗ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ,  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  11ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕇᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  2003ᒥᑦ  2007ᒧᑦ.  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕌᕐᔪᖕᓂᖅ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅ  ᑐᙵᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᕈᓘᔭᓄᑦ  

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᖓᔪᒃᖠᓂ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ  

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 

↑ ↑ ↑ Region ᐊᖓᔪᒃᖠᓂᑦ  ᐃᓂᓐᓂᐊᕇᖅᑐᑦ  2016ᒥᑦ  2017ᒧᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ   ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒥ (36.6%ᒥᑦ  

48.8%ᒧᑦ)  ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ  (56.1%ᒥᑦ  56.4%ᒧᑦ),  

ᓄᓇᕘᒥᓗ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  (41.7%ᒥᑦ  47.7%ᒧᑦ).  

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓵᕐᔪᐃᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕇᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ (31.5%ᒥᑦ  

30.6%ᒧᑦ).   

ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᔪᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  2019ᒥ  99  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᑐᑦ,  86  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  13ᓗ  

ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᑦ (ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ  59ᓂᑦ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕇᖅᑐᓂᑦ  2018ᒥ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒍ  
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ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ  &  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓪᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅ

ᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯ

ᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓂᖓᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᐅᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖅᖢᑎᒃ.  2012ᒥᑦ,  

435  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕇᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᑎᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  2019ᒥ,  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  93,367  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ  

ᐃᓕᓴᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ,  44,135ᓂᑦ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ 

(47.3ᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᕗᖅ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  9,506ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐃᓕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂᒃ    ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  2018. 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓕᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ.  ᐃᓪᓴᐃᓂᖅ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᓛᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᕝᕖᑦ  2019ᒥ  

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓂᖓᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ (20,703  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ), ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᖓᑦ  ᒧᐊᕆᔅᐴᒃ  

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᖅ (6,915 

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ)  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓂᖅ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥ (1,848),  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒧᐊᓕᓵᕐᓗᓂᓗ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ  . (2,866 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ). 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᓰᓪᓗ  

ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓃᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  2019ᒥ,   ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ (16  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

9ᓂᑦ  2018ᒥᑦ).  ᐊᓯᖏᑦ  ᐊᑑᑎᓖᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ  

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ,  ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑐᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ  

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓃᑦ,  ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ. 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂᓗ  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ 

 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐊᕝᕙᙱᑕ  ᐅᖓᑖᓂ  2019ᒥ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ  ᑭᐅᔪᑦ (52.9%  ᓄᖅᑲᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖏᖦᖢᑎᒃ  ᐅᓪᓘᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  

ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᕋᒥᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑐᐊᑦ 

(7%)  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  

ᑭᓱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 3 · ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓂᖅ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᓗ 

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  2019ᒥ,  2,159ᐸᓘᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᓄᑦ 

(ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ  4,351,683 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂᒃ  

ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  )  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᔭᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ,  

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ  2017ᒥᑦ  

(1,182  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓂᓄᑦ) 2018ᒥᓪᓗ  (1,529  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᓄᑦ).   

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  
2019ᒥ 248ᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᓂᒃ  (ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᓂ 500,337 

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂ),  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ  60ᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᓄᑦ   120,381 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ.   ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  
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ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ  &  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓪᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅ

ᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯ

ᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒃᓴᑦ  

ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂᒃ  

ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᖃᕈᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ  

ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᓯᑎᒍᓪᓗ  

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑎᑐᑦ  ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᑎᑐᑦ. 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  

ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᒧᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  

ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᒧᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ     (7 ᐊᖑᑏᑦ, 1  ᐊᕐᓇᖅ)  

2019ᒥ,  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  2018  

ᐱᖓᓱᐊᓂᓗ  ᓂᑭᑦᑖᖅᑐᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ  ᐱᕈᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ  

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᑳᓪᓚᒃᑐᓂᑦ  

2016ᒥᑦ  2017ᒧᑦ.  

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  

ᓄᖅᑲᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↓ ↓ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  2019ᒥ  34 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  

ᓄᖅᑲᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ,   ᓇᓕᒧᐸᓗᒃᖢᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑕ  ᓄᖅᑲᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᑦ  18%ᒧᑦ.  

ᑖᓐᓈ  ᐱᐅᓯᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᐅᕗᖅ  2018ᒥᓂᑦ (30%)  

2017ᒥᓪᓗ (45%0.  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  

ᓄᖅᑲᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂ  

ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ  14.6%ᒥ,  

ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖓᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ  ᖃᒡᓕᒋᓪᓚᒃᓯᒪᕗᖅ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒃ  ᒫᕐᕉᒃ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.       

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  2019ᒥ,  20ᓂᒃ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᓄᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  2018.  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᓕᒧᐸᓗᒃᐳᑦ  ᓱᓕ  

ᐊᕐᕌᓂᒧᑦ.  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᓄᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

3.4%ᒥᑦ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ  2018ᒥᑦ 

6.1%ᒧᑦ  2019ᒥ.    

ᓱᕈᓯᓄᑦ  ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᕝᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ   

ᐊᑭᖏᓪᓗ 

 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪ

ᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓱᕈᓯᓄᑦ  ᐸᖅᑭᔨᕝᕕᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  

ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ 

(ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ,  2019).  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ  

ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓴᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ  ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒡᓗ  ᑐᙵᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.    

 4 · ᑳᓐᑐᕌᖕᓃᑦ  ᐱᓯᓇᓯᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖓ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᓯᓗᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  $289 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᐸᓗᐃᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᑎᒍᑦ  

ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᑎᒥᓄᑦ  2019ᒥ -  

ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᓱᓪᓗᐊᖅᖢᒍ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᑦ  2018ᒥᑦ  

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᓄᑦ  ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᑦ – 

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ 38%ᑲᓴᖕᓂᒃ  ᑲᑎᑦᑐᓂᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᓄᑦ  ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓂᑦ. 
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ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ  &  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓪᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅ

ᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯ

ᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᑦ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓂᓪᓗ  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  20.3  ᒥᓕᐊᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ  

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᓂᓗ  14.4%ᒥᒃ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᓂᑦ.  

ᑕᕝᕙᙵᓂᑦ,  $13.3 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᑲᓴᑦ  

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖕᓂ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᕗᖅ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓪᓚᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ  2018ᒥᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ,  

ᐱᓗᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᖢᓂ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᓪᓗ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑏᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᖏᑦ  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖃᕈᓰᑦ  ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᔅᓯᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑎᒥᖏᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

2019ᒥ  ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᑎᒥᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᓗ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᑎᒦᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  27ᓂᒃ  40ᓂᒡᓗ  2013ᒥᑦ,  

ᐊᑐᓂ. 

 5 · ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᓂᒪᖃᕐᖏᑦᑐᒦᓐᓂᖓᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑖᑭᓯᓄᑦ  ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥᓂᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᒥᓄᑦ 

↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

↑ 

→ 

→ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ  ᕿᑎᐸᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ  ᑖᑭᓯᓄᑦ  

ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᓄᑦ  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕌᕐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2016ᒥ  

(78.8%ᒥᑦ 79.4%ᒧᑦ),  ᐃᖃᓗᐃᓪᓕ  ᓄᓇᕘᓪᓗ  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ (88.0%  82.0%ᓗ  

ᐊᑐᓂ)   

ᕿᑎᐸᓗᐊ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥᑦ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᓂᑦ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

→ 

→ 

→ 

 

↑ 

→ 

↑ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   

ᕿᑎᐸᓗᐊ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  2016ᒥ  ᐅᑯᓇᓂ:  

• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  5%ᒧᑦ, $15,998ᓂᑦ  

$16,790ᓄᑦ 

• ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᑦ  0.6%, $72,580ᓂᑦ  

$73,000ᓄᑦ  

• ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  5%ᒧᑦ,  $29,270ᓂᑦ $30,670ᓄᑦ 

ᐳᓴᖓ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐅᑎᑖᓲᓂᑦ 

 

↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

↑ 

↑ 

↓ 

↑ 

↑ 

↓ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   

ᐳᓴᖓ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐅᑎᑖᓲᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕌᕐᔪᓚᐅᐳᑦ 2018ᒥ (58.4%ᓂᑦ  

59.0%ᓄᑦ), ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

2%ᒥᒃ  (15.0%ᓂᑦ 13.0%ᓄᑦ), 

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓪᓚᒃᖢᑎᒡᓗ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   (39%ᓂᑦ  

50%ᓄᑦ). 

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᒥᓗᖕᓄᑦ  ᐃᒥᐊᓗᖕᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᓇᒃᓴᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᓱᕋᐃᔪᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↓ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  24  ᒥᓗᓄᑦ  ᐃᒥᐊᓗᖕᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᔭᔪᓄᑦ  ᓇᒃᓴᖅᑐᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᓂ  ᐹᓐᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᑎᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ  2019ᒥ,  

ᐅᓄᕐᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕌᕐᔪᒃᖢᓂ 2018ᒥᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐋᖓᔮᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐊᖁᑦᑐᑦ ↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐋᖓᔮᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐊᖁᑦᑐᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

2018ᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ (38ᓂᑦ  41ᓄᑦ), ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ (41ᓂᑦ  

77ᓄᑦ) ᓄᓇᕘᓗ   (240ᓂᑦ  376ᓄᑦ). 
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ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ  &  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓪᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅ

ᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯ

ᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᒥᓗᖕᓄᑦ  ᓱᕋᐃᔪᑦ ↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᒥᓗᖕᓄᑦ  ᓱᕋᐃᔪᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  2018ᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ (38ᓂᑦ  

22ᓄᑦ), ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ (60ᓂᑦ  28ᓄᑦ), ᓄᓇᕘᒥᓗ 

(203ᒥᑦ 144ᓄᑦ). 

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᒐᒃᓴᙳᖅᑐᑦ ↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

↑ 

↑ 

↓ 

↑ 

↑ 

↓ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   

ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  2017,  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᒐᒃᓴᙳᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ (22ᓂᑦ 26ᓄᑦ) 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ (18ᓂᑦ 39ᓄᑦ)), and decreased in 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   (154ᓂᑦ 139ᓄᑦ)). 

ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓂᐅᑉ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖓ    ↓ 

↑ 

↑ 

 

↑ 

↓ 

↓ 

↑ 

↓ 

↓ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐱᖁᔭᓂᒃ  ᓱᕋᐃᔪᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ  100,000 

ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  2017ᒥ:  

• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ:  6%  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ,  

22,610ᓂᑦ   24,169ᓄᑦ 

• ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ: 0.1%  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᑦ,  

62,143ᓂᑦ  62,065ᓄᑦ 

• ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  : 2% ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ  35,740ᓂᑦ  

36,485ᓄᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓯᐅᖅᓱᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᒌᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᑲᔫᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ 

 

↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᓯᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᒌᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᑲᔫᑏᓂᒃ,  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ  2019ᒥᓗ  

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 60 ᓲᖅᖢᒍ (46%  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  2018ᒥᓂᑦ).  

ᐳᓴᖓ  ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  

ᐊᐃᑦᑐᕐᓗᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓂᒪᓯᕐᓄᑦ 

↓ 

↓ 

↓ 

 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

↑ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   

ᐳᓴᖓ  ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  

ᐊᐃᑦᑐᕐᓗᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᓂᒪᓯᕐᓄᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  (2.1%ᒥᑦ  3.5%ᒧᑦ), 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ (0.2%ᒥᑦ to 1.7%ᒧᑦ),  ᓄᓇᕘᓪᓗ  ( 

2.2%ᒥᑦ  4.6%ᒧᑦ). 

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᓪᓗ  

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᓘᔭᑎᖃᐅᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒌᓂ  ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᕆᕈᓘᔭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕇᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓗᕈᑎᖃᓪᓚᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ  ᓇᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

 6 · ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᔾᔪᓰᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕐᓃᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ  

ᐃᓄᓴᐃᓯᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ   

ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ  

ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖓᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃᖏ

ᑦᑐᖅ 

↓ 

 

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  2019ᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ  17  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  (26.6%ᓘᓐᓃᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᑭᐅᔪᓂᑦ) ᓄᖅᑲᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᓂᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓂᐊᕋᒥ  

ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂ.  ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ, 9  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓪᓚᑦᑖᕋᑎᒃ/ᐅᓪᓘᑉ  ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓᓄᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ  7ᓪᓗ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

(ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᓇᓗᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ).  ᑖᓐᓇ  

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᖅ 5%ᒧᑦ  2018ᒥᑦ.  

https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Community_Infrastructure_and
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ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ  &  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓪᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅ

ᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯ

ᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ (ᑲᑎᑦᑐᑦ) 

 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ  ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  28.4%ᒥᒃ,  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᓗ 

14/3%ᒥᒃ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᒥᑦ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᒧᑦ. 

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

(ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ) 

 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ  ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᕆᕗᖅ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  17.1%ᒧᑦ 

(8.2ᒥᑦ 9.7ᒧᑦ)  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᓗ 5%ᒧᑦ (1.9ᒥᑦ 2.0ᒧᑦ)  

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ  ᑖᒃᑯᐊᒃ  ᖃᖓᐅᓃᒃ.  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᑦ  

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ (2003 - 2007). 

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ  

ᐃᓄᓴᐃᓯᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  2019  6,436  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓅᓴᐃᓯᓕᕆᔨᒧᑦ, ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᖢᓂ 

2.1%ᒥᒃ  2018ᒥᑦ.  2019ᒥᓗ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᑉ  ᐃᓅᓴᐃᓯᓕᕆᔨᐊᓄᐊᖅᑐᑦ 1,648  

ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ, 25.3% ᒥᒃ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᖢᓂ 

2018ᒥᑦ.  2016ᒥᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᑐᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ,  2019ᒥᓗ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐅᐸᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  34%ᓄᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᑐᓕᒫᓂᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖓᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ  ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  

ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

2019ᒥ,  ᑉᕿᐊᓯᐅᖦᖢᒍ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᑖᖅᖢᑕ  ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᖕᓂᒡᓗ,  ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒋᓪᓗ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᒥᕝᕖᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ.   

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  aircraft ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᒥᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

2019ᒥ,  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᒥᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ,  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ 2,253  

ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᒥᕝᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

(ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ 451ᓂᑦ,  22.5%ᓘᓐᓃᑦ  

2018ᒥᑦ) 

 7 · ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓴᐃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ 

 8 ·ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓂᒡᓗ  ᐊᑐᕐᓃᑦ 

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᓇᓄᑦ  

ᐅᐸᒃᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᒃᑎᒍᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ    

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  2019ᒥ,  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  892  ᓄᓇᓄᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ  

ᐃᓄᖕᒧᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᓄᑦ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ,  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ  73%ᒧᑦ  2018ᒥᑦ.  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᐸᒃᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ  

ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᕿᙳᐊᑕᓗ  ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᖓᓂ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ 

2018ᒥ  2019ᒥᓗ.     

ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᓂᑦ  

ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ 
ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪ

ᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ $66,410  

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᓄᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ  2018ᒥᑦ 

2019ᒧᑦ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  

ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  ᐱᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ.  

ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ  

ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᒥᒃ 2017ᒥ (ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ),  ᒪᕐᕉᒡᓗ  

ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑑᒃ  2016ᒥ (ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ).      
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ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ  &  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓪᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅ

ᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯ

ᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

 9 · ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓴᐃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ 

 10 · ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ  ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒡᓗ  ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ  

ᑲᑎᓯᓃᑦ  ᓂᕿᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓗ 
 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  2012ᒥᑦ  2017ᒥᓪᓗ  

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐊᖏᕐᕋᒥᓂ  

ᖃᓄᑎᒋ  ᓂᕿᖃᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.   ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ   

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ,   

ᐊᕝᕙᖏᑕ  ᐅᖓᑖᕐᔪᐊᓂ  ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕋᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ  

ᓂᕆᓇᑎᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑭᓗᐊᕋᒻᒃ  

ᓂᕿᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ (ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ 37%ᒥᑦ  2012ᒥ),  

ᐊᕝᕙᖓᑕ  ᐊᑎᑦᑎᐊᖓᓂ  ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ (45%)  

ᑳᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑭᓗᐊᕋᒥᒃ  

ᓂᕿᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ (ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ  35%ᒥᑦ  2012ᒥ 

 
ᓂᕿᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᐅᑉ  ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖓ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᓂ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓯᒪᕗᖅ  

ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᖃᑎᖃᖅᖢᓂ  

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.  2017ᒥᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ    ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᑦ  10%ᒧᑦ  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ  

ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᓯᒪᓂᕋᖅᑐᓂᑦ,  

ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑐᓂᑦ,  ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕋᓱᒃᑐᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ,  7%ᒧᓪᓗ  

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐱᕈᖁᑐᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ.   ᖃᔅᓰᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓄᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᒧᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᕿᙳᐊᓂᓗ  ᐅᖃᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᓚᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ  2018ᒥ  

2019ᒥᓗ,   ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕᖃᐃ,  

ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ  

ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖅᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᐳᑦ  ᐱᓕᕐᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ.  

 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓰᓐᓇᑲᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᓂᕿᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᒥᓄᑦ  

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ  ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᓂᓂ. 

 11 · ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ,  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ,  ᑖᒃᓯᖅᑕᐅᓃᓪᓗ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑲᒻᐸᓂᓄᓪᓗ  ᑖᒃᓰᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  

ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ↑ ↑ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ   ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑖᒃᓯᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  

ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  

2019ᒥ,  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ  ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓᓐᓂᒡᓗ.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  

ᐊᑭᓖᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ $8.675 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᑲᓴᓂᒃ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑖᒃᓯᓄᑦ  

$6.987 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ  ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᐃᑦ  ᑖᒃᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 12 · ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓃᑦ  ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓃᓪᓗ 

https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Cultural_Well-Being
https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Economic_Development_and
https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Economic_Development_and
https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Governance_and_Leadership
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ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ, 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ  &  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓪᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓚᐅ

ᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓕᖅᓯ

ᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓖᑦ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 
ᐊᖏᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑎᒍᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᓚᑦ.. 
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Executive Summary 
This report assesses the socio‐economic performance of the Mary River Project in 2019, as well as Baffinland’s compliance 

with various Project Certificate Terms and Conditions. Performance was assessed using socio‐economic indicators and 

information for several Valued Socio‐Economic Components (VSECs) included in the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS).  

This report has identified various positive effects of the Project and presents information that is consistent with several 

EIS predictions.  

Employment and Livelihood 

• 4.35 million hours of Project labour were performed by Baffinland and contractor employees in 2019, equal to 

approximately 2,159 full‐time equivalent positions (FTEs) 

• Of this total, 580,197 hours were worked by Inuit, representing approximately 288 FTEs – and a 33% increase 

from 2018 

• Inuit turnover rate in 2019 was 18.4%, continuing a substantial improvement from 2018 (30% turnover) and 2017 

(45% turnover)  

Contracting and Business Opportunities  

• $20.2 million in income was paid to Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees in 2019 

• $288.8 million was committed to contracting activities with Inuit Firms in 2019, representing nearly 38% of total 

contract commitments and an increase from 2018 levels 

Education and Training 

• 93,367 hours of training were completed by Baffinland and contractor employees in 2019 

• Of this total 44,135 hours (or 47.2%) of training were completed by Inuit 

Benefits, Royalty and Taxation 

• In 2019, Baffinland paid $8.675 million in employee payroll tax and $6.987 million in fuel tax to the Government 

of Nunavut 

Some monitoring data has revealed negative observed trends related to human health and well being. For example, the 

Local Study Area communities saw an increase in impaired driving violations in the North Baffin LSA since Project 

development. Given the complex nature of this indicator, however, it is difficult to determine whether the project is 

contributing to this trend. Long‐term monitoring will be necessary to track Project outcomes more fully over time and 

may contribute to an improved understanding of observed trends and causality. No need has been identified to 

substantially modify Baffinland’s existing management and mitigation approach at this time. 

Table 1 on the following page provides an overview of monitoring results for this year’s report, summarizing findings and 

trends in 2019 compared to previous years. 

  



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page xii 

 

Guide to Using the Table 

VSEC: (the light grey rows with red icons) refers to ‘Valued Socio‐Economic Component’ and includes a selection of VSECs assessed 
in the Mary River Project EIS. 

Indicator: Indicators are an important aspect of socio‐economic monitoring. Indicators are metrics used to measure and report on 
the condition and trend of a VSEC. 

Trends (Pre-dev, Post-dev and LY): Refers to whether an indicator has exhibited change and describes the direction of that change. 
Black arrows indicate: ↑ - an upward or increasing trend ↓ A downward or decreasing trend → A stable trend. Where there are 
insufficient data or other issues preventing a trend analysis, N/A (not applicable), ND (no data) or / (no discernable trend) are used. 
Pre-dev (Pre‐development trend) refers to the five‐year period preceding Project construction (i.e. 2008 to 2012). In some cases, 
averaged data from this period have been compared against averaged data from previous years (i.e. 2003‐ 2007, where available) to 
determine a trend. Post-dev (Post‐development trend) refers to the period after Project construction commenced (i.e. 2013 
onwards). Averaged data from this period may have also been compared against averaged data from the pre‐development period to 
determine a trend and LY (trend since last year) refers to the two most recent years in which indicator data are available. 

Scale: ‘Territory’ refers to data that is available for Nunavut. ‘Region’ refers to data that is available for the Qikiqtani Region. ‘North 
Baffin LSA’ refers to data that is available for the North Baffin Local Study Area communities of Arctic Bay, Clyde River, Hall Beach, 
Igloolik, and Pond Inlet. ‘Project’ refers to data is are available for the Mary River Project. 

Summary: A brief description of the trend and/or related data. 

Table 1. 2019 Socio-economic monitoring reporting summary 

VSEC, Topics & Indicators Pre-dev Post-dev LY Scale Summary 

 
1 · Population Demographics 

Known in‐migrations of non‐Inuit 
Baffinland and contractor 
employees 

N/A ↑ → LSA One non-Inuk migrated into the LSA in 2018, no change in 2019. 

In‐migration of non‐Inuit to the LSA N/A ND → LSA While LSA-level migration data is not available, the proportion of Inuit to 
non-Inuit in LSA communities has remained relatively similar to pre-
development levels. 

Known out‐migrations of Inuit 
Baffinland and contractor 
employees 

→ / ↑ LSA Nine Inuit Baffinland and contractor employees were known to have moved 
out of the North Baffin LSA in 2019. 

Out‐migration of Inuit from the LSA ND ↓ ND LSA While LSA-level migration data is not available, the proportion of Inuit to 
non-Inuit in LSA communities has remained relatively similar to pre-
development levels. 

Population estimates ↑ 
↑ 

↑ 
↑ 

↑ 
↑ 

LSA 
Territory 

During the six years comprising 2013 to 2018, the North Baffin LSA 
communities grew from a population of 5,941 to 6,716 (or 13.0%). Post-
development growth rates are similar to those pre-development. 

Nunavut net migration ↑ / ↑ Territory The past 3 years have seen a large increase in net-migration across the 
territory from a low of -163 in 2016 to +179 in 2018. 

Employee and contractor changes 
of address, housing status, and 
migration intentions 

N/A N/A / LSA 
 

In 2019, 12 survey respondents (16.9%) planned to move residences in the 
next 12 months while 46 did not (almost 65%). Due to a survey 
administration error in 2019, no data was collected on housing status for this 
reporting year. 

Employee and contractor origin N/A ↑ ↑ Project In 2019, 366 of the 417 Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees were 
based in LSA communities, with total Inuit employment increasing by 32% 
from 2018 levels 

 
2 · Education and Training 

Investments in school‐based 
initiatives 

N/A ↑ ↑ LSA The Project supported school-based initiatives in 2019 through its ongoing 
donations including laptop donations (54 in 2019), as well as specific IIBA 
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VSEC, Topics & Indicators Pre-dev Post-dev LY Scale Summary 

commitments annual scholarship fund (7 recipients in 2019, up from 5 in 
2018), and contributions to school lunch programs. 

Number of secondary school 
graduates 

↑ 
↑ 

↑ 
/ 

↑ 
↑ 

LSA 
Iqaluit 

The average number of graduates in the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit for both 
pre- and post-Project development periods have remained relatively 
constant, following an initial increase of 11 graduates post 2003-2007 period. 
The slight increase in graduation rate could be attributed to a number of 
broad-scale factors beyond the Project. 

Secondary school graduation rate ↑ ↑ ↑ Region Secondary school graduation rates from 2016 to 2017 increased in Qikiqtani 
Region (from 36.6% to 48.8%) and Kivalliq Region (from 56.1% to 56.4%), as 
well as Nunavut as a whole (from 41.7% to 47.7%). A small decrease in 
graduation rates was observed in Kitikmeot (from 31.5% to 30.6%). 

Participation in pre‐employment 
training 

N/A ↑ ↑ Project In 2019, there were 99 Work Ready Program graduates, of which 86 were 
from the North Baffin LSA and 13 from Iqaluit (up from 59 graduates in 2018) 
as well as the addition of the off-site Work Ready Program offered in 
Inuktitut. Since 2012, there have been 435 graduates of Baffinland pre-
employment training programs. 

Hours of training completed by 
Baffinland and contractor Inuit 
employees 

N/A ↑ ↑ Project In 2019, a total of 93,367 hours of training were completed, of which 44,135 
hours (or 47.3%) were completed by Inuit. This represents an increase of 
9,506 Inuit training hours compared to 2018. 

Types of training provided 
Baffinland and contractor Inuit 
employees 

N/A ↑ ↑ Project Baffinland continues to diversify the training offered to Inuit employees. 
Training with the highest levels of Inuit participation in 2019 included the Q-
STEP Apprenticeship Program (20,703 hours), Q-STEP Morrisburg HEO 
Training Program (6,915 hours), standard HEO program (5,716 hours),  Work 
Ready off-site program (1,848), and site orientation (2,866 hours). 

Apprenticeships and other 
opportunities 

N/A ↑ ↑ Project In 2019, there was an increase in the Apprenticeship Program (16 
participants, up from 9 in 2018). Other relevant programs include the Pre-
Trades program, Heavy-Equipment training, and the Summer student 
internship program.  

Employee education and pre‐
employment status 

N/A N/A ↑ Project More than half of 2019 Inuit survey respondents (52.9%) left casual or part-
time employment to work at the Project, while only 5 (7%) were enrolled in 
an academic or vocational program at the time of hiring. 

 3 · Employment and Livelihood 

Hours of Project labour performed N/A ↑ ↑ Project In 2019, there were approximately 2,159 FTEs (representing 4,351,683 hours 
of project labour performed) working at Mary River, continuing an increase 
from 2017 (1,182 FTEs) and 2018 (1,529 FTEs). 

Project hours worked by LSA 
Baffinland and contractor 
employees 

N/A ↑ ↑ Project In 2019 there were 248 LSA-based FTEs (representing 500,337 hours of 
project labour), a growth of 60 FTEs or 120,381 hours from the previous year. 
These LSA employment opportunities likely reflect both the increase in 
labour demand from the growth in Project activities, as well as commitments 
Baffinland has made to Inuit employment through the IIBA and other 
initiatives such as the IHRS. 

Inuit employee promotions N/A ↑ ↑ Project A total of eight Inuit employee promotions (seven males, one female) 
occurred in 2019, an increase of two promotions as compared to 2018 and 
the third consecutive year of growth following an initial sharp decrease from 
2016 – 2017. 

Inuit employee turnover N/A ↓ ↓ Project In 2019, there were 34 Inuit employee departures, which equates to an 
approximate Inuit employee turnover rate of 18%. This represents a 
substantial improvement since 2018 (30%) and 2017 (45%). While the Inuit 
employee turnover rate remains higher than the non‐Inuit employee 
turnover rate of 14.6%, the gap between these rates has narrowed 
substantially over the last two years. 

Hours worked by Baffinland and 
contractor female employees 

N/A ↑ ↑ Project In 2019, there was an increase of 20 Inuit female FTEs as compared to 2018. 
The proportion of Inuit females in the workforce remains roughly the same 
as last year. The proportion of non-Inuit female FTEs increased from 3.4% of 
the total workforce in 2018 to 6.1% in 2019. 

https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Employment_and_Livelihood
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VSEC, Topics & Indicators Pre-dev Post-dev LY Scale Summary 

Childcare availability and costs N/A N/A ND LSA Comments on the lack of childcare in LSA communities have been made 
previously by Project stakeholders and can be found in previous SEMRs 
(Baffinland, 2019). This topic continues to be tracked through the QSEMC 
process and community engagement conducted for the Project. 

 4 · Contracting and Business Opportunities 

Value of contracting with Inuit 
Firms 

N/A ↑ ↑ Project Approximately $289 million in contracts were committed to Inuit firms in 
2019 – more than double the 2018 Inuit contract commitments – and 
representing nearly 38% of total contract expenditure.  

LSA Inuit employee payroll 
amounts 

N/A ↑ ↑ Project Inuit income from Baffinland and contractor employees totalled $20.3 million 
in 2019 and representing 14.4% of total Project payroll. Of this, nearly $13.3 
million went to Inuit who reside in the LSA. This represents a large increase 
over 2018 Inuit payroll, largely due to both additional Inuit employment as 
well as the inclusion of contractor payroll due to better reporting 
requirements. 

Number of registered Inuit Firms in 
the LSA 

N/A ↑ 
↑ 

↑ 
↑ 

LSA 
Iqaluit 

In 2019, the number of registered Inuit firms in the LSA and Iqaluit continued 
to increase steadily, with the number of firms up 27 and 40 since 2013, 
respectively. 

 5 · Human Health and Wellbeing 

Proportion of tax filers with 
employment income 

↓ 
↓ 
↓ 

↓ 
↓ 
↓ 

↑ 
→ 
→ 

LSA 
Iqaluit 
Nunavut 

The average proportion of tax filers with employment income in the North 
Baffin LSA increased slightly in 2016 (from 78.8% to 79.4%), whereas Iqaluit 
and Nunavut remained the same (88.0% and 82.0%, respectively). 

Median employment income ↑ 
↑ 
↑ 

→ 
→ 
→ 
 

↑ 
→ 
↑ 

LSA 
Iqaluit 
Nunavut 

The median employment income increased in 2016 in the: 

• North Baffin LSA by 5%, from $15,998 to $16,790 

• Iqaluit by 0.6%, from $72,580 to $73,000 

• Nunavut by 5%, from $29,270 to $30,670 

Percentage of population receiving 
social assistance 

↓ 
↓ 
↓ 

↑ 
↑ 

↓ 

↑ 
↑ 

↓ 

LSA 
Iqaluit 
Nunavut 

The percentage of the population receiving social assistance in the North 
Baffin LSA increased slightly in 2018 (from 58.4% to 59.0%), Iqaluit saw a 
decrease of 2% (from 15.0% to 13.0%), and there was a substantial increase 
in Nunavut (from 39% to 50%). 

Number of drug and alcohol related 
contraband infractions at Project 
sites 

N/A ↑ ↓ Project Twenty-four drug and alcohol‐related contraband infractions occurred at 
Project sites among Baffinland and contractor employees in 2019, a slight 
decrease from 2018 (28). 

Number of impaired driving 
violations 

↑ 
↑ 
↑ 

↑ 
↑ 
↑ 

↑ 
↑ 
↑ 

LSA 
Iqaluit 
Nunavut 

The number of impaired driving violations increased in 2018 in the North 
Baffin LSA (from 38 to 41), Iqaluit (from 41 to 77) and Nunavut (from 240 to 
376). 

Number of drug violations ↑ 
↑ 
↑ 

↓ 
↓ 
↓ 

↓ 
↓ 
↓ 

LSA 
Iqaluit 
Nunavut 

The number of drug violations decreased substantially in 2018 in the North 
Baffin LSA (from 38 to 22), Iqaluit (from 60 to 28), and Nunavut (from 203 to 
144). 

Number of youths charged ↓ 
↓ 
↓ 

↑ 
↑ 
↓ 

↑ 
↑ 
↓ 

LSA 
Iqaluit 
Nunavut 

Compared to 2017, The number of youths charged increased in 2018 in the 
North Baffin LSA (from 22 to 26) Iqaluit (from 18 to 39), and decreased in 
Nunavut (from 154 to 139). 

Crime rate ↓ 
↑ 
↑ 
 

↑ 
↓ 
↓ 

↑ 
↓ 
↓ 

LSA 
Iqaluit 
Nunavut 

The number of criminal violations per 100,000 persons in 2017: 

• North Baffin LSA: 6% increase, from 22,610 to 24,169 

• Iqaluit: 0.1% decrease, from 62,143 to 62,065 

• Nunavut: 2% increase, from 35,740 to 36,485 

Number of times Baffinland’s 
Employee and Family Assistance 
Program 
(EFAP) is accessed 

N/A ↑ 
 

↑ Project Since Baffinland launched the Employee and Family Assistance Plan (EFAP), 
usage has been steadily increasing and in 2019 the plan was accessed 60 
times (up by 46% over 2018 usage). 

Percent of health centre visits 
related to infectious diseases 

↓ 
↓ 
↓ 
 

↑ 
↑ 
↑ 

↑ 
↑ 
↑ 

LSA 
Iqaluit 
Nunavut 

The percentage of health centre visits related to infectious diseases 
increased in 2016 in the North Baffin LSA (from 2.1% to 3.5%), Iqaluit (from 
0.2% to 1.7%), and Nunavut (from 2.2% to 4.6%). 

https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Contracting_and_Business
https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Human_Health_and
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VSEC, Topics & Indicators Pre-dev Post-dev LY Scale Summary 

Absence from the community 
during work rotation 

 Topics will continue to be tracked through the QSEMC process and 
community engagement conducted for the Project. 

Prevalence of gambling issues 

Prevalence of family violence 

Prevalence of marital problems 

Rates of teenage pregnancy 

 6 · Community Infrastructure & Public Service 

Number of Baffinland and 
contractor employees who left 
positions in their community 

N/A ND ↓ 
 

Project Results from the 2019 survey indicate 17 individuals (or 26.6% of known 
respondents) resigned from a previous job in order to take up employment 
with the Project. Of these individuals, nine were in casual/part‐time positions 
and seven were in full‐ time positions (one was unknown). This is a 5% 
decrease from 2018.  

Number of health centre visits 
(total) 

N/A ↑ ↑ LSA The average number of health centre visits in the North Baffin LSA increased 
by 28.4%, and in Iqaluit by 14.3% between the pre-development and the 
post-development periods.  

Number of health centre visits (per 
capita) 

N/A ↑ ↑ LSA The average number of health centre visits per capita also increased in the 
North Baffin LSA by 17.1% (from 8.2 to 9.7) and in Iqaluit by 5% (from 1.9 to 
2.0) between these two periods. Note that an increase in visits to community 
health centres has also been observed throughout Nunavut since the earliest 
years data became available (2003 - 2007). 

Number of visits to Project 
physician assistant 

N/A ↑ ↑ Project In 2019, there were 6,436 recorded visits to the on‐site physician’s assistant, 
up 2.1% from 2018. 2019 also saw an increase in the number of Inuit who 
visited the Project site physician’s assistant with 1,648 total visits, up 25.3% 
from 2018. Since 2016, the proportion of Inuit visits to the clinic has steadily 
increased, and in 2019, Inuit represented 34% of visits. 

Baffinland use of LSA community 
infrastructure 

N/A ↑ ↑ LSA Baffinland continued to utilize LSA community infrastructure to support 
ongoing Project development in 2019, including renting community office 
space and meeting facilities, and using community airport infrastructure in 
the LSA. 

Number of Project aircraft 
movements at LSA community 
airports 

N/A ↑ ↑ LSA In 2019, there was increased usage of all LSA airports, for a total of 2,253 
Project aircraft movements across all LSA airports (up by 451, or 22.5% over 
2018). 

 7 · Cultural Resources 

Monitoring is conducted through the Archaeology Status Update Report 

 8 · Resource and Land Use 

Number of recorded land use 
visitor person‐days at Project sites 

N/A ↑ ↑ Project In 2019, a total of 892 land use visitor person‐days were recorded at Project 
sites, which is a 73% increase from 2018. Significant increases were seen at 
both Mary River and Milne Port in both 2018 and 2019. 

Number of wildlife compensation 
fund claims 

N/A ↑ ND Project 

The QIA reported $66,410 spent on the Wildlife Compensation Fund in 2018-
19, though no data was available on number of claims. Historical claims 
include one claim in 2017 (which was approved), and two claims in 2016 (of 
which one was approved). 

 9 · Cultural Well-Being 

Monitoring is conducted through the Archaeology Status Update Report. 

 10 · Economic Development and Self-Reliance 

Project harvesting interactions and 
food security 

N/A ↑ ↑ LSA Data from the 2012 and 2017 Aboriginal Peoples Surveys indicate that an 
increasing proportion of Inuit households are experiencing some level of 
food insecurity. In the North Baffin LSA, just over half of survey respondents 
(56%) reported that they cut the size of or skipped meals entirely over the 

https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Community_Infrastructure_and
https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Cultural_Resources
https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Resource_and_Land
https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Cultural_Well-Being
https://stratossts.sharepoint.com/sites/3443/Shared%20Documents/General/Report/Draft%20Baffinland%20SEMR%202019.docx#_Economic_Development_and
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VSEC, Topics & Indicators Pre-dev Post-dev LY Scale Summary 

last year because there wasn’t enough money for food (up from  37% in  
2012), while just under half of respondents (45%) said that they went hungry 
because they couldn’t afford food (up from 35% in 2012).  
 
The rise in food insecurity in LSA households from 2012 - 2017 has occurred 
in concert with a decline in traditional harvesting activities. 2017 data for the 
LSA show a 10% decline in respondents who report they have hunted, fished 
or trapped over the past year, and a 7% decline in gathering wild plants. The 
number of land use visitor person-days recorded at both Mary River and 
Milne report increased substantially in both 2018 and 2019, which may signal 
a resurgence in hunting, trapping and/or gathering at the Project sites. 
 
Baffinland continues to make contributions to the components of food 
security it can affect through initiatives commensurate with its role as a 
regional mineral developer 

 11 · Benefits, Royalty, and Taxation 

Payroll and corporate taxes paid by 
Baffinland to the territorial 
government 

N/A ↑ ↑ Nunavut The value of tax payments made by Baffinland to the Government of 
Nunavut increased in 2019, reflecting the growth of the Project’s workforce 
and increased level of Project activity. In 2019, Baffinland paid approximately 
$8.7M in employee payroll tax and $7.0M in fuel tax 

 12 · Governance and Leadership 

Data indicators for monitoring the Governance and Leadership VSEC have not been developed. 
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Introduction 

Mary River Overview 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation (Baffinland) is a Canadian open-pit mining company, mining iron ore at the Mary River 

Project in the Qikiqtani Region of Nunavut. Baffinland has been in operation since 2015. It is jointly owned by 

ArcelorMittal and funds managed by The Energy & Minerals Group, with a corporate head office located in Oakville, 

Ontario, and a northern head office located in Iqaluit, Nunavut. 

The Project consists of three currently active main project locations ‐ the Mine Site, the 100‐km long Milne Inlet Tote 

Road, and Milne Port. The Project also includes a proposed railway and Steensby Port, both located to the south of the 

mine site. At the end of 2012, the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) issued Project Certificate No. 005 authorizing the 

construction, operation, and closure of an 18 million tonne per annum (Mt/a) operation which included a 149‐km railway 

and year‐round shipping of iron ore from a port facility at Steensby Inlet (Steensby Port). Mine construction began in 

2013. An Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement (IIBA) for the Project was also finalized between Baffinland and the 

Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA) in 2013; this agreement was subsequently renegotiated and amended in 2018 (QIA and 

Baffinland, 2018). 

In 2013, Baffinland applied to the NIRB to amend its Project Certificate to allow for an Early Revenue Phase (ERP) 

operation. On May 28, 2014, the NIRB issued an amended Project Certificate No. 005 approving the ERP. Mining of ore 

began in the last quarter of 2014 and the first shipment of ore occurred in the summer of 2015. Baffinland applied to the 

NIRB again in 2018 to amend its Project Certificate to allow for an increase in production. On October 30, 2018, the NIRB 

issued an amended Project Certificate No. 005 approving this on a time limited basis (until the end of the 2019 shipping 

season). On October 5, 2018, Baffinland submitted to the NIRB an EIS Addendum for the Phase 2 Proposal. The Phase 2 

Proposal is part of Baffinland’s approach to develop the Mary River Project in a phased and economically feasible manner. 

The NIRB has determined the EIS Addendum conforms to the EIS guidelines it issued and has initiated a public technical 

review process. At the time of writing, the final hearings for the Phase 2 expansion have been put on hold, initially due to 

a request from Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. (NTI) and subsequently due to concerns around COVID-19. Additional information 

on Baffinland’s regulatory submissions and approvals can be found on the NIRB Public Registry. 

Socio-Economic Monitoring Requirements and Guidance 

Project‐specific socio‐economic monitoring programs in Nunavut are generally expected to focus on two areas: effects 

monitoring and compliance monitoring. Effects monitoring measures the socio‐ economic effects of a project to 

determine whether management plans are working or if unexpected effects are occurring. Compliance monitoring 

ensures that proponents follow the terms and conditions of the licences, decisions, and certificates issued by authorizing 

agencies (NIRB, 2013). This focus is commensurate with socio‐economic monitoring best‐practice (Noble, 2015; Vanclay, 

Esteves, Aucamp, & Franks, 2015) and can assist companies with achieving their sustainable development goals. Socio‐

economic monitoring also supports adaptive management, as findings can alert proponents to the emergence of 

unanticipated effects and help initiate a management response. Furthermore, regular review of monitoring plans helps 

determine whether existing socio‐economic indicators and monitoring methods remain appropriate (Vanclay, Esteves, 

Aucamp, & Franks, 2015). 

Project‐related socio‐economic monitoring requirements originate from the Nunavut Agreement and NIRB Project 

Certificate No. 005. The Nunavut Agreement is a comprehensive land claims agreement signed in 1993 between the Inuit 

of the Nunavut Settlement Area and Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada. As a result of signing the Nunavut 

Agreement, Inuit exchanged Aboriginal title to all their traditional land in the Nunavut Settlement Area for a series of 

rights and benefits. The Nunavut Agreement also created various ‘institutions of public government’ such as the NIRB and 

established conditions for the review and oversight of resource development projects. Article 12, Part 7 of the Nunavut 

Agreement provides details on monitoring programs which may be required under a NIRB project certificate and notes 

the purpose of these programs shall be: 

http://www.nirb.ca/
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a) to measure the relevant effects of projects on the ecosystemic and socio‐economic environments of the Nunavut 
Settlement Area; 

b) to determine whether and to what extent the land or resource use in question is carried out within the 
predetermined terms and conditions; 

c) to provide the information base necessary for agencies to enforce terms and conditions of land or resource use 
approvals; and 

d) to assess the accuracy of the predictions contained in the project impact statements. 

Although, the Compliance Assessment section of this report incorporates some information on Terms and Conditions 

specific to socio-economic monitoring, NIRB should be consulted for further specific information included in the Project 

Certificate No. 005. 

Some Terms and Conditions included in Project Certificate No. 005 relate to Baffinland’s engagement with the Qikiqtaaluk 

Socio‐Economic Monitoring Committee (QSEMC). The QSEMC is one of three regional socio‐economic monitoring 

committees in Nunavut. These committees were established in 2007 to address project certificate requirements for 

project‐specific monitoring programs and to create a discussion forum and information sharing hub that supports 

impacted communities and interested stakeholders to take part in monitoring efforts (SEMCs, 2018). Baffinland is actively 

involved in the QSEMC and regularly participates in its meetings. Most recently, Baffinland participated in the QSEMC’s 

May 2019 meeting in Iqaluit, which included a day visit for QSEMC members to the Mary River Mine Site. Summaries and 

minutes from this meeting can be found on the QSEMC’s website as well as in Appendix A. 

The Mary River Socio‐Economic Monitoring Working Group (SEMWG or Working Group) Terms of Reference (TOR) also 

provides guidance on Baffinland’s socio‐economic monitoring program. Baffinland, in addition to the Governments of 

Nunavut, and Canada, and the QIA, is a member of the SEMWG. The SEMWG is intended to support the QSEMC’s regional 

monitoring initiatives through Project‐specific socio‐economic monitoring. The SEMWG also supports the fulfillment of 

Terms and Conditions set out in Project Certificate No. 005 that relate to socio‐economic monitoring. The SEMWG TOR 

has been included in Baffinland’s Socio‐Economic Monitoring Plan (Baffinland SEMR, 2019)1. It describes the Working 

Group’s purpose; membership and member roles; objectives; and reporting, communication, and meeting requirements. 

Furthermore, Section 5.1 of the TOR notes that Baffinland: 

… will prepare an annual socio-economic report for the Project (the “Program Report”), which will be attached to its 
Annual Report submission to the NIRB. Annual Program Reports … contain data with respect to the previous calendar 
year (January to December) and may be presented at the Project, community, and/or regional scale of operations. The 
Program Report will further describe Baffinland’s participation on the QSEMC, other collaborative socio-economic 
monitoring processes, and other relevant activities related to understanding socio-economic processes. 

As established in the TOR, the Working Group members agreed that collaboration is required to effectively monitor the 

socio‐economic performance of the Project. It was acknowledged that Baffinland is best able to collect and provide data 

concerning employment and training in relation to the Project, and the Government of Nunavut and the Government of 

Canada are best able to report public statistics on general health and well‐being, food security, demographics, and other 

socio‐economic indicators at the community and territorial level. The QIA was noted to be best able to provide 

information and data relating to Inuit land use and culture at the community and regional level. 

Baffinland is actively involved in the SEMWG and regularly participates in its meetings. Most recently, Baffinland met with 

the SEMWG in February 2019 (by teleconference). Baffinland responded to all questions and comments directed to them 

at these meetings; no follow‐up items were identified. 

 

 

1 Baffinland worked with SEMWG members to revise the TOR in 2018 and 2019. The previous TOR was somewhat dated (December 
2012) and did not fully reflect the current scope of Working Group activities. Revisions to the TOR were completed in March 2019. 

http://nunavutsemc.com/?page_id=7
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The Project’s Socio‐Economic Monitoring Plan (Baffinland SEMR, 2019) was designed to help address Project‐related 

socio‐economic monitoring requirements and guidance associated with the Nunavut Agreement, NIRB Project Certificate 

No. 005, and SEMWG TOR, described above2. An annual monitoring report (i.e. this report) assists with the 

implementation of this Plan. Baffinland has been undertaking socio‐economic monitoring for the Project since 2013. It 

took a stepwise approach to developing its socio‐economic monitoring program, focusing its initial reporting on a small 

number of Valued Socio‐Economic Components (VSECs) and indicators. A framework for this initial socio‐economic 

monitoring program was described in the EIS ( (Baffinland FEIS, 2012); Volume 4, Section 15. However, the program’s 

design has evolved substantially over time. This has been a result of lessons being learned, internal refinements to the 

program (and its indicators) being identified, and valuable feedback being obtained from monitoring stakeholders. 

Ongoing changes to this program have been described in Baffinland’s annual Socio‐ Economic Monitoring Reports. 

Baffinland has committed to continue to address its socio‐economic monitoring requirements as the Project advances. 

Report Objectives and Organization 

This is the seventh annual Socio‐Economic Monitoring Report prepared by Baffinland for the Project, which supersedes all 

previous reports. The content of this report is guided by the Project’s Socio‐Economic Monitoring Plan (Baffinland SEMR, 

2019). More specifically, this report will assess the socio‐economic performance of the Project as it progresses from 

construction through operations and eventual closure. This report represents a departure from the design of previous 

year’s, building on a strong foundation by maintain alignment to the report’s requirements while improving the 

accessibility through updated organization and focus on clear visuals. This report supports the achievement of the 

following objectives of the monitoring program identified in the Socio‐Economic Monitoring Plan: 

1. Evaluate the accuracy of selected socio‐economic effect predictions presented in the Mary River Project EIS and 
identify any unanticipated effects3. 

2. Identify areas where Baffinland’s existing socio‐economic mitigation and management programs may not be 
functioning as anticipated. 

3. Assist regulatory and other agencies in evaluating Baffinland’s compliance with socio‐economic monitoring 
requirements for the Project. 

4. Support adaptive management, by identifying potential areas for improvement in socio‐ economic monitoring and 
performance, where appropriate. 

 

  

 

 

2 Baffinland presented a revised Socio‐Economic Monitoring Plan in the EIS Addendum for the Phase 2 Proposal in October 

2018. 

3 References to the Mary River Project EIS in this report include any subsequent addendums to the EIS that have been approved (i.e. 

had a Project Certificate issued) by the NIRB. 
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This report is structured as follows 

Introduction 
(this section) 

introduces the report and the scope of its contents 

Methods Describes the methods used in this report and how they support the findings that are 
provided 

Results 
(Sections 1 through 12) 

Assesses the socio‐economic performance for VSECs included in the EIS 

Report summary Provides summary of regional and cumulative economic effects, and comments on 
adaptive management for the Project 

Appendix A Includes meeting minutes from 2019 QSEMC meeting 

Methods 
This report is intended to assess the socio‐economic performance of the Project on an annual basis. To help focus this 

assessment, monitoring indicators have been identified for VSECs in the EIS. Annually produced, community‐level data 

has then been obtained in support of monitoring indicators where readily available. The analyses presented in this report 

generally focuses on one of three spatial scales: The Local Study Area (LSA), Regional Study Area (RSA), or Project level. As 

identified in the EIS, the LSA includes the North Baffin point‐of‐hire communities of Arctic Bay, Clyde River, Sanirajak, 

Igloolik, and Pond Inlet, in addition to Iqaluit (which is also a point‐of‐hire). In some cases, data for the LSA communities 

have been aggregated to facilitate trend analyses in this report. The RSA includes the entire territory of Nunavut. For 

clarity, references to the RSA throughout the report are simply noted as Nunavut or the Territory. 

Following the presentation of available indicator data, relevant management and mitigation measures are discussed and 

an assessment of residual effects predicted to occur in the EIS is made. Structuring the report in this manner allows 

predictions to be evaluated against current monitoring data and provides insight into the effectiveness of existing 

mitigation measures. A compliance assessment of Project Certificate Terms and Conditions relevant to the monitoring of 

each VSEC is also presented at the end of the report. The status of other socio‐economic Terms and Conditions unrelated 

to monitoring is discussed in Baffinland’s Annual Report to the NIRB. 

Indicator trends are discussed throughout this report and describe whether an indicator has exhibited change (and the 

direction of that change). A ‘pre‐development’ trend in this report refers to the five‐year period preceding Project 

construction (2008 to 2012). In some cases, averaged data from this period have been compared against averaged data 

from previous years (2003‐2007) to determine a trend. Likewise, a ‘post‐development’ trend refers to the period after 

Project construction commenced (2013 onwards). Averaged data from this period may have also been compared against 

averaged data from the pre‐development period to determine a trend. A trend ‘since previous year’ refers to the two 

most recent years for which indicator data is available. Available data and trends may then be assessed in the context of 

potential Project influences on the indicator(s) in question. 

Where monitoring thresholds have been identified, available data is discussed with this context. For example, residual 

effects may be assessed against some of the relevant EIS predictions, including direction (e.g. positive, negative) and 

where appropriate, magnitude4. Furthermore, management action may be triggered if annual performance is observed to 

be below a monitoring threshold. Baffinland acknowledges threshold development has been otherwise limited to‐date 

and additional monitoring thresholds may be developed in consultation with the SEMWG in the future. Opportunities may 

also exist to incorporate monitoring thresholds associated with the Project’s IIBA, although this would be done in 

consultation with the QIA. 

 

 

4 Effect magnitude is only assessed in this report where quantitative metrics were provided in the EIS. 
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The process of socio‐economic monitoring may require many years of data to effectively discern some trends and their 

causality. Even then, various factors (including non‐Project ones) may influence causality, and these may not be easy to 

individually measure or confirm. Baffinland’s monitoring program is not intended to describe the causes of every socio‐

economic change that is reported on. Rather, the program is intended to identify potential areas of socio‐economic 

concern; once identified, these areas may benefit from additional examination or a management response. More 

generally, successful socio‐economic monitoring for the Project will require appropriate long‐term data, the regular input 

of Project stakeholders, and a focus on continuous improvement. 

Socio-Economic Monitoring Indicators 

Socio‐economic monitoring indicators have been developed as part of the Project’s Socio‐Economic Monitoring Plan 

(Baffinland SEMR, 2019) and are presented in Table 2‐1. ‘Indicators’ are an important aspect of socio‐economic 

monitoring. Indicators are metrics used to measure and report on the condition and trend of a Valued Component (VC)5, 

and help facilitate the analysis of interactions between a project and a selected VC (BCEAO, 2013). Indicators can also 

provide an early warning of potential adverse effects and are considered the most basic tools for analyzing change (Noble, 

2015). Table 2‐1 presents indicators and data sources for VSECs assessed in the EIS; this includes indicators for VSEC‐

related residual effects and for topics requested through the Project Certificate. 

The structure and content of Baffinland’s socio‐economic monitoring program may benefit from additional refinement in 

the future; suggestions from reviewers on how indicators and data sources could potentially be improved are welcome. It 

is further acknowledged that any significant changes to the socio‐economic monitoring program will require discussion 

with the SEMWG. Likewise, Table 2 includes several instances where indicators have not been identified by Baffinland for 

various reasons (e.g. monitoring is already conducted elsewhere, no residual effects were identified in the EIS, insufficient 

data availability). In some additional cases, other forms of issue tracking will take place (e.g. through the QSEMC process 

or community engagement conducted for the Project). Should new indicators be required for these topics in the future, 

they will be selected in consultation with the SEMWG.  

The left-hand column of Table 2 denotes whether topics and indicators are in relation to residual effects (RE) or Project 

Certificate Terms and Conditions (T&C). The table also includes linked concordance (Concord.) to where data and 

discussion on the appropriate indicators is included throughout the report. 

Table 2. Socio-economic monitoring plan 

 Topic Indicators Concord. Source 

 
1 · Population Demographics 

RE In‐migration of non‐Inuit Baffinland 
employees into the North Baffin LSA 

· Known in‐migrations of non‐Inuit Baffinland and contractor 
employees 

1.2 (p. 11) BIMC 

· In‐migration of non‐Inuit to the North Baffin LSA 1.2 (p. 11) Limited 

RE Out‐migration of Inuit residents from 
the North Baffin LSA 

· Known out-migrations of Inuit Baffinland and contractor employees 1.2 (p. 11) BIMC 

· Out-migration of Inuit from the North Baffin LSA 1.2 (p. 11) Limited 

T&C Demographic Change · Population estimates 1.3 (p. 15) NBS 

· Nunavut net migration 1.3 (p. 15) NBS 

T&C Employee changes of address, housing 
status, and migration intentions 

· Employee and contractor changes of address, housing status, and 
migration intentions 

1.2 (p. 11) BIMC Survey 

 

 

5 Valued Components are typically referred to as Valued Ecosystem Components (VECs) and Valued Socio‐Economic 

Components (VSECs) in Nunavut. 
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 Topic Indicators Concord. Source 

T&C Employee origin · Employee and contractor origin 1.1 (p. 9) BIMC 

 
2 · Education and Training 

RE Improved life skills among young adults · Participation in pre‐employment training 2.3 (p.21) BIMC 

· LSA employment and on‐the‐job training 2.3 (p.21)  

RE Incentives related to school attendance 
and success 

· Number of secondary school graduates 2.2 (p. 19) NBS 

· Secondary school graduation rate 2.2 (p. 19) NBS 

· Investments in school‐based initiatives 2.1 (p. 18) BIMC 

RE Opportunities to gain skills · Hours of training completed by Baffinland and contractor Inuit 
employees 

2.3 (p. 21) BIMC 

· Types of training provided to Baffinland and contractor Inuit 
employees 

2.3 (p. 21) BIMC 

· Apprenticeships and other opportunities 2.3 (p. 21) BIMC 

T&C Employee education and pre-
employment status 

· Employee education and pre-employment status 2.4 (p. 24) BIMC 

 
3 · Employment and Livelihood 

RE Creation of jobs in the LSA · Hours of Project labour performed 3.1 (p. 31) BIMC 

RE Employment of LSA residents · Project hours worked by LSA Baffinland and contractor employees 3.1 (p. 31) BIMC 

RE New career paths · LSA employment 3.1 (p. 31) BIMC 

· Inuit employee promotions 3.3 (p. 34) BIMC 

· Inuit employee turnover 3.4 (p. 35) BIMC 

T&C Barriers to employment for women, 
specifically relating to childcare 
availability and costs 

· Hours worked by Baffinland and contractor female employees 3.2 (p. 33) BIMC 

Topic will continue to be tracked through the QSEMC process and community engagement conducted for 
the Project. 

 
4 ·  Contracting and Business Opportunities 

RE Expanded market for business services 
to the Project 

· Value of contracting with Inuit Firms 4.2 (p.41) BIMC 

RE Expanded market for consumer goods 
and services 

· LSA Inuit employee payroll amounts  4.2 (p.41) BIMC 

· Number of registered Inuit Firms in the LSA 4.3 (p. 42) NTI 

 
5 · Human Health and Wellbeing 

RE 
 

Changes in parenting · Number of youth charged 5.2 (p. 46) StatsCan 

RE 
 

Household income and food security · Proportion of tax filers with employment income and median 
employment income 

5.1 (p. 45) NBS 

· Percentage of population receiving social assistance 5.1 (p. 45) NBS 

RE 
 

Transport of substances through 
Project site 

· Number of drug and alcohol related contraband infractions at Project 
sites 

5.2 (p. 46) BIMC 

RE 
 

Affordability of substances · Number of impaired driving violations  5.2 (p. 46) NBS 

Attitudes toward substances and 
addictions 

· Number of drug violations 5.2 (p. 46) NBS 

RE 
 

Absence from the community during 
work rotation 

Topic will continue to be tracked through the QSEMC process and community engagement conducted for 
the Project. 

T&C Prevalence of substance abuse Monitoring already conducted through other ‘human health and well‐being’ indicators. 
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 Topic Indicators Concord. Source 

T&C Prevalence of gambling issues Topics will continue to be tracked through the QSEMC process and community engagement conducted 
for the Project. 

Prevalence of family violence 

Prevalence of marital problems 

Rates of teenage pregnancy 

T&C Rates of sexually transmitted infections 
and other communicable diseases 

· Percent of health centre visits related to infectious diseases 5.3 (p. 50) NBS 

High school completion rates Monitoring already conducted through other ‘education and training’ indicators. 

Other · Crime rate 5.3 (p. 50) NBS 

· Number of times Baffinland’s EFAP is accessed  5.3 (p. 50) BIMC 

 
6 · Community Infrastructure & Public Services 

RE 
 

Competition for skilled workers · Number of Baffinland and contractor employees who left positions in 
their community 

 BIMC Survey 

Labour force capacity · Training and experience generated by the Project  BIMC 

· Inuit employee turnover  

T&C 
 

Pressures on existing health and social 
services provided by the GN that may 
be impacted by Project‐related in‐
migration of employees 

· Number of health centre visits (total and per capita) 6.1 (p. 58) NBS 

· Number of visits to Project physician assistant 6.1 (p. 58) BIMC 

Project‐related pressures on 
community infrastructure 

· Baffinland use of LSA and Iqaluit community infrastructure 6.3 (p. 61) BIMC 

· Number of Project aircraft movements at LSA and Iqaluit community 
airports 

6.3 (p. 61) BIMC 

 7 · Cultural Resources 

N/A N/A Monitoring already conducted through Archaeology Status Update Reports 

 8 · Resource and Land Use 

RE Caribou harvesting Potential effects will continue to be tracked through Baffinland’s environmental monitoring programs. 
Terrestrial and marine monitoring are reviewed bi‐annually by the Terrestrial Environment Working 
Group (TEWG) and Marine Environment Working Group (MEWG). While not all these effects were 
considered residual effects in Project EIS documents, they are included here for completeness. 

Marine mammal harvesting 

Fish harvesting 

RE Safe travel around Eclipse Sound and Pond Inlet 

 
Number of recorded land use visitor person‐

days at Project sites Number of wildlife 
compensation fund claims 

8.1 (p. 66) 
 
 

BIMC 
QIA 

Safe travel through Milne Port 

Emissions and noise disruption at camps 

Sensory disturbances and safety along Milne Inlet Tote Road 

Detour around mine site for safety and travel 

Difficulty and safety relating to railway crossing 

Detour around Steensby Port 

HTO cabin closures 

Restriction of camping locations around Steensby Port 

 9 · Cultural Well-Being 

N/A N/A No monitoring required. No residual effects identified in the EIS. 

 10 · Economic Development and Self-Reliance 

RE N/A As noted in the EIS, an integrated assessment of other VECs/VSECs was conducted for the Economic 
Development and Self‐Reliance VSEC. No new residual effects specific to this VSEC were identified. 
Relevant monitoring of residual effects is conducted through other VECs/VSECs. 
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 Topic Indicators Concord. Source 

T&C Project harvesting interactions and 
food security, which includes broad 
indicators of dietary habits 

Topic will continue to be tracked through the QSEMC process, community engagement conducted for the 
Project, and related information 

 11 · Benefits, Royalty, and Taxation 

RE Project revenues flowing to the 
territorial government 

Payroll and corporate taxes paid by Baffinland to the territorial 
government 

11.1 (p. 75) BIMC 

 12 · Governance and Leadership 

N/A  N/A No monitoring required. No residual effects identified in the EIS. 
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1 · Population Demographics 
The makeup and movement of peoples from, to and within Nunavut and its 
communities 

 

FEIS Prediction  

“Residual effects arising from in-migration and out-migration are expected to arise due to the Project. At the anticipated 

levels, however, these effects are not expected to be sufficient to cause adverse effects on demographic stability of the 

affected communities. Therefore, these residual effects are assessed to be not significant.” 

Key Findings 

• In 2019, 366 of the 417 Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees were based in LSA communities, with total 

Inuit employment increasing by 32% from 2018 levels. 

• Since 2015, there has been a net migration of 19 Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees out of the LSA, 

including one Inuk who moved to Iqaluit and 18 who moved to locations outside of Nunavut. The Project may 

contribute to some migration by employees but does not appear to impact demographic stability of the North 

Baffin LSA communities when compared to population growth in those communities or Territory-wide net 

migration. 

• The average annual growth rates over the post-development period for North Baffin LSA communities was 2.2%, 

Iqaluit 2.0%, and Nunavut 1.4%, higher than the Canadian average growth rate of 1.2%. 

1.1 Employee and contractor origin 

Data and trends 

Figure 1 and Figure 2 below provide an overview of Baffinland and contractor employment by location of origin. 

Employment in this section reflects employee headcounts, derived by taking an average of quarterly headcounts of 

Baffinland and contractor employees (i.e. measured on four different days throughout the year). 

Figure 1. Nunavut-based Baffinland and contractor employment 
(headcount) by community (2019) 

Figure 2. Baffinland and contractor employment (headcount) by 
location (2019) 

 
Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 
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Figure 3 below provides an overview of Baffinland and contractor Inuit employment by origin. 

Figure 3. Baffinland and contractor Inuit employment (headcount) by origin (2019) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

The detailed composition of Mary River’s workforce in 2019 is presented in Table 3 below. 

Table 3. Baffinland and Contractor Employment (Headcount) by Origin and Ethnicity (2019)  

 Baffinland Contractor Total 

 Inuit Non-Inuit Inuit Non-Inuit Inuit Non-Inuit 

Arctic Bay  33   1   27   -     60   1  

Clyde River  25   -     30   -     55   -    

Sanirajak  23   -     36   -     59   -    

Igloolik  15   -     32   -     47   -    

Iqaluit  32   1   53   1   85   2  

Pond Inlet  27   -     33   -     60   -    

Other Qikiqtani communities  6   -     3   -     9   -    

Kivalliq communities  -     -     1   -     1   -    

Unknown  -     1   9   220   9   221  

Other Canadian  26   957   6   1,175   32   2,132  

2019 Total  187   960   230   1,396   417   2,356  

2018 Totals 151 803 164 936 315 1,739 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Interpretation 

In 2019, there were 417 Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees working at Mary River, representing ~15% of the total 

workforce of 2,773. This represents an increase of 32% - or 111 Inuit employees – over 2018 levels. This large increase in 

employment can be largely attributed to additional initiatives and commitments stemming from the amended IIBA. 

Further details and discussion on employment, training and advancement are provided in the Education and Training and 

Employment and Livelihood sections of this report. 
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Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees were primarily based in LSA communities (366 people), with Iqaluit hosting the 

highest average number of Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees (85 people). Igloolik had the lowest (47 people) 

within the North Baffin LSA, while the other four communities had between 55 to 60 Baffinland and contractor Inuit 

employees. A small number of Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees (9) originated from other Qikiqtani 

communities, Kivalliq communities (1) or from other unknown locations (9 people). An additional 32 Baffinland and 

contractor Inuit employees are known to have resided outside of Nunavut. 

The high proportion of Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees from the LSA is due in part to the Project’s hiring 

commitments such as the Minimum Inuit Employment Goal (MIEG) established in the October 2018 Inuit Impact Benefit 

Agreement (IIBA) between Baffinland and Qikiqtani Inuit Association (Impact Economics, 2018). MIEG objectives 

established in the IIBA are also intended to contribute to increasing Inuit employment over time. Regular flight access 

from LSA communities directly to the Project site as well as the relative proximity of the communities to the Project are 

also likely contributors. While not specific to LSA residents, strong wages and benefits and an industry-attractive rotation 

schedule (2 weeks on, 2 weeks off) are also incentives towards Mary River employment. 

Baffinland and contractor non‐Inuit employees whose residence was known were almost exclusively from Canadian 

locations outside of Nunavut (1,292 people). A small number of these non‐Inuit employees (3 people) were based in 

Nunavut (Arctic Bay or Iqaluit). The remaining non‐Inuit employees (1,065 people) were based in unknown locations. 

The Project has been successful at attracting LSA-based Inuit employment; approximately 16.4% of the LSA workforce 

who are old enough and have a high-school education (or equivalent) worked at Mary River in 2019. The large number of 

Baffinland and contractor employees from outside of Nunavut is in part attributed to a skills gap within the territory as 

individuals with advanced mining and/or technical skill sets are known to be in limited supply (Gregoire, 2014; Conference 

Board of Canada, 2016; Impact Economics, 2018; MIHR, 2016). The Inuit workforce from LSA communities will likely 

continue to grow as the Project’s activities and labour demands increase, efforts to achieve and surpass MIEGs, and as 

awareness of employment opportunities and benefits from the Project continues to increase. However, while the Mary 

River mine requires a range of technical and non-technical skill sets, the Project’s labour demand is anticipated to 

continue to exceed LSA Inuit labour supply over the entire life of the Project (Impact Economics, 2018). Baffinland will 

continue efforts to increase Inuit employment from LSA communities and monitor results.  

1.2 Employee migration and housing status 

Data and trends 

Migration data for Baffinland and contractor employees provides insight into potential migration trends in the North 

Baffin LSA. For instance:  

• In-migration: The number of employees who moved into the LSA 

• Out-migration: The number of employees who moved out of the LSA  

• Net migration: The number of employees who moved into the LSA minus the number who moved out of the LSA 

Figure 4 below outlines the North Baffin LSA migrations of Baffinland and contractor employees. 
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Figure 4. Known LSA migration of Baffinland and contractor employees (Inuit and non-Inuit) * 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) | *Note: Data was provided by Baffinland Community Liaison Officers (BCLOs) who were asked to report on the number of 

Baffinland and contractor employees they knew who had moved into or out of each of their community during the previous year. Inuit or non‐Inuit 

status were also recorded as well as the locations where those individuals had moved to and from, if known. Family members that may have migrated 

with employees were not accounted for. When the origin/destination community of a migrant was unknown, it was conservatively assumed they were 

migrating to/from outside the North Baffin LSA. Migration data collected prior to 2015 is not presented below it does not specify if both Inuit and non‐

Inuit individuals and if both Baffinland and contractor employees were included. 

BCLOs in each of the North Baffin LSA communities administered a voluntary Inuit Employee Survey in January/February 

2019. The survey was developed to address Project Certificate Term and Condition No. 133 which requests that the 

company collects information on Baffinland and contractor Inuit employee changes of address, housing status, and 

migration intentions. Seventy-one Inuit employees completed the survey, representing 20% of the North Baffin LSA Inuit 

staff in 2019. The survey results presented here are the same results that were presented in the 2018 SEMR. 

Figure 5 below summarizes survey results pertaining to any change in employee and contractor residence and 

communities.  

Figure 5. Changes in Inuit employee and contractor community of residence* 

 

Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2019) 
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Of the 2 people who moved to another community, both stated that they had moved from outside the LSA to an LSA 

community. 

Figure 6 below summarizes survey results pertaining to Inuit employee and contractor migration intentions 

Figure 6. Employee and contractor migration intentions* 

 

Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2019) | *Notes: Because the 2019 survey was administered only in the North Baffin LSA communities, Inuit residing outside 

of these communities (e.g. in Iqaluit or non‐Nunavut communities) were not included. 

Of the 8 respondents who intended to move in the next 12 months, 2 planned to move to Iqaluit, 2 to other LSA 

communities, 2 to southern provinces and 2 were unknown. 

Due to a survey administration error in 2019, no data was collected on housing status for this reporting year. The 

interpretation section provides a short summary of housing status information obtained from previous surveys (2017 and 

2018), which was also provided in the 2017 and 2018 SEMRs.  

Interpretation 

There was little Project-related in-migration into the North Baffin LSA, with only two Baffinland and contractor Inuit 

employees known to have moved into the communities in 2019. An additional two Inuit employees moved between the 

North Baffin LSA communities; these individuals were not counted as in‐migrants. In terms of out-migration, nine Inuit 

employees were known to have moved out of the North Baffin LSA in 2019.  

Since 2015, there was net migration of 20 Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees out of the North Baffin LSA and one 

non‐Inuit employee into the North Baffin LSA. The majority of Inuit employees who left the North Baffin LSA moved to 

locations outside of Nunavut.  

Among the 71 Inuit employees who participated in the voluntary Inuit Employee Survey, 53 (74.6%) indicated that their 

residence had not changed in the past 12 months, and 15 (21.1%) did not say if they had moved (unknown result). Three 

people (4.2%) stated that they changed residence over the past year, two of which had moved from outside the North 

Baffin LSA into the North Baffin LSA. When ‘unknown’ results are removed, 5.4% of respondents indicated their residence 

had changed in the past 12 months.  

In terms of migration intentions for the next 12 months, 12 survey respondents (16.9%) planned to move residences while 

46 did not (almost 65%). When ‘unknown’ results are removed, these figures increase to 20.7% and 79.3% of 

respondents, respectively. Eight of the 12 respondents planning to change residences intended to do so by moving to a 

different community (13.8%) in the LSA. Similar results in previous surveys were 17.6% in 2018 and 16.3% in 2017 

(Baffinland, 2019). Of the 8 respondents who intended to move in the next 12 months, 2 (2.8%) planned to move to 

Iqaluit, 2 (2.8%) to other LSA communities, 2 (2.8%) to southern provinces and 2 (2.8%) were unknown. As in previous 
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surveys, a few respondents in 2019 indicated they had moved to a different community in the past 12 months (3.6% in 

2019, 9.9% in 2018, and 7.0% in 2017). 

The 2018 survey indicated that approximately 61% of respondents lived in public housing. Results on home ownership 

intentions, however, provide some insights on this point. Twenty-two respondents (31.0%) said they had considered 

purchasing a home in their community, 34 (47.9%) had not considered purchasing a home in their community, 4.2% 

already owned their own home.  

The Project may be a contributing influence on Inuit migrating out of the North Baffin LSA, but the exact magnitude of this 

effect (if any) is difficult to determine given: the relatively low numbers over the past five years; the small number of 

survey respondents who indicated their intentions to move out; and that decisions to move can be influenced by several 

factors. Conversely, the Project does not appear to be a major influence on migration into the North Baffin LSA, whether 

Inuit or non-Inuit. Baffinland will continue to track employee changes of address, housing status, and migration intentions 

through future Inuit Employee Surveys to see if future trends emerge. 

1.3 Regional and community migration and population 

Data and trends 

Figure 7 displays the average annual population growth of LSA communities pre- and post-development. 

 

Figure 7 Average annual population growth, pre- and post-development 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2016) 

Figure 8 below compares the average Inuit and non-Inuit population in LSA communities pre- and post-development. The 

percentages in the charts show the average Inuit percentage of the population for that time period. 
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Figure 8. Average Inuit and non-Inuit LSA community population, pre- and post-development 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Population estimates for the LSA communities of Arctic Bay, Clyde River, Sanirajak, Igloolik, Pond Inlet, and Iqaluit are 

provided by the (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019b) and presented in  Figure 9. 

Figure 9. LSA community population (2018) Figure 10. Annual Nunavut net-migration (2004 – 2018) 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019b)  Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018a) 

Interpretation 

The North Baffin LSA communities, Iqaluit, and Nunavut have all shown positive population growth since Project 

development. During the six years comprising 2013 to 2018, the North Baffin LSA communities grew from a population of 

5,941 to 6,716 (or 13.0%). Over the same time, Iqaluit’s population increased 10.9% from a population of 7,429 to 8,242, 

while Nunavut’s overall population increased 8.4% from 35,414 to 38,396 (Figure 9 highlights the most recent LSA 

community populations).   

The average annual growth rates over the post-development period was 2.2% for the North Baffin LSA communities, 2.0% 

for Iqaluit, and 1.4% for Nunavut. These are all higher than the Canadian average growth rate of 1.2% (Statistics Canada). 

However, Figure 7 shows that the average annual population growth rates in LSA community populations for the pre-

development and post-development periods are similar. Furthermore, population growth was occurring throughout 
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Nunavut prior to Project development and continues to occur at high rates across the territory. As such, it is unlikely that 

the Project has been a major influence on these trends. 

Additional perspective into potential Project‐induced trends is limited as annual community-level migration data for the 

North Baffin LSA was unavailable. However, some insight can be obtained by assessing any change in the percentage of 

Inuit versus non‐Inuit residents since Project development. The percentage of Inuit residents in communities would be 

expected to decrease if substantial levels of non‐Inuit in‐migration and Inuit out‐migration were occurring. However, 

Figure 8 below compares the average Inuit and non-Inuit population in LSA communities pre- and post-development. The 

percentages in the charts show the average Inuit percentage of the population for that time period. 

Figure 8 shows that the residents have remained relatively constant since 2003. In the pre‐development period, an 

average 94.5% of residents were Inuit, whereas, based on the most recent year data were available, an average of 94.8% 

residents were Inuit in the post‐development period  (Baffinland, 2019). This outcome, combined with the results from 

the Inuit Employee Survey (see Section 1.2), suggests that the Project has not been a major influence on the ratio of 

Inuit/non‐ Inuit residents living in the North Baffin LSA. 

Broad migration and population patterns occurring in Nunavut can be ascertained by examining Territorial annual net 

migration, as well as births and deaths estimates. A net of 179 individuals migrated into Nunavut in 2017/18 despite 

Nunavut recording 1,453 out-migrants that year, the largest out-migration of the data set. Estimates for preceding years 

have been variable with a substantial out-migration trend extending from 2004 through 2008, and another out-migration 

trend from 2012 through 2017 (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018a). Compared to the pre‐development period 

average, fewer people overall have been migrating out of Nunavut in the post‐development period. While a decreasing 

post‐development trend has occurred, net migration estimates for the territory are not specific enough to determine 

Project‐related influences. Data on births and deaths indicate that there are on average five live births for every death in 

Nunavut (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018a). The ratio of birth-to-death strongly suggests that the population is 

increasing through natural growth, both in the LSA and in Nunavut. 

1.4 VSEC Effects assessment 

There were two residual effects for the Population Demographics VSEC assessed in the Mary River EIS. Monitoring results 

applicable to these are summarized below. 
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Residual effect In‐Migration of Non‐Inuit Baffinland Employees to the North Baffin LSA 

Summary The EIS predicted some in‐migration of non‐Inuit employees hired to work at the Project could occur in the 
North Baffin LSA (i.e. <5% change in the non‐ Inuit baseline population). In 2012 (the year before Project 
construction commenced), 5% of the North Baffin non‐Inuit population would have equaled approximately 
28 individuals. 

Existing mitigation Designation of Iqaluit as a “point of hire” and an additional southern location as a transportation hub, with 
no cost transportation provided to Project employees from these locations to the mine site 

Monitoring results Cumulative Baffinland (i.e. BCLO survey) data since 2015 indicates a net of one non‐Inuit 
employee/contractor is known to have in‐migrated to the North Baffin LSA. Government data on changes 
in the percentage of Inuit versus non‐Inuit residents in the North Baffin LSA have not revealed a substantial 
Project‐induced trend at this time. It is acknowledged the data present only a partial assessment of 
migration trends and more detailed in‐migration data for the North Baffin LSA are currently unavailable 
from government sources. 

Furthermore, the factors involved in deciding to migrate can be complex and specific to an individual. 
While these limitations are acknowledged, available migration data appear to support the EIS predictions 
that were made. There is no evidence to suggest mitigation measures need to be modified at this time. 
Without substantial in‐migration to the North Baffin LSA occurring because of the Project, negative effects 
on local housing opportunities are considered negligible. In fact, wages earned through Project‐related 
work may enable individuals in the North Baffin LSA to improve their housing situations over time (e.g. 
through greater capacity to rent and/or own their residence). Out‐migration of residents may also relieve 
some local housing strains. 

 

Residual effect Out‐Migration of Inuit Residents from the North Baffin LSA 

Summary The EIS predicted some out‐migration of Inuit residents from the North Baffin LSA could occur (i.e. 1% to 
<5% of the total population). In 2012 (the year before Project construction commenced), 5% of the total 
North Baffin LSA population would have equaled approximately 306 individuals. 

Existing mitigation Designation of all North Baffin LSA communities as ‘points of hire’, with no cost transportation provided to 
Project employees from these points of hire to the mine site. 

Monitoring results Cumulative Baffinland (i.e. BCLO survey) data since 2015 indicates a net of 13 Baffinland and contractor 
Inuit employees are known to have out‐migrated from the North Baffin LSA. Government data on changes 
in the percentage of Inuit versus non‐Inuit residents in the North Baffin LSA have not revealed a substantial 
Project‐induced trend at this time. It is acknowledged these data present only a partial assessment of 
migration trends and more detailed out‐migration data for the North Baffin LSA are currently unavailable 
from government sources. 

Furthermore, the factors involved in deciding to migrate can be complex and specific to an individual. 
While these limitations are acknowledged, available migration data appear to support the EIS predictions 
that were made. There is no evidence to suggest mitigation measures need to be modified at this time. 
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2 · Education and Training 
Education and skills attainment among youth and adults through 
investments and employment 

 

FEIS Predictions  

“Positive residual effects on life skills amongst youth and adults are anticipated to arise from the Project through access 

to industrial work in a context that is supported through pre-employment preparation and on-the-job training.” 

“The Project will have significant beneficial residual effects on education and skills across the LSA. Some potential that 

individuals may drop out of school or forego further education in order to pursue work at the Project is recognized. 

However, the overall effect of the Project will be to increase the value of education and thereby the “opportunity cost” of 

dropping out of school.” 

Key Findings 

• The Project supported school-based initiatives in 2019 through its ongoing donations including laptop donations 

(54 in 2019), as well as specific IIBA commitments annual scholarship fund (7 recipients in 2019, up from 5 in 

2018), and contributions to school lunch programs. 

• The average number of graduates in the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit for both pre- and post-Project development 

periods has remained relatively constant, following an initial increase of 11 graduates post 2003-2007 period. 

• Baffinland has a variety of employee training and advancement programs, with 2019, showing an increase in 

participation in the Work-Ready program (99 graduates, up from 59 in 2018) and the Apprenticeship program (16 

participants, up from 9 in 2018). The types and hours of training provided to Inuit and non-Inuit employees 

increased in 2019, due to larger workforce requirements and additional initiatives and commitments stemming 

from the amended IIBA.  

2.1 Investments in school-based initiatives 

Data and trends 

Table 4 provides an overview of school-based initiatives supported by Baffinland from 2017 to 2019.  

Table 4. Investments in school-based initiatives (2017 – 2019) 

Program Description 2017 2018 2019 

Laptop donations 
Laptops donated to secondary school graduates in 
the North Baffin LSA communities 

63 laptops 38 laptops 54 laptops 

Annual scholarship fund 
Per Article 8.8 of the IIBA, Baffinland continues to 
contribute to an annual scholarship fund ($5,000 
per recipient) 

* 
(5 recipients) 

$50,000* 
(5 recipients) 

$35,000  
(7 recipients) 

School Lunch Program 
Per Article 7.21 of the IIBA, School Lunch program 
in the North Baffin LSA  

n/a -----$300,000 / year budgeted----- 

Nunavut Arctic College 
donations 

Donations to Nunavut Arctic College Programs and 
graduations 

 $25,000 $5,000 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) | *2017 scholarships funds provided in 2018 due to administrative oversight 
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Interpretation 

The Project supported school-based initiatives in 2019 through its ongoing donations program, as well as specific IIBA 
commitments. These initiatives seek to support educational success and encourage youth to stay in school. 

Secondary school graduates in the North Baffin LSA communities have received donated laptops from Baffinland since 

2007 as part of a broader incentive program to encourage and motivate youth to complete their high school education 

and pursue post-secondary education. In 2019, a total of 54 laptops were provided to graduates in all five of the North 

Baffin LSA communities (up from 38 in 2018). In 2019, Baffinland representatives also spoke to High-School students in 

Pond Inlet about the important role education plays in future employment opportunities in the mining industry. 

Baffinland also maintains a relationship with Nunavut Arctic College to discuss and encourage employment opportunities 

in the mining industry.  

Baffinland continued contributing to an annual scholarship fund for Nunavut Inuit (with priority given to applications from 

the North Baffin LSA communities), as well as to the North Baffin LSA School Lunch Program, as per Article 8.8 and Article 

7.21 of the IIBA, respectively. Seven scholarships totalling $35,000 were awarded to LSA residents in 2019, an increase in 

the usual five scholarships per year due to the number of strong applications received. Since 2014, Baffinland has 

cumulatively awarded $170,000 in scholarships to 34 recipients. As noted in the IIBA (2018), $300,000 is made available 

for school lunch programs annually. 

2.2 Secondary school success 

Data and trends 

Figure 11 below depicts the number of secondary school graduates in Iqaluit and the North Baffin LSA to 2017, the latest 

year for which data is available.  

Figure 11. Secondary school graduates by community (1999 – 2017) 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018) 
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Table 5 displays the average number of secondary school graduates in Iqaluit and the North Baffin LSA for selected 

periods. In 2017, there were 51 graduates from the North Baffin LSA and 59 graduates from Iqaluit. 

Table 5: Secondary School Graduates (averages for selected periods) 

 North Baffin LSA Iqaluit 

Period Average  
graduates 

Change from  
previous period 

Average  
graduates 

Change from  
previous period 

2003 - 2007 34 - 32 - 

Pre-Development Period 
(2008 – 2012) 

45 +11 42 +10 

Post-Development Period 
(2013 – 2019) 

43 -2 42 0 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018) 

Figure 12 depicts the secondary school graduate rate by region to 2017, the latest year for which data is available.  

Figure 12. Secondary school graduation rate by region 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019d) 

Table 6 displays the average secondary school graduation rate across the Qikiqtani Region and Nunavut for selected 

periods. 

Table 6: Secondary school graduation rates (averages for selected periods) 

 Qikiqtani Region Nunavut 

Period Average  
graduation rate 

Change from  
previous period 

Average graduates 
Change from  

previous period 

2003 - 2007 32.8% – 27.1% – 

Pre-Development Period 
(2008 – 2012) 

38.0% +5.1 34.3% +7.2 

Post-Development Period 
(2013 – 2017) 

35.7% ‐2.3 37.5% +3.2 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019d) 
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Interpretation 

From 2016 to 2017 (the latest year for which data is available), the number of graduates in the LSA increased from 48 to 

51, in Iqaluit from 30 to 59, and in Nunavut from 252 to 292. Over the Project’s post-development period, there has been 

an upward trend in the number of secondary school graduates in both Nunavut (increasing 35.2%) and the LSA (37.8%). 

The number of graduates in Iqaluit over this same period has been variable, with no consistent trend. By comparison, the 

average number of graduates in the LSA and Iqaluit for both pre- and post-Project development periods has remained 

relatively constant, following an initial increase over the 2003 - 2007 period.  

As shown in Figure 12, graduation rates from 2016 to 2017 increased in Qikiqtani Region (from 36.6% to 48.8%) and 

Kivalliq Region (from 56.1% to 56.4%), as well as Nunavut as a whole (from 41.7% to 47.7%). A small decrease in 

graduation rates was observed in Kitikmeot (from 31.5% to 30.6%). The post-development average graduation rate in the 

Qikiqtani Region is slightly lower than pre-development average (from 38.0% to 35.7%), however an upward trend has 

emerged in Qikiqtani since 2014. Graduation rate averages during the post-development period are also broadly showing 

upward trends as compared to pre-development in Kivalliq (from 37.5% to 47.3%), Kitikmeot (from 20.2% to 25.9%) and 

Nunavut (from 34.3% to 37.5%).  

This data may indicate a positive Project influence within the LSA and more broadly in the Qikiqtani Region. The EIS 

predicted the Project would provide incentives related to school attendance and success in the LSA, including the 

potential for employment with the Project, access to scholarships, and laptop donations. Further, Baffinland’s Inuit hiring 

efforts to date have focused on the LSA communities. However, given the broadly comparable trends in graduation rates 

and number of graduates throughout Nunavut, this suggests that external broad-scale factors may also be driving these 

trends. This data will continue to be monitored for ongoing trends and potential Project attribution.  

2.3 Training and advancement programs 

Data and trends 

Table 7 presents the number of Inuit participants over time in four programs offered by Baffinland.  

Table 7. Inuit involvement in advancement programs (2015 – 2019) 

Program 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Summer students hired - - - 4 7 

Pre-trades program / entrance exams passed - - - 9 8 

Work Ready Program graduates - - - 59 99 

On-Site Work Ready Program Graduates - - - - 16 

Active apprenticeships 4 1 1 9 16 

Inuit internship program participants - - - - 8 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Figure 13 below depicts the number of training hours completed by Baffinland and contractor Inuit and non-Inuit 

employees. Figure 14 provides an overview of the average number of training hours provided per FTE. 
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Figure 13. Baffinland and contractor training hours by Inuit 
status (2013 – 2019) 

Figure 14. Baffinland and contractor average training hours / FTE 
by Inuit status (2013 – 2019) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Figure 15 presents the number of training hours per type of training completed by Baffinland and contractor employees in 

2019.  

Figure 15. Types and hours of training provided (2019) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Interpretation 

Baffinland continues to offer pre‐employment training as per Article 8.12 of the IIBA. This type of training supports 

development of basic employment skills that are readily applicable not only to employment with Baffinland, but also to 

other employers and industries. In 2017, Baffinland developed a new Work Ready Program in partnership with the Mining 

Industry Human Resources Council (MIHR) which it began to offer in 2018. The program offered in 2019 was revised 

based on feedback from course participants. The revised program is a five-day training program facilitated in 

communities, and addresses the following areas: Self Awareness, An Introduction to Mining, Essential Skills for the 

Workplace, Money Management and Preparing for Fly-In, Fly-Out. Further, in 2019, in line with the IIBA commitments, 

the Work Readiness Program also offered on-site Work Readiness sessions held at the Mary River Mine. For both 2018 
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and 2019, the Work Ready Program was administered in Iqaluit, Clyde River, Pond Inlet, Igloolik, and Sanirajak; it was also 

offered in Arctic Bay in 2019. There were 99 graduates from this program in 2019, of which 86 were from the North Baffin 

LSA and 13 from Iqaluit (up from 59 graduates in 2018). Since 2012, there have been 435 graduates of Baffinland pre‐

employment training programs.  

In 2019 Baffinland expanded the Work Ready Program to include an on-site component of training. Participants from 

Iqaluit and the North Baffin Communities had the opportunity to spend seven (7) days at site. They completed the site 

orientation and then over the next five (5) days they had the opportunity to job shadow five (5) entry level positions at 

the mine with both Baffinland and contractors. Participants had the opportunity to express their interest in any of the 

roles, and where possible interviews were conducted. This resulted in employment for some participants. The On-Site 

Work Ready experience allowed participants to understand life at site, as well as some of the roles available to them. In 

2019 16 participants completed the on-site work ready program. 

Participants of the Apprenticeship Program, initially launched in 2017, join Baffinland as trades assistants for six months 

and participate in job shadowing activities to learn about the trade and Baffinland’s operations. In 2019, 16 Inuit 

apprentices were employed by Baffinland in the Apprenticeship Program, up from nine in 2018. Candidates who have 

successfully completed their six-month term and subsequent Trades Entrance Exam are offered full‐time, permanent 

apprenticeship positions with Baffinland.  

Baffinland started a Pre‐Trades Program with Nunavut Arctic College at site in 2018 as an additional means to support the 

Apprenticeship Program and prepare trades assistants for the Trades Entrance Exam. The Pre‐Trades Program assists 

individuals in gaining a foundation in the physical sciences and improving their English and Mathematics skills, which are 

intended to assist these individuals when taking the Trades Entrance Exam. In 2019, nine Inuit completed the Pre‐Trades 

Program and passed the Trades Entrance Exam (up from 8 in 2018).  

Baffinland, along with the Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA) and Employment and Social Development Canada continued to 

run the Q-STEP Heavy Equipment Operator Program in Morrisburg, Ontario. The program was revised in 2019 with 

trainees dedicated to only two pieces of equipment, Skid Steer and Articulated Rock Truck, with increased seat time 

through a reduction in simulator time. Graduate Trainees are offered employment as trainees. An additional Heavy 

Equipment Operator (HEO) program provides the essentials of safety, equipment characteristics, operating techniques, 

transportation and pre-operational inspections that apply to heavy equipment. 

Further, Baffinland makes summer employment opportunities available to Inuit students as per IIBA Article 7.19. In 2019, 

seven students were hired from the communities of Sanirajak, Igloolik, Clyde River and Pond Inlet. Per IIBA Article 7.20, 

Baffinland developed and operated an Inuit Internship Program related to the disciplines of: Finance, Information 

Technology, Procurement, Organizational Effectiveness, Sustainable Development, and Human Resources. This program 

will operate for a minimum of ten years and will offer a minimum of four internship positions per year. A total of eight 

interns were successfully placed in 2019 from Iqaluit, Pond Inlet, Arctic Bay, Igloolik and Ottawa.  

Figure 13 presents the total hours of training completed since 2013. In 2019, a total of 93,367 hours of training were 

completed, of which 44,135 hours (or 47.3%) were completed by Inuit. This represents an increase of 9,506 Inuit training 

hours compared to 2018. It further represents an average of 153 hours of training per Inuit employee and contractor FTE 

in 2019 (as shown in Figure 14). In total, 288,358 hours of training have been completed since Project development, of 

which 94,631 hours (or 32.8%) were completed by Inuit.  

Figure 15 displays the hours of training provided to Baffinland and contractor Inuit and non‐Inuit employees in 2019 by 

type of training. Training with the highest levels of Inuit participation in 2019 included the Q-STEP Apprenticeship 

Program (20,703 hours), Q-STEP Morrisburg HEO Training Program (6,915 hours), standard HEO program (5,716 hours), 

Work Ready off-site program (1,848), and site orientation (2,866 hours).  

The training data in this section provide a good indicator of the magnitude of Baffinland’s annual training efforts for both 

Inuit and non‐Inuit Baffinland and contractor employees. The increase in training opportunities in 2019 likely reflects the 

commitments made by Baffinland to Inuit training through the IIBA, including the IHRS and Q‐STEP. The Inuit Human 

Resources Strategy (IHRS) is a strategy document collaboratively developed by Baffinland and QIA. It includes goals and 

initiatives to increase Inuit employment at the Project over time. Baffinland and QIA successfully secured funding through 
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Employment and Social Development Canada’s (ESDC) Skills and Partnership Fund for their Qikiqtani Skills and Training for 

Employment Partnership (Q‐STEP) training program. Q‐STEP is a four‐year initiative that will be undertaken by QIA in close 

partnership with Baffinland to provide Inuit with skills and qualifications to meet Project-related employment needs as 

well as other employment opportunities in the region. The program includes both work readiness measures as well as 

targeted training programs directed at apprenticeships, skills development, supervisor training, and formal certification in 

heavy equipment operation. The total value of the program is $19 million, with the Government of Canada providing $7.9 

million, Baffinland $9.4 million of in‐kind support, and Kakivak Association up to $1.6 million of in‐kind support. The 

Government of Nunavut also offers operational support to Q‐STEP. 

In 2019 Baffinland introduced their Inuit Success Assurance team to strengthen their engagement in developing people, 

and to become the employer of choice for Inuit in Nunavut. The team delivers Work Ready training on-site and in the 

North Baffin communities, and works with operations leaders and Inuit employees to enhance career success, retention 

and advancement. They also support the delivery of the Adult Basic Education Program and Management and Advanced 

Skills Training Program. Baffinland has engaged with the Nunavut Literacy Council to complete a Workplace Needs 

Assessment at Mary River in 2019, with other sites planned for 2020 to enable the effective delivery of these and other 

programs. Outcomes of these efforts will be reported as they are available.  

Finally, Baffinland introduced the Inuit Cultural Engagement (ICE) Workshop in 2019 for all Baffinland and contractor 

employees working at the Mary River site to create awareness and understanding of Inuit customs, history and traditions. 

Three pilot programs were successfully delivered in the summer of 2019. Attendees included 10 Inuit and 38 non-Inuit 

participants and feedback was used to strengthen the workshop. The Inuit Success Assurance team reviewed and updated 

the Inuit Cultural Engagement Session in November 2019. This team now delivers the ICE workshops. Based on continued 

feedback and review the program will be further refined and expanded in 2020. 

With these cumulative efforts, it is apparent the Project has had a positive effect on education and skills development 

amongst LSA residents. In 2019, Baffinland continued to provide many training and skills development opportunities to its 

Inuit employees, and a number of other Baffinland programs and IIBA initiatives have contributed to the development of 

a more experienced Inuit workforce. Baffinland employees are also regularly exposed to ‘informal’ training and skills 

development opportunities through contact with more experienced coworkers and the process of everyday work.  

2.4 Employee education and pre-Mary River employment status 

BCLOs in each of the North Baffin LSA communities administered a voluntary Inuit Employee Survey in January/February 

2019. The survey was developed to address Project Certificate Term and Condition No. 140, requesting information on 

employee education and pre‐employment status at the time of hiring. Seventy-one Inuit employees completed the 

survey, representing 20% of the North Baffin LSA Inuit staff in 2019. The survey results presented here are the same 

results that were presented in the 2018 SEMR. 

Figure 16 presents survey results relating to the highest level of education obtained by the 71 Baffinland and contractor 

Inuit employees. 
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Figure 16. Highest level of education obtained by Inuit employees (2019) 

 

Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2019) 

Figure 17 below provides the 2016 census results of the highest level of education obtained by Nunavut and North Baffin 

LSA residents.  

Figure 17. Highest level of education obtained by Nunavut and North Baffin LSA residents (2016) 

 

Source: ( (Statistics Canada, 2017) 

Figure 18 below summarizes survey results relating to the interest of Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees to attend 

a financial literacy course. 
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Figure 18. Inuit employee desire to attend financial literacy courses (2019) 

 

Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2019) 

Figure 19. below summarizes survey results relating to the employment and academic status of Baffinland and contractor 

Inuit employees prior to their employment at Mary River. 

Figure 19. Inuit employee academic and employment status pre-Mary River employment 

 

Of the 17 employees who answered yes, respondents 
noted a previous employment status of casual (6); part-
time (3); full-time (7) and unknown (1). 

Of the 5 employees who answered yes, none of them 
suspended or discontinued their education because they 
were hired to work at Mary River.  

Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2019) 

Interpretation 

Results from the 2019 and earlier surveys show varied educational backgrounds among Inuit employees. Approximately 

half of the respondents (35 of 71 respondents) noted that as of January 2019 they had less than a high school education. 

A further 17% (12 respondents) reported having a high school diploma or equivalent. With respect to post-secondary 

education, three respondents (4.2%) had an apprenticeship or trades certificate or diploma, eleven (15.5%) had a college 

or other non‐university certificate or diploma, and no respondents had any type of university certificate or diploma. 
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2016 Census data indicate that a higher proportion of survey respondents had either no high-school diploma or had a 

high-school diploma as their highest educational attainment as compared to the North Baffin LSA or Nunavut populations 

(see Figure 17 for additional details).  

Survey respondents expressed strong interest in attending an informational course about managing personal finances, 

setting up monthly bill payments, and establishing savings goals if it was offered (Figure 18). Approximately two-thirds of 

respondents (64.8%) stated they would attend such a course, and one quarter (25%) would not. When ‘unknown’ results 

are removed, almost 72% of respondents said they would attend such a course.  

The survey also explored whether respondents were employed or pursuing education prior to Baffinland employment. A 

total of five respondents were enrolled in an academic or vocational program at the time of their hire, and 55 were not 

(Figure 19.). None (n=0) of the respondents that were enrolled in an academic or vocational program stated that they had 

suspended or discontinued their education as a result of being hired to work at the Project. While it is difficult to draw 

firm conclusions from this relatively small sample size, the past three surveys provide similar results, with 0% in 2019, 3% 

in 2018, and 0% in 2017 suspending their education as a result of being hired to work at the Project.  

In terms of employment status prior to Baffinland employment (as shown in Figure 19.), 17 respondents stated that they 

had resigned from a previous job in order to take up employment with the Project, while 47 did not. By comparison, 22 

respondents had resigned from a previous job in 2018, and nine in 2017. Of the 17 respondents who resigned from a 

previous job, six had casual employment status, three had part‐time employment status, and seven were employed full‐

time. More than half of these 17 respondents (53%) left casual or part-time employment to work at the Project, which 

may suggest that Baffinland employment offered a higher degree of security and certainty to these respondents than 

their previous employment.  

Baffinland will continue to track the education and employment status of its Inuit employees prior to Baffinland 

employment through the Inuit Employee Survey to see if any future trends emerge. 

2.5 VSEC Effects assessment 

There were three residual effects for the Education and Training VSEC assessed in the Mary River EIS. Monitoring results 

applicable to these are summarized below. 
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Residual effect Improved Life Skills Among Young Adults 

Summary 
The EIS predicted positive effects on life skills development among young adults in the LSA 
would arise from the Project. This would occur primarily through access to industrial work supported by 
pre‐employment preparation and on‐the‐job training. 

Existing mitigation 
• Pre‐employment training (e.g. Work Ready Program) 

• On‐the‐job training 

• Creation of a supportive work environment 

• A no drugs/no alcohol policy on site 

• Inuit Internship Program 

• Summer student employment 

• Measures included in the IIBA to enhance Inuit employment, training, and skills development at 
the Project 

Monitoring results In 2019, Baffinland continued to provide various opportunities for life skills development among LSA 
residents. This included a Work Ready Program (81 graduates) and employment (377,956 hours worked by 
LSA residents) and training opportunities (44,135 hours of training completed by Inuit). Since Project 
development, there have been 435 graduates of Baffinland pre‐employment training programs, 1,833,574 
hours have been worked by LSA residents, and 94,631 hours of training have been provided to Inuit. These 
opportunities are notable, especially when considering the lack of employment and training opportunities 
that have historically existed in the LSA. 

While not all individuals who received pre‐employment training, employment, and other training 
opportunities from Baffinland can be considered ‘youth’, it can reasonably be assumed that: a) some 
youth were included in this group, and b) some other individuals stood to benefit from the life skills 
development opportunities provided. It is further acknowledged that life skills development for some 
individuals can take time to be achieved.  

Furthermore, Baffinland strives to maintain a healthy and supportive work environment and provides 
access to counselling and support resources. The Company fully funds a Community Counsellor Program, 
access to on-site Cultural Advisors, and has increased its delivery of Inuit cultural programming on site in 
2019.  

There are indications that positive effects on life skills development among young adults in the LSA 
continue to result from the Project, as predicted in the EIS. There is no evidence to suggest mitigation 
measures need to be modified at this time. 
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Residual effect Incentives Related to School Attendance and Success 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project would have a positive effect on education and skills development across the 
LSA by providing incentives related to school attendance and success. While there is some potential that 
individuals may drop out of school or forego further education to work at the Project, the overall effect of 
the Project will be to increase the value of education and thereby the ‘opportunity cost’ of dropping out of 
school. 

Existing mitigation 
• The establishment of a minimum age (i.e. 18) for Baffinland employment 

• Priority hiring for Inuit 

• Investments in school‐based initiatives (e.g. laptop donations, scholarships, school lunch 
programs) 

• Inuit Internship Program 

• Summer student employment 

• Measures included in the IIBA to enhance Inuit employment, training, and skills development at 
the Project. 

Monitoring results The impact of the Mary River Project on graduates and graduation rates remains unclear. While average 
pre- and post-development graduation rates show little change, the Qikiqtani region has seen a steady 
increase in graduation rates between 2014 and 2017 (the latest year for which data is available). School 
attendance and success can be influenced by many socio‐economic factors and determining causality 
between Project effects and school attendance can be difficult. Regardless, Baffinland continues to make 
investments in various school‐based initiatives (e.g. laptop donations to secondary school graduates, 
scholarships, school lunch program) which are believed to provide incentives in this area. Baffinland 
employment opportunities may motivate individuals to complete their education to improve their ability 
to obtain a desired career. Baffinland employment may also contribute to role‐modelling behaviour in 
communities. There is no evidence to suggest mitigation measures need to be modified at this time. 
However, this indicator will continue to be monitored for emerging trends. 
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Residual effect Opportunities to Gain Skills 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project would have a positive effect on education and skills development by 
providing opportunities for training and skills acquisition among LSA residents. 

Existing mitigation 
• Provision of various training programs 

• Upgrading and career development opportunities 

• Career counselling to employees 

• Measures included in the IIBA to enhance Inuit employment, training, and skills development at 
the Project 

• Commitment to contribute $10 million toward the Baffinland Inuit Training Centre  

Monitoring results In 2019, Baffinland continued providing training and skills development opportunities to Inuit. This 
included 44,135 hours of training for Inuit in dozens of training programs. Eight Inuit apprentices were also 
employed by Baffinland along with seven Inuit summer students and 8 participants in the Inuit internship 
program. A total of 94,631 hours of training have been provided to Inuit since Project development. 
Furthermore, Baffinland employees are regularly exposed to various ‘informal’ training and skills 
development opportunities through contact with more experienced coworkers and the process of 
everyday work. Several other initiatives have (or are expected to) contribute to the development of a 
more experienced Inuit workforce including training opportunities identified in the IIBA, IHRS, and Q‐STEP 
program. This includes the delivery of pre‐ employment training, employee skills upgrading courses (e.g. 
GED, literacy and numeracy), training in apprenticeships and heavy equipment operation, and various 
career advancement programs for existing employees. The opportunities provided by the Project are 
notable, particularly when considering the existing skills gaps and limited employment options in many 
parts of Nunavut. Available information suggests the Project has had a positive effect on education and 
skills development among LSA residents, as was predicted in the EIS. There is no evidence to suggest 
mitigation measures need to be modified at this time. 
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3 · Employment and Livelihood 
The local labour market and employment opportunities for the North 
Baffin LSA residents 

 

FEIS Predictions  

“The Project will have a positive effect on wage employment in the North Baffin by introducing new job opportunities and 

actively assisting local residents to access these jobs.” 

“The Project will have a positive effect on the ability of local residents to progress in their jobs and career choices. This 

effect will arise as a result of the new career paths that will be introduced to the region, from entry-level through step-by-

step advancement to higher level jobs.” 

Key Findings 

• The number of FTEs from the LSA grew by 60 people over the previous year. These LSA employment 

opportunities likely reflect both the increase in labour demand from the growth in Project activities, as well as 

commitments Baffinland has made to Inuit employment through the IIBA.  

• In 2019, there was an increase of 20 Inuit female FTEs as compared to 2018. The proportion of Inuit females in 

the workforce remains roughly the same as last year. The proportion of non-Inuit female FTEs increased from 

3.4% of the total workforce in 2018 to 6.1% in 2019. 

• A total of eight Inuit employee promotions (seven males, one female) occurred in 2019, an increase of two 

promotions as compared to 2018 and the third consecutive year of growth following an initial sharp decrease 

from 2016 – 2017. The growth in total Inuit FTEs, increasing to 288 FTEs in 2019 (see Section 3.1), provides 

additional opportunities to identify potential candidates for future promotion. 

• In 2019, there were 34 Inuit employee departures, which equates to an approximate Inuit employee turnover 

rate of 18%. This represents a substantial improvement since 2018 (30%) and 2017 (45%). While the Inuit 

employee turnover rate remains higher than the non‐Inuit employee turnover rate of 14.6%, the gap between 

these rates has narrowed substantially over the last two years.  

3.1 Mary River Inuit and LSA employment 

Data and trends 

Figure 20 presents an overview of Baffinland and contractor, Inuit and non-Inuit full time equivalent positions (FTEs) since 

2013. Presenting the data in terms of FTEs is a way to control for the differences in the number of hours worked by 

different individuals, thereby providing a more accurate and comparable picture of employment over time and between 

projects than a snapshot at one point in time. One FTE represents 2,016 hours, or the approximate time one person works 

on a full-time basis for a year. 
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Figure 20. Contractor and Baffinland employment (FTEs) by Inuit status 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Table 8 provides additional detail on FTEs and hours worked by ethnicity and employee origin in both 2018 and 2019. 

Table 8: Baffinland and contractor employment (FTEs and hours worked) by ethnicity and origin in 2018 and 2019 

 2018 2019 

Employee Ethnicity & Origin FTEs (hours) % of Total FTEs (hours) % of Total 

Inuit     

North Baffin LSA 142 (287,040) 9.3% 187 (377,956) 8.7% 

Iqaluit 40 (81,432) 2.6% 59 (118,307) 2.7% 

Other 34 (67,436) 2.2% 42 (83,934) 1.9% 

Inuit totals 216 (435,908) 14.1% 288 (580,197) 13.3% 

Non-Inuit     

North Baffin LSA 0 (0) 0% 1 (1,648) 0% 

Iqaluit 6 (11,484) 0.4% 1 (2,426) 0% 

Other 1,307 (2,634,348) 85.5% 1,869 (3,767,412) 86.6% 

Non-Inuit total 1,313 (2,645,832) 87.7% 1,871 (3,771,486) 86.7% 

Grand Totals 1,529 (3,081,740) 100.0% 2,159 (4,351,683) 100.0% 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Interpretation 

Comparing the total number of FTEs at the Mary River Project each year provides a clear indicator of the Project’s overall 

labour demand. It also helps to highlight the extent to which new job opportunities have become available to LSA 

residents. In 2019, there were approximately 2,159 FTEs working at Mary River, continuing an increase from 2017 (1,182 

FTEs) and 2018 (1,529 FTEs). These FTEs are equivalent to 4,351,683 hours of project labour performed in 2019. 

Proportionately, this represents a 41.2% increase in labour demand over the previous year, which is largely attributed to 

the increase in Project-related activities in 2019. 

In 2019, there was approximately 288 Inuit FTEs working at the Mary River Project, up from 216 in 2018. This represents a 

single year increase of 33.3% in Inuit labour contribution. There has been an upward trend in total Inuit FTEs working at 

the Project since 2016, following a small decrease in 2015. The increasing trend in total Inuit FTEs indicates that new job 

opportunities continue to be made available to Inuit LSA residents. This can be attributed to additional initiatives and 

commitments stemming from the amended IIBA. 
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Of the Inuit FTEs working at the Mary River Project, 246 were full-time, Baffinland and contractor employees from the 

LSA. 187 Inuit FTEs were North Baffin LSA residents and an additional 59 were based in Iqaluit. This represents a 

cumulative increase of 64 Inuit FTEs from the LSA as compared to 2018. These LSA employment opportunities likely 

reflect the increase in labour demand from the growth in Project activities, as well as commitments Baffinland has made 

to Inuit employment through the IIBA. 

3.2 Mary River employment by gender 

Figure 21 and Figure 22 outline the number of Inuit and non-Inuit FTEs by gender from 2013 to 2019.  

Figure 21 Baffinland and contractor Inuit FTE’s by gender Figure 22: Baffinland and contractor Non-Inuit FTE’s by gender 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Table 9 provides additional detail on FTEs and hours worked by gender and ethnicity in 2018 and 2019. 

Table 9: Baffinland and contractor FTEs and hours worked by gender and ethnicity (2018 – 2019) 

 2018 2019 

 Hours Worked FTE % of 2018 Total Hours Worked FTE % of 2019 Total 

Inuit       

Male 314,530 156 10.2% 418,190 207 9.6% 

Female 121,378 60 3.9% 161,635 80 3.7% 

Non-Inuit       

Male 2,541,130 1,261 82.5% 3,508,642 1,740 80.6% 

Female 104,702 52 3.4% 262,844 130 6.1% 

All ethnicities       

Male 2,855,660 1,416 92.7% 3,926,832 1,948 90.2% 

Female 226,080 112 7.3% 424,479 211 9.8% 

Total 3,081,740 1,529 100.0% 4,351,683* 2,159* 100.0% 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) | * Note: values may not add up due to rounding  
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Interpretation 

Female participation in the Canadian mining industry is typically low. Although women represent 48% of the general 

Canadian workforce, women comprise only 16% of the total Canadian mining workforce (MIHR, 2019). Indigenous women 

are also less likely than non‐Indigenous women to be employed in Canada (Arriagada, 2016). The number of FTEs and 

total hours worked by Inuit and non-Inuit female Baffinland and contractor employees on the Project provides insight into 

efforts made by Baffinland to recruit, retain, and reduce employment barriers for women. 

In total, there were 211 female FTEs in 2019, representing 9.8% of the total workforce. This was a substantial increase 

over 2018, when there were 112 female FTEs (7.3% of the total workforce). The female workforce in 2019 included 

approximately 80 Inuit FTEs (up from 60 in 2018) and 130 non-Inuit FTEs (up from 52 in 2018). As a percentage of the 

workforce, Inuit women represented 28% of the Inuit workforce (which is consistent with the proportion in 2018), and 

non-Inuit women represented 7.5% of the non-Inuit workforce (up from 3.4% in 2018). Since 2013, Inuit women have 

comprised a greater proportion of the Inuit workforce as compared to the proportion of non-Inuit females within the non-

Inuit workforce. When compared to the total workforce in 2019, Inuit women comprised 3.7% of the total workforce 

(Table 9). The proportion of Inuit FTEs in the workforce remained roughly the same in 2019 as in 2018, whereas non-Inuit 

female FTEs increased proportionally from 3.4% of the total workforce in 2018 to 6.1% in 2019.  

Access to adequate childcare is frequently cited as an issue for some individuals in Nunavut and can act as a barrier to 

employment for women in general, and rotational work schedules in particular (Pauktuutit, Czyzewski, Tester, Aaruaq, & 

Blangy, 2014; Paukuutit).  Comments on the lack of childcare in LSA communities have been made previously by Project 

stakeholders and can be found in previous SEMRs (Baffinland, 2019). Baffinland continues to make efforts to examine the 

issue of childcare availability through its ‘Arnait Action Pan’ and has the opportunity to discuss this subject directly with 

the Government of Nunavut through their Memorandum of Understanding. This topic continues to be tracked through 

the QSEMC process and community engagement conducted for the Project. 

The growth in total female FTEs working at the Project, as well as the growth in the proportional representation of the 

non-Inuit female workforce, indicates that the Project has had some success in attracting more women into Project 

employment. To further encourage Inuit female employment and retention at the Project, Baffinland collaboratively 

developed goals, priorities, and measures with the QIA in the IHRS and through the 2018 renegotiation of the IIBA. Article 

7.17 of the IIBA, for instance, requires Baffinland to implement human resource policies that ensure equal access to 

employment for Inuit men and women, whereas Article 11.5 highlights affirmative steps to take for attracting female 

employees. The success of initiatives on Inuit female employment and retention will continue to be tracked by Baffinland. 

3.3 Employee advancement 

Data and trends 

Figure 23 presents data on the total number of Baffinland Inuit employee promotions over time. 

Figure 23. Inuit employee promotions at Baffinland 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 35 

Interpretation 

The Project was predicted to have a positive effect on the ability of local residents to progress in their jobs and career 

choices. Enabling career path progression involves successfully recruiting Inuit employees, supporting skills development, 

career path planning, and creating an environment geared towards skills development and progression.  

In 2019, Baffinland focused on increasing Inuit employment (see Section 3.1). A larger Inuit workforce provides additional 

opportunities to identify potential candidates for future promotion. As described in Section 2.4, of the new Baffinland and 

contractor Inuit employees who completed the Inuit employee survey in 2019, nine had moved from part-time or casual 

employment with a different employer to full-time Baffinland employment. This provides some indication of new career 

paths made available to LSA residents as they started their work at Mary River. 

The total number of Inuit employee promotions at Baffinland provides another indicator of Inuit career progression at the 

Project. A total of eight Inuit employee promotions occurred in 2019, six in 2018 and three in 2017. This is the third 

consecutive year of growth following an initial sharp decrease from 2016 – 2017. Of the eight Inuit employees promoted 

in 2019, one was female. Advancements or promotions depend on available openings; that is, for an advancement to 

occur, a position must be available.  

In 2019 Baffinland updated its Operations Progression Plan and struck the Career Path Working group with QIA. This 

working group was tasked with creating career path progression planning for each Inuit employee of the Mary River 

Project. The work completed by this working group will be launched in 2020. The Inuit Success Assurance team was also 

introduced in 2019 as another means for Baffinland to strengthen employee engagement and development and become 

the employer of choice for Inuit in Nunavut. These team members facilitate, engage and work with operations leaders and 

their Inuit employees towards success, retention, and career advancement in their career at Baffinland. Outcomes in this 

area will continue to be monitored. 

3.4 Employee turnover 

Data and trends 

Figure 24 and Figure 25 display information on Baffinland employee turnover rate and total departures since 2015. 

Comparable employee turnover rates for 2013‐2015 are not provided due to differences in how employee numbers and 

departures were previously calculated by Baffinland. Turnover rate is calculated by dividing the total number of 

departures in a calendar year by the average headcount over the same period. 



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 36 

Figure 24. Baffinland employee turnover rate (Inuit and non-
Inuit) 

Figure 25. Baffinland employee departures (Inuit and non-Inuit) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Interpretation 

Employee turnover and departure data (‘turnover’ includes resignation, layoff, termination, end of contract, and 

retirement) provides an indication of employment stability, which is valuable to the individual, the LSA and Baffinland.  

Comparatively speaking, the mining industry is broadly recognised as having a relatively high turnover rate of 10%, with 

half of the turnover representing terminations and layoffs, and the remainder comprised of voluntary turnover and 

retirement (MIHR, 2019). However, remote mining operations such as the Mary River Project are known to experience 

even higher turnover than the industry average, largely due to the remote and rotational nature of the work, as well as 

cultural factors. High rates of employee turnover are not unique to Baffinland and have also been an issue in the past for 

other Nunavut-based organizations, including the Government of Nunavut and other mining operations in the territory. 

In 2019, there were 34 Inuit employee departures, which equates to an approximate Inuit employee turnover rate of 

18.4%. This represents a substantial improvement over 2018 (when the turnover rate was 30%), and 2017 (when the 

turnover rate was 45%). The turnover rate for non-Inuit employees has also substantially improved since 2017, at 14% in 

2019 down from 28% in 2018. Since 2015, turnover rates for Inuit team members have tended to be higher than non-Inuit 

team members, however in 2018 and 2019 that gap has narrowed substantially.  

While the total workforce has increased substantially since 2017 (which affects the calculation of the turnover rate), it is 

noteworthy that the number of both Inuit and non-Inuit departures also fell substantially in 2019. Decreasing employee 

departures can likely be partially attributed to efforts made by Baffinland to reduce employee turnover. Developed 

through its amended IIBA and IHRS, some of these initiatives include: instituting a mid‐probationary review program to 

evaluate new employee performance and identify potential issues, consideration of alternative rotational schedules 

better aligned with familial and community activities, placing greater emphasis upon cultural awareness training and 

cultural activities, providing formalized support systems for Inuit employees, implementing effective employee concern 

and workplace conditions review processes, and the introduction of the Inuit Success Assurance team, among others.  

Common reasons Inuit employees cited for resigning in 2019 included fly-in-fly-out impact on the employee and their 

family, work‐life balance, accepting another position and/or a position closer to home. With respect to employee 

dismissal or involuntary terminations, common reasons for Inuit turnover included violation of company policy, workplace 

conduct, performance, and absenteeism. Many of these reasons were similarly identified in both 2017 and 2018. 

Baffinland continues to monitor employee turnover causes and outcomes and has committed to reducing turnover and 

increasing Inuit employment as the Project advances. 
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In 2018, Baffinland began tracking the rehiring of Inuit at the Project. A rehire constitutes an employee who departed the 

Project workforce voluntarily or involuntarily and was rehired as an employee of Baffinland. This data does not include 

rehiring that may have been carried out by contractors. In 2019, 18 Inuit were rehired by Baffinland (compared with 22 in 

2018). For someone to be rehired there must be a position open. 

3.5 VSEC Effects assessment 

There were three residual effects for the Employment and Livelihood VSEC assessed in the Mary River EIS. Monitoring 

results applicable to these are summarized below. 

 

Residual effect Creation of Jobs in the LSA 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project would have a positive effect on wage employment in the LSA (i.e. a 5%+ 
change in baseline labour) by introducing new job opportunities and assisting local residents to access 
these jobs. Under baseline conditions, the labour markets of the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit were 
estimated to generate a labour demand of 2.0 million and 4.7 million hours per year, respectively. 5% of 
these values would equal 335,000 hours per year (i.e. 100,000 hours in the North Baffin LSA and 235,000 
hours in Iqaluit). The Project was predicted to generate a total labour demand of approximately 0.9 million 
hours per year during ERP operations. With the addition of the 18 Mt/a phase, annual labour demand 
would increase to 2.9 million hours. Labour demand during construction would average roughly 4.1 million 
hours per year over a six‐year period but peak at approximately 7.3 million hours per year. Closure phase 
labour demand estimates do not currently exist but will be developed by Baffinland in the future. 

Existing 
management / 
mitigation 

• Designation of all LSA communities as points of‐hire 

• Provisions within the Mary River IIBA (i.e. priority Inuit hiring) 

Monitoring results In 2019, the Project continued to generate substantial labour demand and employment opportunities. The 
generation of 4,351,683 hours of Project labour in 2019 is in line with the EIS prediction of a 5%+ change in 
baseline labour (i.e. at least 335,000 hours created per year). As such, the positive effect on LSA job 
creation predicted to occur in the EIS is confirmed. 
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Residual effect Employment of LSA Residents 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project would have a positive effect on wage employment in the LSA (i.e. a 5%+ 
change in baseline labour) by introducing new job opportunities and assisting local residents to access 
these jobs. This equates to at least 335,000 hours of new employment being created per year, in a 
baseline environment that was estimated to create 6.7 million hours of labour per year. The Project was 
predicted to result in the employment of an estimated 300 LSA residents each year. These residents would 
supply approximately 342,000 hours of labour per year to the Project, of which 230,000 hours would be 
provided by North Baffin LSA residents and 112,000 hours would be provided by Iqaluit residents. 

Existing 
management / 
mitigation 

• Management commitments and Company policies related to Inuit employment and 
retention, including commitments made in the IIBA  

• Designation of all LSA communities as points of‐hire  

• Training‐to‐employment programs such as Baffinland’s Apprenticeship Program, 
Morrisburg HEO Training Program, Inuit Internship Program, and Work Ready Program  

• Hiring of Inuit Recruiters  

• Creation of a supportive work environment (e.g. EFAP, Cultural Advisors, Human Resource 
Advisors – Inuit Relations, introduction of Inuit Success Assurance team, on‐site cultural 
initiatives) 

Monitoring results In 2019, a total of 500,337 hours was worked by LSA residents on the Project. 379,604 hours were worked 
by North Baffin LSA residents and 120,733 hours were worked by Iqaluit residents. The 2019 LSA 
employment numbers exceeded expectations in the North Baffin LSA, while in Iqaluit they are largely 
consistent with EIS predictions. Baffinland has committed to improving its Inuit employment levels over 
time. This is expected to occur through ongoing implementation of IIBA provisions on Inuit employment 
and retention. Likewise, Baffinland’s Apprenticeship Program, Morrisburg HEO Training Program, Inuit 
Internship Program, Work Ready Program, and other initiatives are anticipated to improve Inuit 
employment levels over time. Ongoing monitoring of employment levels against EIS predictions and the 
IIBA’s MIEGs will provide a means of tracking the success of Baffinland’s efforts in this area. Comments 
shared during community engagement for the Project have highlighted the importance of employment 
opportunities in the LSA and the desire for this Project benefit to continue. Insights such as these, 
combined with the data presented above, confirm the Project has had positive effects on employment of 
LSA residents. However, it could take several years to fully realize the Project’s Inuit employment potential 
and for the success of mitigation measures to ultimately be determined. 

 



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 39 

 

  

Residual effect New Career Paths 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project would have a positive effect on the ability of LSA residents to progress in 
their jobs and careers. This effect would occur because of new career paths introduced to the region, from 
entry‐level through step‐by‐step advancement to higher‐level jobs. 

Existing mitigation 
• Management commitments and Company policies related to Inuit employment and retention, 

including commitments made in the IIBA  

• Training‐to‐employment programs such as Baffinland’s Apprenticeship Program, Morrisburg HEO 
Training Program, Inuit Internship Program, and Work Ready Program 

• Career support and advancement initiatives, including career path development plans for every 
Inuk employee and career paths for each Baffinland department (in development) 

• A ‘Lines of Progression Policy’ and Career Path Working Group  

• Creation of a supportive work environment (e.g. EFAP, Cultural Advisors, Human Resource 
Advisors – Inuit Relations, introduction of Inuit Success Assurance team, on‐site cultural 
initiatives) 

Monitoring results Eight Inuit were promoted to new positions in 2019. Some Project careers represent an opportunity for 
individuals to improve their existing employment status (e.g. from unemployed to employed, from part‐
time to full‐time, from lower‐skilled to higher‐skilled positions) and/or may form the basis of future 
promotion and advancement at the Project. The career opportunities introduced to the region represent a 
positive effect of the Project and likely reflect the commitments and mitigation measures Baffinland has 
developed in this area. However, there were several Baffinland Inuit employee departures in 2019 (34 
individuals) and high turnover has been documented in previous years (although 18 Inuit were also rehired 
in 2019). High rates of employee turnover have also been an issue for other Nunavut organizations in the 
past. Baffinland continues to monitor employee turnover causes and outcomes and has committed to 
reducing turnover, increasing Inuit employment, and providing opportunities for Inuit career advancement 
where feasible. Note that it could take several years to fully realize the Project’s Inuit employment 
potential and for the success of mitigation measures to ultimately be determined. 
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4 · Contracting and Business Opportunities 
The contribution of the Project to  the economy of Nunavut and its 
communities through payroll and contract expenditures  

 

FEIS Prediction  

“The Project will have a significant positive effect on the level of opportunities available for local businesses to pursue. 

These opportunities will be available over the relatively long-time horizon of the Project, and many will be available on a 

continuous basis. These are considered to be important attributes of the Project’s impact on business opportunities as 

they should support the developmental context seen in the LSA.” 

Key Findings 

• Inuit income from Baffinland and contractor employees totalled $20.3 million in 2019 and representing 14.4% of 

total Project payroll. Of this, nearly $13.3 million went to Inuit who reside in the LSA. This represents a large 

increase over 2018 Inuit payroll, largely due to both additional Inuit employment as well as the inclusion of 

contractor payroll due to better reporting requirements. 

• Approximately $289 million in contracts were committed to Inuit firms in 2019, representing nearly 38% of total 

contract commitments and an increase from 2018 levels. 

• In 2019, the number of registered Inuit firms in the LSA and Iqaluit continued to increase steadily, with the 

number of firms up 27 and 40 since 2013, respectively. 

4.1 Employee payroll by Inuit status, scale 

Data and trends 

The figures below provide an overview of payroll expenditures for Baffinland and contractor employees. Figure 26 

displays Inuit payroll by year; Figure 27 displays 2019 Inuit payroll by community; and Figure 28 displays 2019 Inuit and 

non-Inuit payroll. 

Figure 26. Baffinland and contractor Inuit 
payroll (2017 - 2019)* 

Figure 27. Baffinland and contractor Inuit 
payroll by community (2019) 

Figure 28. Baffinland and contractor 
payroll, Inuit and non-Inuit (2019) 

 
Source: (Baffinland, 2019) | *Note that the 2019 increase is in part due to the inclusion of contractor income, which was not included in previous years 
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Interpretation 

Payroll expenditures to LSA employees indicate the degree to which an expanded market for consumer goods and 

services has been created by the Project. As shown in Figure 26, Baffinland and contractor Inuit employee income totalled 

$20.3 million in 2019. Of this, nearly $13.3 million went to Inuit who reside in the LSA. Through the creation of 

employment opportunities in the LSA, the Project has created new sources of income for LSA residents. It is reasonable to 

expect that some of this new income is available for residents to spend on consumer goods and services. The substantial 

2019 increase in Inuit payroll over 2018 values is due to both additional Inuit employment as well as the inclusion of 

contractor payroll due to better reporting requirements. 

Figure 27 displays the proportion of Baffinland and contractor Inuit employee payroll by LSA community in 2019. The top 

three LSA communities in terms of Inuit payroll expenditure in 2019 were Arctic Bay ($3.64 million), Clyde River ($2.96 

million) and Pond Inlet ($2.72 million). Igloolik continued to be the lowest earning LSA community in 2019, earning about 

$1.61 million. The difference in total payroll expenditure between communities is due to the number of employees from 

each community, and the income earned by each individual. 

The $20 million paid to Inuit employees represents approximately 14.4% of the total Baffinland and contractor payroll 

(Figure 28). Since 2017, Baffinland and contractors have provided $37.8 million in payroll to Inuit employees. Baffinland’s 

commitments to Inuit employment (and by extension those of contractors), including those made through the IIBA help 

maintain and grow payroll expenditures for Inuit employees, including those residing in LSA communities. 

4.2 Contract expenditures to Inuit firms 

Data and trends 

Figure 29 displays the value of contracting that has occurred with Inuit Firms at the Project since 2015. Total contract 
commitments on Inuit and Non-Inuit firms is shown in Figure 30. 

Figure 29. Contract commitments on Inuit firms Figure 30: Contract commitments on Inuit and Non-Inuit 
firms (2019) 

 
Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Interpretation 

In 2019, approximately $289 million worth of contracts were committed to Inuit firms, representing nearly 38% of all 

contracts awarded by the Project ($760.7 million). Contract commitments to Inuit firms were $147.9 million higher than in 

2018, but lower than the peak level of $387 million in 2017, during which there were several large construction contracts. 

Since Project development, a total of $1.2 billion worth of contracts has been awarded to Inuit Firms. These contracting 
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opportunities likely reflect the commitments Baffinland has made on Inuit firm procurement through the IIBA and other 

initiatives such as the IPCS. 

4.3 Registered Inuit firms 

Data and trends 

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. (NTI) maintains an Inuit Firm Registry database for Nunavut. This database provides the name of 

each registered Inuit Firm6, describes each firm’s area of business operations, and location where the firm is based. The 

number of registered Inuit Firms in the LSA since 2013 are presented in Figure 31. 

Figure 31. Registered Inuit firms in Iqaluit and the North Baffin LSA 

 
Source: (Eegeesiak, 2016; NTI, 2020)  

Interpretation 

The number of registered Inuit Firms in the LSA is a potential indicator of the degree to which an expanded market for 

consumer goods and services has been created by the Project. This is because new Project‐generated consumer 

discretionary income is expected to result in increased demand for (and spending on) local goods and services. 

Subsequently, the number and offerings of local businesses may increase to meet this demand. In 2019, a total of 160 

active Inuit Firms were registered in the LSA. Forty-three of these firms were based in the North Baffin LSA communities 

and 117 were based in Iqaluit. Since 2013, the number of active Inuit Firms registered in the North Baffin LSA 

communities has increased by twenty-seven, while the number of active Inuit Firms registered in Iqaluit has increased by 

forty. 

 

 

6 As noted by (NTI, 2020), ‘Inuit Firm’ means an entity which complies with the legal requirements to carry on business in 
the Nunavut Settlement Area, and which is a limited company with at least 51% of the company’s voting shares 
beneficially owned by Inuit, or a cooperative controlled by Inuit, or an Inuk sole proprietorship or partnership. 
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4.4 VSEC Effects assessment 

There were two residual effects for the Population Demographics VSEC assessed in the Mary River EIS. Monitoring results 

applicable to these are summarized below. 

 

 

  

Residual effect Expanded Markets for Consumer Goods and Services 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project would expand the market for consumer (i.e. non‐Project related) goods and 
services across the LSA. This would result in a positive effect. 

Existing mitigation 
Company commitments related to Inuit employment and contracting (e.g. in the IIBA) which support the 
development of an expanded market for consumer goods and services in the LSA. This is because of the 
increased purchasing power local residents are expected to have due to Project‐induced direct and 
indirect employment income. 

Monitoring results The Project continued to expand the market for consumer goods and services across the LSA in 2019. 
Considerable amounts were spent on Baffinland’s LSA Inuit employee payroll and contracting with Inuit 
Firms (approximately $289 million committed) in 2019. These new contributions to the Nunavut economy 
are a direct result of Project development and represent a positive effect. This is because increased 
income from direct and indirect Baffinland employment can provide LSA residents with a greater capacity 
to purchase local goods and services. Increased income may also stimulate business growth (e.g. existing 
businesses may expand to meet increased consumer demand or new businesses may emerge, wealth 
generated through employment may increase an individual’s ability to start a new business). The number 
of Inuit Firms registered in the LSA communities has also increased (by 27) since 2013, which is consistent 
with a potential positive Project effect. It’s possible that continued monitoring may uncover additional 
positive Project effects (e.g. it may take an extended period for some businesses to respond to emerging 
commercial opportunities). There is no evidence to suggest mitigation measures need to be modified at 
this time. 

 

Residual effect Expanded Markets for Business Services to the Project 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project would have a positive effect on creating market opportunities for businesses 
in the LSA and RSA to supply goods and services to the Project. 

Existing mitigation 
• Implementation of several Inuit contracting policies, and the development of the IPCS. 

These have been designed to give Inuit firms preferential treatment and assistance in the 
contract bidding process. 

• Baffinland’s IIBA with the QIA includes several provisions related to Inuit contracting. In 
addition, a Business Capacity and Start‐Up Fund has been created to assist Inuit Firms. 
Baffinland contributes $275,000 annually to the fund, which assists with locating start‐up 
capital and financing, management development, ongoing business management, financial 
management, contracts and procurement, and human resources management. This fund is 
managed by the QIA.  

Monitoring results Since Project development, a total of $1.2 billion worth of contracts have been committed to Inuit Firms. 
$289 million in contracts was committed to Inuit Firms in 2019. Baffinland contracting data confirms the 
Project has had a positive effect on creating market opportunities for businesses in the LSA and RSA to 
supply goods and services to the Project. There is no evidence to suggest mitigation measures need to be 
modified at this time. 
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5 · Human Health and Wellbeing 
The wellbeing and health of communities and individuals within the North 
Baffin LSA 

 

FEIS Predictions  

“Positive residual effects of the Project on human health and well-being are anticipated to significantly improve the well-

being of most children of parents working at the Project. The potential that some children may experience an overall 

decline in well-being is acknowledged, and is assessed to be not significant, based on low magnitude and infrequent 

occurrence.” 

“During an early period of transition, the potential for negative residual effects on substance abuse to be experienced is 

acknowledged but assessed to be not significant due to its short duration and moderate magnitude. Over the medium 

term and extending beyond Project termination, an overall positive residual effect on substance abuse is anticipated. This 

is assessed to be not significant based on the moderate magnitude and a moderate level of uncertainty related to its 

occurrence.” 

“Negative residual effects arising from the absence of workers from the community are recognized to occur, although not 

at a high enough magnitude for significant effects on community social stability and are therefore assessed to be not 

significant.” 

Key Findings 

• The average proportion of tax filers with employment income in the North Baffin LSA increased slightly in 2016 

(from 78.8% to 79.4%), whereas Iqaluit and Nunavut remained the same (88.0% and 82.0%, respectively). 

• The median employment income increased in 2015 in the: 

o North Baffin LSA by 5%, from $15,998 to $16,790 

o Iqaluit by 0.6%, from $72,580 to $73,000 

o Nunavut by 5%, from $29,270 to $30,670 

• The percentage of the population receiving social assistance in the North Baffin LSA increased slightly in 2018 

(from 58.4% to 59.0%), Iqaluit saw a decrease of 2% (from 15.0% to 13.0%), and there was a substantial increase 

in Nunavut (from 39% to 50%). 

• 24 drug and alcohol‐related contraband infractions occurred at the Project sites among Baffinland and contractor 

employees in 2019, a slight decline from 2018.  

• The number of impaired driving violations increased in 2018 in the North Baffin LSA (from 38 to 41), Iqaluit (from 

41 to 77) and Nunavut (from 240 to 376). 

• The number of drug violations decreased substantially in 2018 in the North Baffin LSA (from 38 to 22), Iqaluit 

(from 60 to 28), and Nunavut (from 203 to 144). 

• The number of youths charged increased in 2018 in the North Baffin LSA (from 22 to 26) Iqaluit (from 18 to 39) 

and decreased in Nunavut (from 154 to 139). 

• The number of criminal violations per 100,000 persons in 2017: 

o North Baffin LSA: 6% increase, from 22,610 to 24,169 

o Iqaluit: 0.13% decrease, from 62,143 to 62,065 

o Nunavut: 2% increase, from 35,740 to 36,485 

• Since Baffinland launched the Employee and Family Assistance Plan (EFAP), usage has been steadily increasing 

and in 2019 the plan was accessed 60 times (up by 46% over 2018 usage). 

• The percentage of health centre visits related to infectious diseases increased in 2016 in the North Baffin LSA 

(from 2.1% to 3.5%), Iqaluit (from 0.2% to 1.7%), and Nunavut (from 2.2% to 4.6%). 
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5.1 Income and social assistance 

Data and trends 

Figure 32 below displays the proportion of tax filers with employment income in Iqaluit, the North Baffin LSA and 

Nunavut, while Figure 33 display the median employment income of residents in Iqaluit, the North Baffin LSA and 

Nunavut. 

Figure 32. Proportion of tax filers with employment income 
(2006 – 2016) 

Figure 33. Median employment income (2006 – 2016) 

 
Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019) 

Figure 34 displays the proportion of the population in Iqaluit, the North Baffin LSA and Nunavut receiving social 

assistance.  

Figure 34. Proportion of population receiving social assistance (2009 – 2018) 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019e) 

Interpretation 

Employment income indicators are useful for tracking household financial performance in the LSA communities. 2016 was 

the most recent year data on the proportion of tax filers with employment income were available.  Compared to 2015, 

2016 saw a slight increase in the average proportion of tax filers with employment income in the North Baffin LSA (from 

78.8% to 79.4%), whereas Iqaluit and Nunavut remained the same (88.0% and 82.0%, respectively).  Compared to pre‐
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development period averages, there has been a decrease in the average proportion of tax filers with employment income 

by 4% in the North Baffin LSA, 1% in Iqaluit, and 4% in Nunavut in the post‐development period.   

The data do not currently appear indicative of a positive Project influence, as decreasing trends in the proportion of tax 

filers with employment income have been noted in the LSA since Project development. However, a decreasing post‐

development trend was also noted throughout Nunavut, and prior to Project development in the North Baffin LSA. This 

suggests longer‐term (in the case of the North Baffin LSA) and/or broad‐scale factors may be driving these trends rather 

than the Project. However, Baffinland predicted the Project could improve household income in the LSA over time; as 

such, this indicator will continue to be monitored for emerging trends. 

2016 was the most recent year data on median employment income was available from the (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics 

(NBS), 2019). Compared to 2015, there have been increases in median employment income in the North Baffin LSA (from 

$15,998 to $16,790) and Nunavut (from $29,270 to $30,670), but an increase in Iqaluit (from $72,580 to $73,000). 

Compared to pre‐development period averages, there have been increasing trends in average median employment 

income in the North Baffin LSA (from $14,905 to $16,386), Iqaluit (from $60,513 to $72,243), and Nunavut (from $25,270 

to $29,518) in the post‐development period.   

The percentage of the population receiving social assistance can also provide insights into household financial 

performance.  2018 was the most recent year data on the percentage of social assistance recipients were available 

(Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019e).  Note that no data are available for 2014. Compared to 2017, 2018 saw a 

slight increase in the percentage of the population receiving social assistance in the North Baffin LSA (from 58.4% to 

59.0%) and a more substantial increase in Nunavut (from 39% to 50%), whereas Iqaluit saw a decrease of 2% (from 15.0% 

to 13.0%). Compared to pre‐development period averages, there has been a decreasing trend in the average percentage 

of the population receiving social assistance in Iqaluit (from 19.0% to 14.6%) in the post‐development period. However, 

the North Baffin LSA saw a small increase in social assistance uptake in the post-development period (from 55.7% to 

57.4%), as did Nunavut (from 40.8% to 41.6%).  

5.2 Infractions and criminal violations 

Figure 35 depicts the number of drug and alcohol related contraband infractions at Project sites. 

Figure 35. Drug and alcohol related contraband infractions at Project sites 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 
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Impaired driving violations within Nunavut and the communities is shown in Figure 36. 

Figure 36. Impaired driving violations within Nunavut and communities 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018d) 

Figure 37 displays the total drug violations processed by local law enforcement within Nunavut and the communities.  

Figure 37. Drug violations processed by local law enforcement within Nunavut and communities 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018d) 

  



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 48 

Figure 38 shows the number of youth charged by local law enforcement within Nunavut and the communities. 

Figure 38. Youth charged by local law enforcement within Nunavut and communities 

 

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2019) 

Crime rate within Nunavut and the communities is represented in Figure 39. 

Figure 39. Crime rate within Nunavut and communities 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018c) | *Data for crime was not available in June 2000 for Clyde River, or in June or 
December 2000 for Pond Inlet. Data from 1999 was copied over for these months and, as such, 2000 should not be compared to other 
years. 

Interpretation 

Contraband Infractions 

The number of drug and alcohol related contraband infractions at Project sites is a useful indicator for the transport of 

substances that may be occurring at the Project. The drug and alcohol related contraband infractions in Figure 35 include 

confiscated drugs, alcohol, or related paraphernalia. In 2019, 24 drug and alcohol‐related contraband infractions occurred 

at Project sites among Baffinland and contractor employees – a decrease of 4 infractions from 2018 values. This topic will 

continue to be monitored for emerging trends. 

Impaired Driving 

The number of impaired driving violations in the LSA may provide insight into whether rates of alcohol abuse are 

changing. 2017 was the most recent year data on the number of impaired driving violations were available from the 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (2018d). Compared to 2016, 2017 saw an increase in the number of impaired driving 

violations in the North Baffin LSA (from 38 to 41), Iqaluit (from 41 to 77) and Nunavut (from 240 to 376). Compared to 

pre-development period averages, there has been an increasing trend in the average number of impaired driving 
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violations in the North Baffin LSA (from 24.8 to 34.0) and decreasing trends in Iqaluit (from 57.8 to 54.2) and Nunavut 

(from 257.2 to 252.6) in the post‐development period. 

The data may be indicative of a negative Project influence, as the average number of impaired driving violations has 

increased in the North Baffin LSA since Project development. However, this trend was also evident prior to Project 

development and the change in the average number of impaired driving violations (+9.2) remains similar to the pre‐

development (or baseline) period change in average (+9.0). Conversely, decreasing trends have occurred in Iqaluit and 

Nunavut in the post‐development period and were not evident prior to Project development (they were previously 

increasing). Reasons for the lack of a similar trend reversal in the North Baffin LSA are currently unknown.  While it’s 

possible the Project may be a contributing factor, current trends could also be a continuation of pre‐development trends.  

Substance use issues can be influenced by several factors and Baffinland will continue to monitor this topic for new 

insights that may emerge. 

Drug Violations 

The number of drug violations in the LSA may provide insight into whether rates of drug abuse are changing. 2017 was the 

most recent year data on the number of drug violations were available (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018d). 

Compared to the previous year data were available, there has been a substantial decrease in the number of drug 

violations in the North Baffin LSA (from 38 to 22), Iqaluit (from 60 to 28), and Nunavut (from 203 to 144). Compared to 

pre‐development period averages, there has been a decreasing trend in the average number of drug violations in the 

North Baffin LSA (from 39.4 to 38.8), Iqaluit (from 112 to 76.8), and Nunavut (from 332 to 253.8) in the post‐development 

period.   

The data do not currently appear indicative of a negative Project influence, as the average number of drug violations has 

declined in the LSA since Project development, unlike prior to Project development (where the number was increasing). A 

comparable situation has also been noted across Nunavut, which suggests broad‐scale factors may be driving these trends 

rather than the Project. However, Baffinland’s 2017 Socio‐Economic Monitoring Report (Baffinland, 2019) showed an 

increasing post‐development trend in the North Baffin LSA (suggestive of a negative Project influence at the time); the 

change to a decreasing trend is a positive reversal. Substance use can be influenced by several factors and Baffinland will 

continue to monitor this topic for new insights that may emerge. 

Youth Charges 

The number of youths charged may be one indicator of youth well‐being in the LSA communities. 2018 was the most 

recent year data on the number of youths charged were available from (Statistics Canada, 2019). Compared to 2017, The 

number of youths charged increased in 2018 in the North Baffin LSA (from 22 to 26) Iqaluit (from 18 to 39), and decreased 

in Nunavut (from 154 to 139). Compared to pre‐development period averages, there have been decreasing trends in the 

average number of youth charged in the North Baffin LSA (from 10 to 5.7), Iqaluit (from 55.8 to 27.7), and Nunavut (from 

535.7 to 173.2) in the post‐development period.  

The data may be indicative of a positive Project influence, as the average number of youths charged has declined in the 

LSA since Project development. The change in average number of youths charged in the North Baffin LSA (‐17.0) has also 

more than doubled since the pre‐development (or baseline) period (‐6.6). However, decreasing trends in the LSA were 

also evident in the pre‐development period and a comparable situation has been noted across Nunavut. This suggests 

longer‐term and/or broad‐scale factors may be driving these trends, rather than the Project. Youth charges can be 

influenced by several factors and Baffinland will continue to monitor this topic for new insights that may emerge.   

Crime Rate 

Project Certificate Term and Condition No. 154 states other indicators should be monitored “as deemed appropriate”. 

Members of the SEMWG previously requested that community crime rate data be included in Baffinland’s socio‐economic 

monitoring program. The data are useful for indicating whether crime is increasing or decreasing in an area. 2017 was the 

most recent year crime rate data were available (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018c). Compared to 2016, there 

was an increase in the number of violations per 100,000 persons in the North Baffin LSA (from 22,610 to 24,169) and 

Nunavut (from 35,740 to 36,485), and a small decrease in Iqaluit (from 62,143 to 62,065). Compared to pre‐development 

period averages, there has been an increasing trend in average crime rates in the North Baffin LSA (from 21,458 to 
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21,749) and decreasing trends in Iqaluit (from 75,459 to 63,273) and Nunavut (from 39,459 to 34,775) in the post‐

development period.  

The data may be indicative of a negative Project influence, as average crime rates have increased in the North Baffin LSA 

since Project development. Conversely, a decreasing post‐development trend has been noted in Iqaluit that was not 

evident prior to Project development (it was previously increasing) and a comparable situation has been noted across 

Nunavut. Reasons for the lack of a similar trend reversal in the North Baffin LSA are currently unknown. However, the 

current North Baffin LSA increasing trend was also evident prior to Project development, and the post‐development 

change in average (+291) is less than the pre‐development (or baseline) period change in average (+1,060). While it is 

possible the Project may be a contributing factor, the North Baffin LSA post‐development trends could also be a 

continuation of pre‐development trends. Crime issues can be influenced by several factors and Baffinland will continue to 

monitor this topic for new insights that may emerge. 

5.3 Employee and public health 

Figure 40 shows the total number of times that Baffinland’s Employee and Family Assistance Plan was accessed since the 

start of the program in 2015. 

Figure 40. Number of times Baffinland’s Employee and Family Assistance Plan (EFAP) was accessed 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Figure 41 displays the proportion of health centre visits related to the diagnosis or treatment of infectious diseases in the 

communities within the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit. Within the diagnostic grouping termed “infectious diseases” the 

most common visitation categories are viral infection, tuberculosis of the lung, genital yeast infections, viral warts, and 

candida stomatitis. 
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Figure 41. Proportion of public health centre visits related to infectious disease 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018b) 

Interpretation  

Baffinland’s Employee and Family Assistance Plan 

Members of the SEMWG previously requested that data on the number of times Baffinland’s EFAP is accessed be included 

in Baffinland’s socio‐economic monitoring program. Baffinland implemented its Employee and Family Assistance Plan 

(EFAP) in 2015 to provide its employees with access to a network of certified professionals who deliver personal, mental, 

and financial wellness programs. The program (administered by Homewood Health Solutions) is free, confidential, and 

covers a broad range of wellness subjects including but not limited to depression, addiction, family, work-life balance, etc. 

The program can be accessed both over the phone and online with the phone service being offered in both English and 

Inuktitut. Since the program’s creation, usage has been steadily increasing and in 2019 the plan was accessed 60 times (up 

by 19 over 2018, or an increase of 46%). 

On‐site Cultural Advisors are also available for all of Baffinland’s Inuit employees to meet with and all employees have 

regular access to an on‐site Project physician’s assistant. Per Article 11.7 of the IIBA, a Community Counsellor Program has 

been established by Baffinland in the North Baffin LSA communities. In 2019, Baffinland worked closely with the Ilisaqsivik 

Society to hire community councillors in Igloolik, Clyde River and Sanirajak, with efforts ongoing to hire individuals in 

Arctic Bay and Pond Inlet. Since the start of the program in June 2019, well over 100 interventions have happened, 

providing counselling support to individuals and their families. 

At the 2019 Annual Project Review Forum, it was recommended that Baffinland undertake a review of its corrective 

action policy (particularly regarding intoxication), and work to enhance awareness of the EFAP and the community 

counsellor program (alcohol and addictions). Baffinland is investigating support for related substance abuse/alcohol and 

addictions through a medical practitioner as well as the establishment of alcohol and narcotic anonymous programs at 

Project sites. One of Baffinland’s 2019 IIBA implementation priorities was to establish the community counsellor support 

in the North Baffin LSA. Various forms of personal assistance may be obtained through these programs, as needed. This 

topic will continue to be monitored for emerging trends. 

 

Community Health Centre Visits Related to Infectious Disease 

Community health centre visit data can help identify health issues occurring in a community. Information on how the 

Project may affect rates of sexually transmitted infections and other communicable diseases in the LSA has been 

specifically requested in the Project Certificate. As such, indicator data on the percentage of health centre visits by the 

diagnostic group ‘infectious diseases’ is tracked through Baffinland’s monitoring program. 2016 was the most recent year 



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 52 

data on the percentage of health centre visits related to infectious diseases were available (2018b). Compared to 2015, 

there was an increase in the percentage of health centre visits related to infectious diseases in the North Baffin LSA (from 

2.1% to 3.5%), Iqaluit (from 0.2% to 1.7%), and Nunavut (from 2.2% to 4.6%). Compared to pre‐development period 

averages, there has been a slight increasing trend in the average percentage of health centre visits related to infectious 

diseases in the North Baffin LSA (from 2.6% to 2.7%) and decreasing trends in Iqaluit (from 2.0% to 1.0%) and Nunavut 

(from 4.8% to 3.1%) in the post‐development period.  

The data may be indicative of a negative Project influence, as the average percentage of health centre visits related to 

infectious diseases has increased in the North Baffin LSA since Project development.  This trend was not evident in the 

pre‐development period (it was previously decreasing). Conversely, the decreasing or stable trends that were evident in 

Iqaluit and Nunavut prior to Project development are all decreasing in the post‐development period. Reasons for the lack 

of a similar trend in the North Baffin LSA are currently unknown. However, the change in average percentage of health 

centre visits related to infectious diseases in the North Baffin LSA is small (+0.1%) and the current average (2.7%) is similar 

to that documented in the pre‐development (or baseline) period (2.6%). Likewise, there was a notable spike in health 

centre visits across Nunavut in 2016, which suggests the occurrence of a territory‐wide infectious disease issue that may 

have influenced monitoring results.   Health‐related issues can be influenced by several factors and Baffinland will 

continue to monitor this topic for new insights that may emerge.  

The Project continues to provide all workers with regular access to a physician assistant, with whom they can 

confidentially address health‐related issues (including those unrelated to the workplace). 

5.4 VSEC Effects assessment 

There were six residual effects for the Human Health and Well-Being VSEC assessed in the EIS. Monitoring results 

applicable to each of the residual effects are summarized below.  
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Residual effect Changes in Parenting 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project would have a positive effect on parenting (particularly as it applies to well‐
being of children) in the LSA communities (e.g. from increased confidence and financial independence 
gained through employment, improved mental well‐being from having a job and income). The EIS also 
predicted the Project could have some negative effects on parenting. 

Existing mitigation 
• A predictable rotational schedule  

• Meaningful employment and incomes  

• Work readiness training  

• Counselling and support resources (e.g. EFAP for permanent employees and their dependents, 
on‐site Cultural Advisors, Community Counsellor Program in the North Baffin)  

• Contributions to the INPK Fund which provides up to $1.1 million/year for community wellness‐
focused projects in the North Baffin LSA 

• Baffinland Sponsorship and Donation Fund  

Monitoring results Monitoring data on the number of youths charged are currently consistent with the presence of positive 
Project effects, as the average number of youths charged in the LSA have declined since Project 
development. However, crime rates can be influenced by several factors and Baffinland will continue to 
monitor this topic for new insights that may emerge. Further, Baffinland l=plans to increase its interactions 
with LSA RCMP Detachments other public service providers to discuss socio-economic Project affects 
including changes in parenting. Baffinland also has in place an MOU with the Government of Nunavut will 
discuss these and other issue of interest to the parties. 

There are other positive indications the Project is contributing to the enhanced well‐ being of children by 
providing LSA residents (and parents) with opportunities to obtain meaningful employment and incomes. 
These opportunities can help reduce the various family stresses and uncertainties associated with un‐ and 
under‐ employment. Baffinland also provides counselling and support resources for individuals who may 
require family‐related or other forms of personal assistance. There is no direct evidence to suggest 
mitigation measures need to be modified at this time. 
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Residual effect Household Income and Food Security 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project would have a positive effect on increased household income and food 
security (particularly as they apply to well‐being of children) in the LSA. 

Existing mitigation 
• Meaningful employment and incomes 

• Work readiness training 

• Financial literacy training 

• Assistance provided to hunters accessing the Project Area 

• Contributions to the INPK Fund which provides up to $1.1 million/year for community wellness‐
focused projects in the North Baffin LSA 

• School Lunch Programs  

• Baffinland Sponsorship and Donation Fund 

• Other contributions and initiatives related to food security in the LSA (as described in Section 
10.2) 

Monitoring results Monitoring data on median employment income are currently consistent with the presence of positive 
Project effects, as increasing income levels have occurred in the LSA since Project development. 
Monitoring data on the proportion of tax filers with employment income and social assistance levels are 
currently not consistent with the presence of positive Project effects, with decreasing trends in the LSA 
and increasing trends in social assistance having occurred since Project development. However, income 
levels and social assistance applications can be influenced by several factors and Baffinland will continue 
to monitor this topic for new insights that may emerge. It’s also possible that some Project‐ related trends 
will take time to emerge.  

Beyond these measures, there are positive indications the Project makes contributions to improved 
household income and food security in the LSA. This has occurred by providing LSA residents with 
meaningful employment opportunities and through related contributions and initiatives. Employment 
income facilitates the purchase of food and other family goods, while also providing a means to participate 
in harvesting if desired. Additional discussion on food security and Baffinland initiatives in this area is 
provided in Section . There is no direct evidence to suggest mitigation measures need to be modified at 
this time. 

 

Residual effect Transport of Substances Through Project Site 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project could increase availability of substances such as alcohol and illegal drugs in 
the North Baffin LSA due to their possible transportation through Project sites, resulting in a negative 
effect. 

Existing mitigation 
• Zero tolerance policy for alcohol/ drugs on site  

• Baggage searches for all Baffinland and contractor employees arriving at site 

• Increased screening and security procedures implemented in 2019   

Monitoring results Baffinland notes that all contraband infractions are of concern and are taken seriously. The infractions that 
have occurred to date appear to represent a small number of individuals from the Project workforce. All 
individuals who do not comply with Baffinland’s no drugs/no alcohol policy are immediately removed from 
site and disciplinary action (up to and including termination) is commenced. This management response 
supports Baffinland’s goal of ‘Safety First, Always,’ while also preventing further transport of contraband 
substances through Project sites. While relevant mitigation measures are in place, an increasing trend in 
contraband infractions has been noted and will continue to be monitored. 
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Residual effect Affordability of Substances  

Attitudes Toward Substances and Addictions 

Summary The EIS predicted increased income from employment at the Project could increase the ability of LSA 
residents to afford substances such as alcohol and illegal drugs. However, the EIS also predicted the 
Project could improve attitudes toward substances and addictions in the LSA (i.e. by providing positive 
incentives for individuals to reduce substance abuse). The overall effect of the Project on substance abuse 
was expected to be determined by the balance between these two effects. The EIS predicted a negative 
outcome may be noticeable during a transitional period of adaptation. Over the medium‐term and 
extending beyond Project termination, an overall positive effect was anticipated. 

Existing mitigation 
• Zero tolerance policy for alcohol/ drugs on site Baggage searches for all Baffinland and 

contractor employees arriving at site 

• Counselling and support resources (e.g. EFAP for permanent employees and their dependents, 
on‐site Cultural Advisors, Community Counsellor Program in the North Baffin LSA) 

• Contributions to the INPK Fund which provides up to $1.1 million/year for community wellness‐
focused projects in the North Baffin LSA 

• Increased screening and security procedures implemented in 2019   

Monitoring results Monitoring data on impaired driving violations are currently consistent with the presence of negative 
Project effects in the North Baffin LSA, as the average number of impaired driving violations has increased 
since Project development. However, this increasing trend was also evident prior to Project development, 
and the change in average number of impaired driving violations (+9.2) has remained similar to the pre‐
development (or baseline) period change in average (+9.0). While it’s possible the Project may be a 
contributing factor, current trends could also be a continuation of pre‐development trends or the result of 
other factors.  

Conversely, monitoring data on drug violations are currently not consistent with the presence of negative 
Project effects, as the average number of drug violations have declined in the LSA since Project 
development. Substance use concerns raised by Project stakeholders are acknowledged. Substance use 
issues can be influenced by several factors and Baffinland will continue to monitor this topic for new 
insights that may emerge.  

There are additional positive indications the Project contributes to improved attitudes toward substances 
and addictions in the LSA, by providing LSA residents with meaningful employment opportunities within a 
drug‐ and alcohol‐free environment. Baffinland also provides (or supports) various counselling, support, 
and well‐being programs that may be relevant to drug‐ and alcohol‐related issues. Further, the company 
will increase its direct engagement of LSA community services providers to discuss socio-economic Project 
affects including this residual effect. Baffinland also has in place an MOU with the Government of Nunavut 
will discuss these and other issue of interest to the parties. There is no direct evidence to suggest 
mitigation measures need to be modified at this time. 
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Residual effect Absence from the Community During Work Rotations 

Summary The EIS predicted the absence of workers from communities during their work rotations may lead to some 
negative effects on community processes (e.g. local coaching, politics, and social organizations) in the LSA. 
However, it was also predicted that organizations and activities would be able to adapt and carry on their 
functions in light of these effects. 

Existing mitigation 
• A two week in/two week out rotation that allows employees to spend considerable time in their 

home communities 

• Contributions to the INPK Fund which provides up to $1.1 million/year for community wellness‐
focused projects in the North Baffin LSA 

• Pre‐employment training that reviews strategies for successful rotational work with prospective 
employees, so they can come better prepared to deal with challenges that may arise 

• Consideration of alternative rotation schedules that are better aligned with familial and 
community activities 

Monitoring results The potential for some negative effects on community processes to arise as a result of workers being 
absent during their work rotations is acknowledged. However, the Project’s overall effect remains unclear. 
This is because appropriate community‐level indicator data are currently unavailable for this topic. 
Relevant mitigation is in place and there is no direct evidence to suggest mitigation measures need to be 
modified at this time. This topic will continue to be monitored for emerging trends through the QSEMC 
process and community engagement conducted for the Project. 
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6 · Community Infrastructure & Public Services 
The use of community and Project site infrastructure and impacts on 
community development  

 

FEIS Prediction  

“The Project may lead to some residual adverse effects on the ability of hamlets to recruit and retain workers as the level 

of competition for these workers increases through Project hiring. However, these effects are not considered to be 

significant, based on their short-term duration as Project-initiated training leads to improved levels of skill and experience 

in the labour force. As training and experience increases, this labour force capacity development effect will lead to 

significant positive outcomes on hamlet abilities to recruit workers.” 

Key Findings 

• The average number of health centre visits per capita increased in the North Baffin LSA by 17.1% (from 8.2 to 

9.7) and in Iqaluit by 5% (from 1.9 to 2.0) between the pre- and post-development period, consistent with 

Nunavut-wide increases since data was available.  

• In 2019, there were 6,436 recorded visits to the on‐site physician’s assistant, up 2.1% from 2018. Of these visits, 

1,648 were from Inuit employees, up 25.3% from 2018. Since 2016, the proportion of Inuit visits to the clinic has 

steadily increased, and in 2019, Inuit represented 34% of visits. 

• Baffinland continued to utilize some LSA community infrastructure to support ongoing Project development in 

2019, including renting community office space and meeting facilities, and using community airport 

infrastructure in the LSA. In 2019, there was increased usage of all LSA airports, for a total of 2,253 Project 

aircraft movements across all LSA airports (up by 451, or 22.5% over 2018). 

6.1 Use of community health centres 

Data and trends 

Figure 42 below displays per capita health centre visits by community within the LSA.  

Figure 42. Per capita health centre visits by community (2003 – 2016) 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018b) 
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Table 10 displays average per capita health centre visits for the pre- and post-development periods for both the North 

Baffin LSA and Iqaluit. 

Table 10: Health centre visits per capita in the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit averaged over selected time periods 

Period 

North Baffin LSA Iqaluit 

Average 
Change from 

previous period 
Average 

Change from 
previous period 

2003 - 2007 8.0 - 1.1 - 

2008 – 2012 (pre-development period) 8.2 +0.2 1.9 +0.8 

2013 – 2016 (post-development period) 9.7 +1.4 2.0 +0.1 

 Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018b) 

Figure 43 displays the number of health centre visits in Iqaluit and the North Baffin LSA communities. 

Figure 43. Visits to community health centres by community (2003 – 2016) 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018b) 

Table 11 displays average values for health centre visits in the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit for both pre- and post-

development periods. 

Table 11. Average health centre visits in the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit (select time periods) 

Period 

North Baffin LSA Iqaluit 

Average 
Change from 

previous period 
Average 

Change from 
previous period 

2003 - 2007 39,915 - 7,009 - 

2008 – 2012 (pre-development period) 46,264 +6,348 13,020 +6,011 

2013 – 2016 (post-development period) 59,402 +13,138 14,786 +1,856 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018b) 

Interpretation 

The use of health centres provides an indication of the demands placed on community health services. At the time of 

report preparation, the most recent data was for 2016 (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS)). When comparing the average 

visits across communities for the pre-development (2008 – 2012) and post-development (2013 – 2016) periods, we see an 

increase in both per capita and total visits to community health centres. The average number of health centre visits 

increased by 28.4% in the North Baffin LSA, and by 14.3% in Iqaluit between the pre-development and the post-
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development period. The average number of health centre visits per capita increased by 17.1% in the North Baffin LSA 

(from 8.2 to 9.7) and by 5% in Iqaluit (from 1.9 to 2.0) between the pre-development and the post-development period. 

This data could be indicative of the Project’s influence on usage of health care services, however an increase in visits to 

community health centres has also been observed throughout Nunavut. There has been an increase in both total and per 

capita visits to community health centres since the earliest years that data became available (2003 - 2007), as well as 

during the pre- and post-development phases. That this trend can bee seen throughout the province and across years 

suggests that longer‐term and/or broad‐scale factors may be driving these trends rather than factors associated with the 

Project. 

There may also be trends that have not yet become evident. When comparing the data year-over-year, the per capita 

number of health centre visits decreased from 2014 to 2015 (10.1 to 9.4 in the North Baffin LSA, and 2.6 to 2.2 in Iqaluit) 

and decreased further from 2015 to 2016 (9.4 to 8.9 in the North Baffin LSA, 2.2 to 1.0 in Iqaluit). Health centre visits can 

be influenced by several factors and Baffinland will continue to monitor this topic for new insights that may emerge. 

The Government of Nunavut remains responsible for health care delivery and data collection in the LSA communities. It is 

unknown if the Government of Nunavut has information that would provide additional clarity on the trends observed. An 

MOU has also been signed between Baffinland and the Government of Nunavut’s Department of Health regarding site 

health services and medevac procedures. 

6.2 Use of Project site physician assistants 

Data and trends 

Figure 44 displays the number of recorded visits to the Project site physician’s assistant since 2013. 

Figure 44. Visits to Project site physician’s assistants by Inuit status 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Interpretation 

Baffinland provides all employees with regular access to an on‐site physician’s assistant. Project site physician’s assistant 

visit data can be used to track demands placed on Project health services. In 2019, there were 6,436 recorded visits to the 

physician assistant, up 2.1% from the 2018 total of 6,301 visits. 2019 also saw an increase in the number of Inuit who 

visited the Project site physician’s assistant with 1,648 total visits, up 25.3% from the 1,315 visits recorded in 2018. Since 

2016, the proportion of Inuit visits to the clinic has steadily increased. This trend continued in 2019, where Inuit 

represented 34% of visits to Project site physician’s assistant, up from 26% in 2018. This increase in both total visits and 

the proportion of visits attributed to Inuit use does not necessarily represent a negative trend with respect to health and 
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wellness. Additional visits to the physician’s assistant may be indicative of Baffinland and contractor employees 

proactively maintaining their health and seeking care or treatment for ailments. The trend does not necessarily indicate 

an increase in the number of ailments afflicting the communities. The data demonstrate that the clinics are serving an 

increasingly important function in addressing the medical needs of Baffinland and contractor employees. 

The data also provide insight into the role the Project may have in reducing demands placed on community health 

services (e.g. visits to the Project site physician’s assistant may lessen the burden on local healthcare infrastructure). The 

increase in usage by Inuit could potentially be linked to the decrease in usage of community health care centres in some 

LSA communities over the last year. 

6.3 Baffinland use of LSA community infrastructure 

Data and trends 

Figure 45 shows the total number of Project aircraft movements, both rotary and fixed wing, at LSA community airports 

each year since 2014. 

Figure 45: Project aircraft movements at Iqaluit and North Baffin LSA community airports 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Table 12 outlines 2019 health-related evacuations, including the number, type, and location of the evacuation.  

Table 12: Health related evacuations and charters from Baffinland project sites (2019) 

Site Evacuation type Number 

Milne Port 

Air evacuation to the Iqaluit Regional Hospital 3 

Charter to the Iqaluit Regional Hospital 2 

Charter to other health centre 0 

Mary River 

Air evacuation to the Iqaluit Regional Hospital 2 

Charter to the Iqaluit Regional Hospital 3 

Charter to other health centre 1 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 
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Table 13 provides on overview of meetings and events held in LSA communities in 2019 related to Mary River. 

Table 13. Meetings and events held in LSA communities (2019) 

Month Meeting or event 

January • Phase 2 public information sessions 

• IIBA program update, mine and Milne Post MHTO Cabins relocation 

• Meeting with Pond Inlet HTO on IIBA commitments 

February • Meeting with QIA 

• Meeting with MHTO on 2018 Narwhal Harvest Season, community-based monitoring 

March • Community visit 

• Presentation to Baffin Regional Mayors Forum 

• Meetings on Phase 2 with Clyde River HTO and North Baffin Mayors 

• Meeting with GN on MOU, QSEMC planning 

April • Training center update  

• Meeting with Government of Nunavut on investor confidence 

• NIRB Phase 2 Technical meeting 

• Community based monitoring meeting with Hamlet of Pond Inlet, QIA, MHTO 

May • NIRB meeting on shipping and marine environment 

• General discussion on recruitment with MLA 

• General discussion on project with MLA 

• Annual in person meeting with SEMWG 

• Annual SEMC meeting 

• Hunting season meeting with MHTO, QIA, Hamlet of Pond Inlet 

June • Phase 2 community tour 

• Technical meeting with GN on Phase 2 

• Terrestrial Environment Working Group meeting 

• Marine environment working group meeting 

• Follow up meeting on Harvesting with MHTO, Hamlet of Pond Inlet, QIA 

• 2019 pre-shipping season meeting with MHTO, Hamlet of Pond Inlet, QIA 

• Radio show on 2019 pre-shipping season 

July • GN Department of health meeting on pre-employment medical check ups 

August • Phase 2 information meeting for Pond Inlet residents 

• Phase 2 update to mayor and SAO 

• NIRB public meeting on Mary River monitoring 

• Hamlet and HTO update on Day Care funding announcement 

September • MHTO meeting on Phase 2 update 

• North Baffin HTO meeting on Phase 2 update 

• Elder and HTO representative meeting on community risk assessment 

• Hamlet of Igloolik meeting on Phase 2 update 

• Pond Inlet and MHTO meeting on rail alignment 

• Hamlet council meeting on Phase 2 update 

• Hamlet and HTO meeting on community benefit opportunities 

• Clyde River Council and HTO meeting on Phase 2 update, direct community benefits 

• Meeting with CIRNAC on Phase 2 update 

• Meeting with Government of Nunavut on Phase 2 update 

• Meeting with Nunavut Premier on Baffinland update 

• Information session with North Baffin MLAs 

November • NIRB Phase 2 public hearings 

• Public meeting with Hamlet / HTO 

• Hamlet of Pond Inlet and MHTO discussion post Phase 2 public hearing 

December • Hamlet of Igloolik meeting on Phase 2 public hearing follow up and 2020 work planning 
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Interpretation 

Baffinland continued to utilize some LSA community infrastructure to support ongoing Project development in 2019. To 

support the movement of workers, freight, and other materials to and from the Project, Baffinland uses community 

airport infrastructure in the LSA. This is due to the remote location of the Project and lack of viable alternative 

transportation methods (aside from seasonal marine re‐supply). This use is small in comparison to other ongoing 

community uses but does add some incremental pressure on LSA facilities. 

In 2019, there were 2,253 Project aircraft movements at LSA community airports, which is 451 more aircraft movements 

than in 2018. This includes fixed‐wing aircraft (e.g. passenger, cargo, and ‘combi’ type) and rotary‐wing aircraft (e.g. 

helicopters used for site activities). Figure 45 provides information on the number of Project aircraft movements at LSA 

community airports since 2014. It is noted that, given the increasing level of Project activity in 2019, Project-related 

aircraft movements increased at all of the LSA community airports. Project‐related aircraft movements add some 

incremental pressure on LSA community airport facilities. However, LSA community airports regularly accommodate 

various non‐Project passenger, cargo, and other aircraft (both scheduled and charter). In 2018 (the most recent year for 

which data is available), there were a total of 26,699 aircraft movements in the LSA. This includes 7,540 aircraft 

movements at the North Baffin LSA airports (Statistics Canada, 2020) and 19,159 aircraft movements at the Iqaluit airport 

(Statistics Canada, 2020). Project‐related aircraft movements at LSA community airports in 2018 represented a small 

portion (8.4%) of this total. 

Like in previous years, Baffinland has continued to use some LSA community infrastructure to support ongoing Project 

development. This included full‐time rental of five offices for BCLOs in the North Baffin communities of Arctic Bay, Clyde 

River, Sanirajak, Igloolik, and Pond Inlet, and one office for Baffinland’s Community Strategic Development and Northern 

Affairs team in Iqaluit. This also included short‐term use of meeting rooms and other local services for meetings and 

events held in various LSA communities. Additional details on stakeholder and community meetings and events Baffinland 

has participated in may be found in the Company’s Annual Reports to the NIRB as well as in Table 13 above. Baffinland’s 

rental of office spaces in the LSA is generally limited to small facilities (i.e. to support individual BCLOs and Northern 

Affairs staff), and the use of local meeting rooms and accommodations is often intermittent and short‐term in nature. 

Furthermore, the use of these spaces is a positive contribution of the Project to local economies (e.g. through payments 

of rental fees, purchase of related goods and services). 

6.4 VSEC Effects assessment 

There were two residual effects for the Community Infrastructure and Public Services VSEC assessed in the EIS. 

Monitoring results applicable to each of the residual effects are listed in the following Tables. 
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Residual effect Competition for Skilled Workers 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project could negatively affect the ability of Hamlets to maintain their staff in the 
short‐term, due to increased competition for skilled workers created because of the Project. 

Existing mitigation 
• Provision of ongoing skills training to local residents, combined with work experience generated 

by the Project. These measures are expected to increase the pool of skilled workers in the local 
labour force in the medium‐ to long‐term and negate any short‐ term, negative Project effects. 

Monitoring results Inuit Employee Survey results continue to indicate the Project may be having some negative effect on 
competition for workers in local communities. Results from the 2019 survey indicate 17 individuals (or 
26.6% of known respondents) resigned from a previous job in order to take up employment with the 
Project. Of these individuals, nine were in casual/part‐time positions and seven were in full‐ time positions 
(one was unknown). The highest recorded number and percentage of survey respondents who left 
positions in their communities (22, or 31.4%) occurred in the 2018 survey; however, not all these 
individuals were in full‐time positions or necessarily all located in the North Baffin LSA. Ongoing training 
and experience generated by the Project (see  Section 2.3, Section 2.4, and Section 3.3), in addition to 
regular employee turnover (see Section 3.4), are expected to continue increasing the pool of skilled 
workers in the local labour force and may negate negative Project effects over time. Community 
engagement also continues to indicate a high demand for new employment opportunities exists in the LSA. 
However, this topic will continue to be monitored for emerging trends. There is no direct evidence to 
suggest mitigation measures need to be modified at this time. 

 

Residual effect Labour Force Capacity 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project could positively affect the ability of Hamlets to maintain their staff in the 
medium‐ to long‐term, due to increased labour force capacity created because of the Project. 

Existing mitigation 
• Provision of ongoing skills training to local residents, combined with work experience generated 

by the Project. Together, these are expected to increase the overall pool of skilled workers in the 
local labour force from which hamlets (and other local and regional organizations) can draw 
upon. 

Monitoring results The Project continues to generate substantial training and experience opportunities for its employees (see  
Section 2.3, Section 2.4, and Section 3.3). Employee turnover also continues to occur at the Project (see 
Section 3.4), which ensures at least some previous Baffinland employees become available for 
employment elsewhere. Together, these help to increase the overall pool of skilled workers in the local 
labour force from which hamlets (and other local and regional organizations) can draw upon. There is no 
direct evidence to suggest mitigation measures need to be modified at this time. 
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7 · Cultural Resources 
The preservation of archeological sites and other cultural resources within 
the North Baffin LSA 

 

FEIS Prediction  

“The Project will not result in significant adverse effects on archaeological sites. Appropriate procedures including 

excavation and flagging will be undertaken prior to development to limit the effect of the Project on cultural resources in 

the area.” 

7.1 VSEC Effects assessment 

Monitoring is conducted through the Archaeology Status Update Report, as such there were no residual effects identified 

in the EIS. 
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8 · Resource and Land Use 
Land use and harvesting activities at Project sites, including issues resulting in 

wildlife compensation claims 

 

FEIS Prediction  

“The Project will not have a significant effect on harvesting within the land use study area as a result of Project 

development. Although potential exists for wildlife to avoid areas of intensive Project interaction, the amount of country 

food harvested per level of effort is not anticipated to change meaningfully.” 

“Baffinland acknowledges that shipping, port activities and rail line operations related to the Project may potentially 

affect Inuit travel. However, these effects of the Project will not result in significant adverse effects on travel and camps. 

Individuals' ability to travel and camp throughout the land use study area will not be meaningfully altered—the negative 

effects are only evident at points of Project interaction including Milne Inlet, Milne Inlet Tote Road, Mine Site, Railway, 

and Steensby Port.” 

Key Findings 

• In 2019, a total of 892 land use visitor person‐days were recorded at Project sites, which is a 73% increase from 

2018. Significant increases were seen at both Mary River and Milne Port in both 2018 and 2019. 

• The QIA reported $66,410 spent on the Wildlife Compensation Fund in 2018, though no data was available on 

number of claims. Historical claims include one claim in 2017 (which was approved), and two claims in 2016 (of 

which one was approved). 

8.1 Recorded land use visitor person-days at project sites 

Figure 46 displays the number of recorded land use visitor person-days at Project sites since 2013.  

Figure 46. Recorded land use visitor person-days at project sites 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Interpretation  

The number of recorded land use visitor ‘person-days’ at Project sites provides some indication of how often the Project 

area continues to be accessed for land use activities. Because groups of individuals may travel together and/or use Project 

sites over multiple days, person‐days can capture the extent of site visitations in a year (i.e. one person‐day is equal to 
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one person visiting a site during one day, while ten person‐days could equal one person visiting a site during ten days or 

five people visiting a site during two days). 

Baffinland maintains a Hunter and Visitor Access Log to track land use parties that pass through or use Project areas. In 

2019, a total of 892 land use visitor person‐days were recorded at Project sites, which is a 73% increase from 2018. As in 

previous years, the most person‐days were recorded at Milne Port (594, a 57% increase from 2018). However, the 

greatest number of person-days since 2013 were recorded at Mary River in 2019 (298, a 115% increase from 2018). Data 

from the past three years indicate an increase in the access of Project sites for land use activities. However, this increase 

may also in part be due to better reporting through active engagement for record keeping. 

8.2 Wildlife compensation fund claims 

The number of annual Wildlife Compensation Fund (WCF) claims provides insight into land use and harvesting issues 

which may be arising because of the Project. Established under Article 17.6 of the IIBA, the WCF is administered by the 

QIA and functions to compensate Inuit for loss or damage relating to wildlife suffered by such claimant or claimants as a 

result, directly or indirectly, of development activity related to the Project. The QIA reported $66,410 spent on the 

Wildlife Compensation Fund in 2018-19, though no data was available on number of claims. In 2017, one claim was 

submitted to QIA for review and was approved. It resulted in compensation of $14,200 being paid. In 2016, two claims 

were submitted to QIA for review; of these, one claim was approved and resulted in compensation of $600, while the 

second claim was reviewed and denied. 

8.3 VSEC Effects assessment 

 

Residual effect Caribou Harvesting | Marine Mammal Harvesting | Fish Harvesting 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project could have a negative effect on caribou harvesting. Negligible effects on 
marine mammal and fish harvesting were also predicted. 

*While not all these effects were considered residual effects in Project EIS documents, they are included 
here for completeness. 

Monitoring results Potential effects continue to be tracked through Baffinland’s environmental monitoring programs. 
Terrestrial and marine monitoring are reviewed bi‐annually by the Terrestrial Environment Working Group 
(TEWG) and Marine Environment Working Group (MEWG). Please see Baffinland’s Annual Reports to the 
NIRB for detailed monitoring information and coverage on these topics. 

Additional discussion relevant to Project harvesting interactions and food security is provided in Section 
10.1 of the Socio‐Economic Monitoring Report, which acknowledges that some stakeholder concerns have 
been expressed about Project effects on harvesting. However, several mitigation measures are in place 
(e.g. Wildlife Compensation Fund, Harvesters Enabling Program) and Baffinland continues to make 
contributions to components of food security through initiatives commensurate with its role as a regional 

mineral developer (see Table 18: Food security components and Baffinland’s role (Availability and 
Accessibility)Table 18). This includes providing LSA residents with income for the purchase of food, 

support for participation in harvesting activities, and other related initiatives. Inuit employee harvesting is 
also permitted at the Project (subject to certain restrictions) although Baffinland’s 2018 Inuit Employee 
Survey indicates only minimal harvesting is currently conducted (12.1% of respondents indicated they 
participated in traditional activities such as hunting, fishing, harvesting during their leisure time on site). 
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Residual effect Safe travel Around Eclipse Sound and Pond Inlet | Safe Travel Through Milne Port | Emissions and Noise 
Disruption at Camps | Sensory Disturbances and Safety Along Milne Inlet Tote Road |Detour Around Mine 
Site for Safety and Travel | Difficulty and Safety Relating to Railway Crossing | Detour Around Steensby 
Port | HTO Cabin Closures | Restriction of Camping Locations Around Steensby Port 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project could have some negative effects on Inuit travel and camping. These include 
effects on safe travel around Eclipse Sound and Pond Inlet, safe travel through Milne Port, emissions and 
noise disruption at camps, sensory disturbances and safety along the Milne Inlet Tote Road, detouring 
around the Mine Site for safety and travel, difficulty and safety relating to railway crossing, detour around 
Steensby Port, HTO cabin closures, and restriction of camping locations around Steensby Port. 

Existing mitigation Shipping‐related mitigation developed and/or proposed by Baffinland includes: 

• Provision of community public safety awareness campaigns (e.g. informing the community of 
vessel movements, tracking the route and timing of passage, periodic public meetings and 
information sessions) 

• Establishing a detour around Steensby Port, and providing food, shelter, and fuel to detouring 
travellers. In addition, other mitigation measures have been identified for Steensby Port that will 
be implemented once that component of the Project is constructed. 

Road and rail‐related mitigation developed and/or proposed by Baffinland includes: 

• Development of a Roads Management Plan (e.g. establishing speed control and signage, 
ensuring truck operator vigilance, reporting of non‐Project individuals) 

• Public education 

• The addition of railway crossing locations 

Mine site‐related mitigation developed by Baffinland includes: 

• Various public safety mechanisms (e.g. establishing signage and access barriers, restrictions on 
entering industrial sites) 

• Development of a mine closure plan 

• A Hunter and Visitor Site Access Procedure (an appendix to the Roads Management Plan; 
Baffinland 2016), which describes how land users can safely access Project facilities at Milne Port 
and the Mine Site. It further describes Baffinland’s policy prohibiting the public from unescorted 
travel on the Tote Road. Baffinland will instead transport land users and their equipment on the 
Tote Road in order to prevent land user‐Tote Road traffic interactions. 

Monitoring results Monitoring data suggest Inuit land use activities coexist to some degree with the Project, as local land 
users have continued to access Project sites since construction began (e.g. 892 land use visitor person‐
days were recorded in 2019), with a substantial increase in visitor person-days over the past three years. 
Various mitigation measures have been established by Baffinland to address effects on Inuit travel, camps, 
and harvesting. In addition to those already listed above, Baffinland has contributed $750,000 to a Wildlife 
Compensation Fund (administered by the QIA under the terms of the IIBA) to address the potential for 
wildlife‐related impacts from the Project. Baffinland has also established a Harvesters Enabling Program in 
Pond Inlet through the amended IIBA, whereby Baffinland will contribute $400,000/year for 10 years for a 
gas program to allow for more accessible travel for Inuit in the area. Relevant mitigation is in place and 
there is no direct evidence to suggest mitigation measures need to be modified at this time. However, 
limited monitoring data prevent a more detailed assessment from occurring.  

In addition, note that some effects related to the Steensby Inlet rail/port components are not anticipated 
until those components are built. 
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9 · Cultural Well-Being 
The influence of the Project on Inuit culture and cultural development  

through its interactions with Inuit cultural values  

 

FEIS Prediction  

“The Project will affect Inuit culture and cultural development through its interactions with Inuit cultural values. To a large 

degree, these interactions will be positive. The opportunities for productive livelihoods based on self-reliance and sharing 

of resources, learning and sharing experience through supervisory and role-model functions, and for monitoring the 

environment are all relevant and supportive of these values. This conclusion that productive employment is aligned with 

Inuit culture in the contemporary context is something that has also been expressed by Elders during community 

consultations. It is acknowledged, however, that culture has many facets. Different perspectives on industrial 

development and its effects on culture have been heard during community engagement. Some individuals have deep 

concerns about the effect of on-going economic development and expansion of the wage economy on Inuit culture. What 

may be a positive cultural effect for some—access to a job that enables one to provide for family and relatives—may be a 

negative cultural effect for someone else. For these reasons, Project effects on culture are considered to be diverse in 

their direction — neither positive nor negative. No significant impact is assessed.” 

 

9.1 VSEC Effects assessment 

There were no residual effects identified in the EIS. 

  



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 69 

 

10 · Economic Development and Self-Reliance 
The combined effects of the project  on economic development, Inuit 
autonomy and general wellbeing 

 

FEIS Prediction  

“The overall direction of the effects of the Project on the Economic Development and Self-Reliance VSEC are assessed, 

with a high level of confidence, to be positive. Direct and indirect economic expansion associated with the Project will 

create new opportunities for employment and business across the RSA, and particularly within the LSA. The Project will 

enhance labour force capacity and may increase Inuit business capacity. The assessment of Project interactions on land 

and land use dimensions of this VSEC suggest that these effects will be multi-dimensional. No significant adverse effects 

on the underlying VECs are assessed. The integrated analysis of the combined effects of the Project does not lead to an 

assessment of adverse effects on harvesting. Considering the Project’s interactions with these multiple dimensions 

related to Economic Development and Self-Reliance, the residual effects of the Project are assessed to be positive and 

significant.” 

Note to readers 

This VSEC relates to a number of other VSECs and indicators within this report. As such, an assessment of economic 
development and self-reliance would need to consider data and information from the following sections: 

2. Education and Training 

3. Employment and Livelihood 

4. Contracting and business opportunities 

5. Human health and wellbeing, and 

8. Resource and land use. 

As noted in the EIS, following an integrated assessment of these other VECs/VSECs, no new residual effects specific to 
this VSEC were identified. Therefore, this section focuses on investments in community and wellness initiatives, 
harvesting activities and food security; monitoring of other relevant residual effects is provided under these other 
VSECs. 

Key Findings 

• Data from the 2012 and 2017 Aboriginal Peoples Surveys indicate that an increasing proportion of Inuit households 

are experiencing some level of food insecurity. In the North Baffin LSA, just over half of survey respondents (56%) 

reported that they cut the size of or skipped meals entirely over the last year because there was not enough money 

for food (up from  37% in  2012), while just under half of respondents (45%) said that they went hungry because they 

could not afford food (up from 35% in 2012).  

• The rise in food insecurity in the North Baffin households from 2012 - 2017 has occurred in concert with a decline in 

traditional harvesting activities. 2017 data for the North Baffin LSA show a 10% decline in respondents who report 

they have hunted, fished or trapped over the past year, and a 7% decline in gathering wild plants. As described in 

Section 8.1, the number of land use visitor person-days recorded at both Mary River and Milne report increased 

substantially in both 2018 and 2019, which may signal a resurgence in hunting, trapping and/or gathering at the 

Project sites.  

• Baffinland continues to make contributions to the components of food security it can affect through initiatives 

commensurate with its role as a regional mineral developer 
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10.1 Investments in community and wellness initiatives 

Data and trends 

Table 14 below provides an overview of Baffinland’s contributions to a variety of community wellness and recreational 

initiatives and programs. Note that this data was first prepared for the 2019 report. 

Table 14. Baffinland contributions to LSA community sponsorships 

Initiative Description 2019 

Cultural exchange program Hockey exchange trip between Pond Inlet and Mimico, ON $46,000.00 

Elders gathering Flights to enable LSA residents’ participation in the Elder’s gathering $47,273.50 

Arctic Bay Daycare Baffinland provided Arctic Bay Day Care with funds toward securing a building 
and other capital expenses for the Tununirusiq Daycare 

$50,000.00 

Mittima Food Bank Society Based in Pond Inlet Hamlet, the Mittima Food Bank Society is committed to 
working toward providing Pond Inlet residents with an established Food Bank 
and Soup/ Community Kitchen 

$57,500.00 

Various sports and recreational 
initiatives 

A variety of contributions to community sports and recreational initiatives, 
including community sporting teams and events 

$96,277.30 

Various Cultural and wellness 
initiatives 

A variety of contributions to cultural and wellness initiatives, including 
contributions to food centers and the Arctic Inspiration Prize 

$99,235.98 

Total  $396,286.78 

Source: (Baffinland, 2019) 

Interpretation 

Baffinland continues to contribute to a variety of LSA-based recreational and wellness programs, in addition to other 

contributions to education and school based initiatives outlined in Section 2.1. These sponsorships and contributions, 

outlined in Table 14 are based on the needs and requests of community members and include, local sports teams 

sponsorships, support for cultural programming, including youth exchanges and Elders gatherings and health and wellness 

programming including food back and country food contributions. 

10.2 Project Harvesting Interactions and Food Security 

Data and trends 

Harvesting and consumption of country food remains a valued and important part of Inuit culture and diet. 

However, statistical data on these topics are limited. In lieu of appropriate community level indicator data on how 

the Project affects LSA residents’ interactions with country foods, this section includes data from national surveys 

of First Nations living off reserve, Metis, and Inuit people, called the Aboriginal Peoples Survey.  

The Aboriginal Peoples Survey, which monitors the social and economic conditions of Inuit in Canada, includes questions 

on both food security and harvesting. It should be noted that participation in the APS is voluntary and the questions vary 

between surveys which are conducted only every 5 years. These surveys recorded responses from members the North 

Baffin LSA, Iqaluit, as well as Nunavut as a whole. Pertinent results related to food security and harvesting practices from 

the 2012 and 2017 surveys are presented below in Table 15, Table 16, Table 17. Values reported in Table 15 represent the 

proportion of survey respondents who responded “yes” to each of the listed survey questions. Values in Table 16 and 

Table 17 represent the proportion of survey respondents who answered “yes” to the question on whether or not they 

participated in the harvesting activity, and then the proportion of those who confirmed participating that answered “yes” 

to each subsequent question about how often they participated. 



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 71 

Table 15: Results from the food security section within the Aboriginal Peoples Survey from both 2012 and 2017. 

Survey Question Nunavut Iqaluit North Baffin 

 2012 ∆ 2017 2012 ∆ 2017 2012 ∆ 2017 

In the past 12 months, since last [month of interview], did 
[you/you and other household members] ever cut the size 
of your meals or skip meals because there wasn’t enough 
money for food? 

33.7% ↑ 42.5% 19.4% ↑ 26.9% 37.0% ↑ 56.4% 

In the past 12 months, did you [personally] ever eat less 
than you felt you should because there wasn’t enough 
money to buy food? 

34.1% ↑ 41.5% 20.9% ↑ 28.4% 38.3% ↑ 51.3% 

In the past 12 months, were you [personally] ever hungry 
but didn’t eat because you couldn’t afford enough food? 

28.0% ↑ 33.2% 16.4% ↑ 23.9% 34.6% ↑ 44.9% 

Sources: (Statistics Canada, 2012) (Statistics Canada, 2017) 

Table 16: Results from the hunting, fishing, and trapping section within the Aboriginal Peoples Survey from both 2012 and 2017. 

Survey Question Nunavut Iqaluit North Baffin 

 2012 ∆ 2017 2012 ∆ 2017 2012 ∆ 2017 

In the last year, did you hunt, fish or trap? 65.5% ↓ 64.6% 54.0% ↑ 64.2% 66.7% ↓ 56.4% 

Did you do this... ? - For pleasure or leisure 52.8% ↑ 64.5% 72.4% ↓ 62.8% 46.7% ↑ 77.8% 

Did you do this... ? - For your own use or your family’s use 76.0% ↑ 91.5% 69.0% ↑ 86.0% 73.3% ↑ 93.3% 

Did you do this... ? - To share with others in the community 44.8% ↑ 64.5% 27.6% ↑ 44.2% 40.0% ↑ 80.0% 

Sources: (Statistics Canada, 2012) (Statistics Canada, 2017) 

Table 17: Results from the gathering wild plants section within the Aboriginal Peoples Survey from both 2012 and 2017. 

Survey Question Nunavut Iqaluit North Baffin 

 2012 ∆ 2017 2012 ∆ 2017 2012 ∆ 2017 

In the last year, did you gather wild plants, for example, 
berries, rice or sweet grass? 

42.6% ↓ 36.5% 54.0% ↓ 41.8% 38.1% ↓ 30.8% 

Did you do this... ? - For pleasure or leisure 59.1% ↑ 71.2% 62.1% ↑ 64.3% 60.7% ↑ 87.5% 

Did you do this... ? - For your own use or your family’s use 72.0% ↑ 89.5% 69.0% ↑ 82.1% 60.7% ↑ 91.7% 

Did you do this... ? - To share with others in the 
community 

28.4% ↑ 49.0% 13.8%* ↑ 32.1%* 28.6%* ↑ 70.8% 

Sources: (Statistics Canada, 2012) (Statistics Canada, 2017) | *Note: data based on small sample, interpret with caution. 

The other source of information relevant to this VSEC is input and observations provided through community engagement 

conducted for the Project. As mentioned in previous SEMRs, some Project stakeholders have suggested adverse effects on 

harvesting and wildlife have been experienced because of the Project.  These included comments on the impacts of 

shipping and noise on wildlife, water pollution from shipping practices, dust contamination and marine life, and the 

effects of mining and shipping on harvesting in the Project area. For example: 

We worry about the hunters, and the lack of animals is noticeable. Wildlife is affected by the ships in the 

summer where there is a lot of sound pollution; we have less seals, less narwhals. We feel that and it’s hard 

to pinpoint what is directly affected. We need to better monitor to understand what’s happening. Those 

were the two main things I wanted to bring: employment and ship traffic affecting hunters [Joshua Katsak, 

Representative for Pond Inlet at the 2019 QSEMC Meeting] 

Concerns have also been expressed elsewhere about declining rates of country food consumption and the lack of food 

security in Nunavut, generally. Additional comments (not necessarily all related to the Project) on country food and/or 

food security were recorded in 2019, for example: 
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In Sanirajak, our hunting style has changed. They used to be able to hunt walrus in all 3 seasons. In the 

winter they had to go to the moving ice and use dog teams, the dogs know how thick the ice is. It’s hard to 

express this, but a lot of things are tied to climate change and our wildlife. Maybe you should talk to climate 

change experts on the effects in North Baffin. In Sanirajak you have to wait for the tide to be coming from a 

certain direction and wait until the ice comes back, these are the changes we are seeing due to equipment 

changes, hunting patterns, and sea ice changes. I encourage Baffinland to talk with some climate change 

people to find out what you can learn from them and on the impacts to wildlife. It’s possible in 20 years from 

now that Sanirajak might blame Baffinland for a lack of walruses. [Jayko Simonie, Representative for 

Sanirajak at the 2019 QSEMC Meeting] 

Interpretation 

Improving food security remains a pressing issue in Nunavut (Nunavut Food Security Coalition, 2014; Nunavut Food 

Security Coalition, 2016). Aboriginal People’s Survey (2014) notes food insecurity refers to situations when, for example, 

the food that was purchased does not last, and there is not enough money to buy more; a household cannot afford to eat 

balanced meals; or household members cut the size of their meals or skip meals because there is not enough money for 

food. According to the APS conducted in 2017, a majority of households in the North Baffin LSA experienced some level of 

food insecurity within the year prior to the survey.  

Data from the food security section of the 2012 and 2017 Aboriginal Peoples Surveys indicate that an increasing 

proportion of Inuit households are experiencing some level of food insecurity. In Nunavut, as many as approximately 

42.5% of households had reduced food intake due to budgetary constraints. In the North Baffin LSA, the figures are even 

more dramatic, with 56.4% of survey respondents reporting that they had to cut the size of, or skip meals entirely over 

the last year because there wasn’t enough money for food (up from 37% in 2012), while 44.9% of respondents said that 

over the last year they went hungry because they couldn’t afford food (up 10.3% from 2012). The rise in food insecurity in 

North Baffin households over the five-year period of 2012 - 2017 has occurred in concert with a decline in traditional 

harvesting activities. For example, The North Baffin LSA has seen a decline in the number of respondents who report they 

have hunted, fished, trapped or gathered wild plants over the past year, including 10% decreases in hunting, fishing and 

trapping activity over this five-year period (from 66.7% to 56.4%) and a 7% decrease in respondents who had gathered 

wild plants in the previous year (from 38% to just under 31%). 

As described in Section 8.1, the number of land use visitor person-days recorded at both Mary River and Milne report has 

increased substantially in both 2018 and 2019. This may indicate a resurgence in hunting, trapping and/or gathering at the 

Project sites, though may also be due to better reporting in 2019. 

The Nunavut Food Security Coalition (2014) has outlined four components of food security (i.e. availability, accessibility, 

quality, and use) and factors affecting each component (Table 18). Baffinland has acknowledged it can play a role in each 

of these food security components. However, the Nunavut Food Security Coalition (2014) also highlights food security 

components “are influenced by many complex factors” and notes “this critical and complex issue is larger than the 

mandate of any one organization. A collaborative approach is essential.” 

Baffinland continues to make contributions to the components of food security it can affect through initiatives 

commensurate with its role as a regional mineral developer (Table 18). Baffinland has also developed mitigation and 

monitoring programs that aim to avoid or minimize adverse effects on terrestrial, freshwater, and marine resources 

important to LSA residents. Baffinland’s Annual Report to the NIRB provides monitoring results and information specific to 

these topics. Harvesting and food security are complex issues that can be influenced by several factors and this topic will 

continue to be monitored for emerging trends. Additionally, Baffinland continues to work on the development of 

thresholds and actions for the Project’s socio-economic monitoring program. 
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Table 18: Food security components and Baffinland’s role (Availability and Accessibility) 

 

Notes: Food security components and factors affecting each component were sourced from the Nunavut Food Security 

Coalition (2014). 

10.3 VSEC Effects assessment 

No residual effects specific to the Economic Development and Self‐Reliance VSEC were assessed in the EIS. Rather, an 

integrated assessment of other VECs/VSECs was conducted for this VSEC. Monitoring of residual effects continues to be 

conducted through other VECs/VSECs.   

Components of 
Food Security 

Factors Affecting Each 
Component 

Baffinland’s Role 

Availability 
• Family size 

• Human population size 

• Grocery supplies 

• Wildlife stocks 

• Distribution of wildlife 

• Environmental conditions 

• Providing employees with ample and healthy food choices while on site 

• Avoidance/minimization of adverse effects on the biophysical/socio‐
economic environment and on terrestrial/freshwater/marine resources 
utilized by LSA residents (verified through annual monitoring) 

Accessibility 
• Cost of food 

• Income levels 

• Gambling and substance 
abuse 

• Transportation 
effectiveness 

• Strength of sharing 
networks 

• Access to hunting 
grounds 

• Climate change 
 

• Providing LSA residents with meaningful incomes through employment 
that enables the purchase of food and support the participation in 
harvesting activities 

• Direct and indirect contributions to community well‐being initiatives (e.g. 
INPK Fund, school lunch program, seasonal country food exchange 
program, community food bank donations, community feasts, and indirect 
contributions to the QIA Legacy Fund and QIA Benefits Fund) 

• Employee support through the EFAP, on‐site Cultural Advisors, and the 
Community Counsellors Program 

• Avoidance/minimization of adverse effects on the biophysical/socio‐
economic environment and on terrestrial/freshwater/marine resources 
utilized by LSA residents (verified through annual monitoring) 

• Permitting Inuit employee harvesting during leisure hours (subject to 
certain restrictions) 

• Permitting Inuit non‐employees to access Project sites and participate in 
harvesting activities (subject to certain restrictions) 

• Establishment of a Wildlife Compensation Fund to address potential 
impacts ($750,000 in compensation has been set aside for Inuit harvesters 
for incidents of loss or damage relating to wildlife due to the Project) 

• Establishment of the Harvesters Enabling Program in Pond Inlet 
($400,000/year for 10 years, to provide gas to support local travel and 
harvesting activities) 

Quality 
• Nutritional knowledge 

• Health of store‐bought 
food 

• Wildlife health 

• Food spoilage 

• Environmental 
contaminants 

• Providing employees with ample and healthy food choices while on site 

• Establishment of country food kitchens at the Mary River and Milne Port 
sites 

• Avoidance/minimization of adverse effects on the biophysical/socio‐
economic environment and on terrestrial/freshwater/marine resources 
utilized by LSA residents (verified through annual monitoring) 

Use 
• Traditional knowledge 

• Food preparation skills 

• Budgeting skills 

• Literacy rates 

• Language barriers 

• Completion of a comprehensive Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit study (on several 
topics, including harvesting), the results of which are publicly available 

• Establishment of country food kitchens at the Mary River and Milne Port 
sites 

• Commitment to offer financial management training and support to 
employees 

• Commitment to offer literacy and numeracy training to employees 

• Support for the use of Inuktitut at Project sites 
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11 · Benefits, Royalty, and Taxation 
The value of Project revenues accrued by the territorial government 
through taxation 

 

FEIS Prediction  

“The flow of revenues generated by the Project to the Government of Nunavut is assessed to be significant relative to the 

GN’s own-source revenues.” 

Key Findings 

• The value of tax payments made by Baffinland to the Government of Nunavut increased in 2019, reflecting the 

growth of the Project’s workforce and increased level of Project activity. In 2019, Baffinland paid approximately 

$8.7M in employee payroll tax and $7.0M in fuel tax.  

11.1 Payroll and Corporate Taxes Paid by Baffinland to the Territorial Government 

Data and Trends 

Figure 47 below provides an overview of taxes paid to the Government and Nunavut since 2017, including payroll tax and 

fuel tax. 

Figure 47. Baffinland taxes paid to the Government of Nunavut 

 

(Baffinland, 2019) | Note that the 2018 Payroll tax figure was incorrectly reported as $5.1 million but revised in this report after an administration error 

was corrected. 

Interpretation 

The Project’s effect on revenues flowing to the territorial government is largely established by the value of its payroll as 

well as the assessment of corporate tax payments by Baffinland. In 2019, Baffinland paid $8,674,791 in employee payroll 

tax and $6,986,839 in fuel tax to the Government of Nunavut. This represents an increase over 2018 figures and is largely 

attributed to the increase in Project activity that occurred throughout 2019.  

11.2 VSEC Effects assessment 

The EIS assessed one residual effect for the Benefits, Royalty, and Taxation VSEC. The Project Certificate contains no 

specific Terms and Conditions that pertain to monitoring of the Benefits, Royalty, and Taxation VSEC. The applicable 

monitoring results for the residual effect are summarized in Table 19. 
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Table 19: Effects Assessment for the Benefits, Royalty, and Taxation VSEC 

 

  

Residual effect Project Revenues Flowing to the Territorial Government 

Summary The EIS predicted the Project would have a beneficial effect on revenues (e.g. through taxes) 
flowing to the territorial government. No specific mitigation measures were developed to 
support this prediction. 

Monitoring results The Project continued to pay taxes to the Government of Nunavut in 2019. This is consistent 
with the EIS prediction of positive effects from the Project occurring on revenues flowing to the 
territorial government. 
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12 · Governance and Leadership 
Alignment with regional and communities’ priorities through local 
involvement, leadership, and agreements  

 

FEIS Prediction  

“The Project is considered to fit well with the strategic priorities identified for both the RSA as well as for the communities 

of the North Baffin LSA. An effective governance regime will be in place with the signing of an IIBA and, through 

partnership with the Q-SEMC, Baffinland will contribute to socio-economic monitoring of importance to the region’s 

leadership. Therefore, the Project is considered to have a positive and significant impact on the Government and 

Leadership VSEC.” 

12.1 Governance and Leadership Monitoring Data and Analysis 

Data indicators for monitoring the Governance and Leadership VSEC have not been developed. However, the Project 

continues to provide socio-economic monitoring data of importance to the region’s leadership, including through the 

provision of 2019 data included herein on demographic change, direct and indirect economic contributions, barriers to 

employment for women, Project harvesting interactions and food security, and potential indirect Project effects such as 

substance abuse, gambling, rates of domestic violence, and education rates, among others. Baffinland also continues to 

engage the QSEMC and SEMWG on its socio‐economic monitoring program.  

12.2 VSEC Effects assessment 

The EIS did not identify residual effects for the Governance and Leadership VSEC. 
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Concluding Remarks 

Summary 

Report Summary 

This report helps to accomplish the objectives of the monitoring program (outlined in Table 2)n several ways.  

• This report has provided an assessment of selected socio‐economic effects that were predicted to occur in the 

Project’s EIS. 

• This assessment has also provided insight into the functioning of Baffinland’s socio‐economic management and 

mitigation measures. 

• This report has provided information (see Compliance Assessment section) that may assist regulatory and other 

agencies in evaluating Baffinland’s compliance with socio‐ economic monitoring requirements for the Project.  

• Finally, this report supports adaptive management for the Project, as issues identified in this report will continue 

to be monitored and opportunities for potential performance improvements may be assessed. The Adaptive 

Management Section contains additional information on adaptive management measures. 

Cumulative Economic Effects Summary 

The Project continues to make positive contributions to Nunavut’s economy. As noted previously, 4.35 million hours of 

Project labour were performed by Baffinland and contractor employees in 2019, equal to approximately 2,159 FTEs. Of 

this total, 580,197 hours were worked by Inuit, representing approximately 288 FTEs. A total of 16.2 million hours of 

Project labour have been performed since Project development, of which 2.5 million hours have been performed by Inuit. 

In addition, $20.23 million in payroll was provided to Baffinland Inuit employees in 2019 and, since 2014, Baffinland has 

provided $65.5 million in payroll to its Inuit employees. Likewise, $288.8 million was committed to contracting with Inuit 

Firms in 2019. A total of $1.25 billion dollars has been awarded to Inuit Firms since Project development. 

When compared to annual economic outputs for Nunavut as a whole, these values are notable. In 2018 (the most recent 

year estimates were available), for example, there were a total of 16,655 jobs held in Nunavut and 29,179,000 total hours 

worked with average weekly earnings of $1,375.30 per employee (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019a). By 

comparison, hours worked by Baffinland and contractor employees in 2018 (i.e. 3,081,740) represent 10.6% of the 

Nunavut total.  

Mining remains an important contributor to the Nunavut economy. Nunavut’s real gross domestic product (GDP) for all 

industries in 2018 was $2,995.0 million. Of this amount, ‘mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction’ was responsible for 

contributing $680.7 million (or 22.7%). Mining may also make economic contributions to supporting industries such as 

‘construction’ ($647.8 million contribution to the Nunavut economy in 2018), ‘transportation and warehousing’ ($66.8 

million contribution to the Nunavut economy in 2018), and ‘accommodation and food services’ ($30.0 million 

contribution to the Nunavut economy in 2018), among others (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019c). The Mary River 

Project, in addition to other mines in the territory have been substantial contributors to this increase. In 2018, the 

minerals sector directly and indirectly contributed $97 billion, or 5% to the country’s nominal GDP. The Mining industry 

also directly employs more than 409,000 individuals and remains the largest proportional private sector employer of 

Indigenous peoples in the country (Mining Association of Canada, 2019).No negative regional or cumulative socio-

economic effects directly associated with the Project were identified in 2019. As such, no additional socio-economic 

mitigation measures have been proposed to manage negative effects. 

Adaptive Management 

This report has identified various positive effects of the Project and presents information that is consistent with several 

EIS predictions. However, some monitoring data has revealed unclear, inconsistent, or otherwise negative trends. Long‐

term monitoring will be necessary to track Project outcomes more fully over time and may contribute to an improved 
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understanding of observed trends and causality. No need has been identified at this time to substantially modify 

Baffinland’s existing management/mitigation approach to the socio-economic environment. Project benefits are being 

delivered and actions continue to be taken by the Company to address issues that have been identified by the Company, 

Inuit, and regulators. It is also likely some Project benefits will take time to be fully realized. Likewise, the negative trends 

observed for some monitoring indicators are not all necessarily due to the Project, and there is currently no direct 

evidence to suggest key EIS predictions are inaccurate. 

Employment in the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit in 2019 was largely consistent with EIS predictions. LSA employment in 

2019 was above EIS predictions (584,271 hours, compared with predictions of 335,000 hours), although the balance of 

these hours was realized more in the North Baffin LSA and less in Iqaluit as compared to predictions. Inuit turnover is 

down substantially for the second year in a row, indicating successful efforts on the part of Baffinland through its human 

resource programming and other efforts. Inuit employment, contracting, and Inuit employee turnover are areas 

Baffinland has committed to continue addressing in 2020, and several initiatives are occurring in support of these efforts. 

This includes ongoing implementation of the IHRS (Baffinland, 2018) and IPCS (Baffinland, 2017) 

Baffinland and QIA are also partners in the Q‐STEP training program. Q‐STEP is a four‐year initiative being undertaken to 

provide Inuit with skills and qualifications to meet the employment needs of the Mary River Project as well as other 

employment opportunities in the region. The program consists of both work readiness measures as well as targeted 

training programs directed at apprenticeships, skills development, supervisor training, and formal certification in heavy 

equipment operation. 

Likewise, the IIBA was renegotiated in late 2018 (QIA and Baffinland, 2018) and includes various commitments that may 

assist with increasing Inuit employment over time (e.g. Work Ready Program, Baffinland Apprenticeship Program, Inuit 

Internship Program, hiring of Inuit Recruiters, $10 million commitment to a Baffinland Inuit Training Centre in Pond Inlet, 

establishment of annual Minimum Inuit Employment Goals). Continued monitoring of Inuit employment hours, Inuit 

employee turnover, and initiatives described in the IHRS, IPCS, Q‐STEP, and IIBA will be needed to evaluate outcomes over 

time. More generally, Baffinland has committed to using adaptive management as a tool to identify and make necessary 

improvements to the Project’s socio‐economic performance in the future. 

Given the large changes to the design and layout of this year’s socio-economic monitoring report as compared with 

previous years, the effectiveness of the Project’s socio‐economic monitoring program will also continue to be evaluated in 

an ongoing manner. This may lead to future modifications of the Project’s Socio‐Economic Monitoring Plan (Baffinland 

SEMR, 2019), indicators used, and/or methods of analysis employed. Likewise, Baffinland has acknowledged data 

limitations currently exist for certain aspects of the monitoring program and welcomes feedback on potential program 

improvements. Baffinland also anticipates monitoring may cease for some indicators in the future, especially where EIS 

predictions have been sufficiently verified over time. Should the need arise to substantially modify the Project’s 

monitoring program, the SEMWG will be consulted. 
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Compliance Assessment 
Table 20 Compliance Assessment Table 

# Description Status Concordance Summary 

129 

The Proponent is strongly encouraged to engage 
in the work of the QSEMC along with other 
agencies and affected communities, and it 
should endeavour to identify areas of mutual 
interest and priorities for inclusion into a 
collaborative monitoring framework that 
includes socio‐ economic monitoring priorities 
related to the Project, communities, and the 
North Baffin region as a whole. 

In-Compliance Section Socio-
Economic Monitoring 
Requirements and 
Guidance (pg. 1), 
Section Socio-
Economic Monitoring 
Indicators (pg. 5), 
and Appendix A (pg. 
87) 

Baffinland continues to 
engage with the QSEMC 
and participates in the 
SEMWG, whose members 
include Baffinland, the GN, 
the Government of Canada, 
and QIA.  

130 

The Proponent should consider establishing and 
coordinating with smaller socio‐economic 
working groups to meet Project specific 
monitoring requirements throughout the life of 
the Project. 

In-Compliance Section Socio-
Economic Monitoring 
Requirements and 
Guidance (pg. 1), 
Appendix A (pg. 87) 

Baffinland continues to 
engage with the QSEMC and 
SEMWG on socio‐economic 
monitoring for the Project. 
In addition, Baffinland 
regularly engages other 
committees which operate 
under provisions of the IIBA 
on various socio‐economic 
topics.  

131 

The QSEMC is encouraged to engage in the 
monitoring of demographic changes including 
the movement of people into and out of the 
North Baffin communities and the territory as a 
whole. This information may be used in 
conjunction with monitoring data obtained by 
the Proponent from recent hires and/or out‐
going employees in order to assess the potential 
effect the Project has on migration. 

In-Compliance Section 1.1 (pg. 9), 
Section 1.2 (pg. 11),  
and Section 1.3 (pg. 
14) 

Baffinland has provided 
demographic change 
information in the Socio‐
Economic Monitoring 
Report. 

133 

The Proponent is encouraged to work with 
the QSEMC and in collaboration with the GN’s 
Department of Health and Social Services, the 
NHC and other relevant stakeholders, design 
and implement a voluntary survey to be 
completed by its employees on an annual 
basis in order to identify changes of address, 
housing status (i.e. public/social, privately 
owned/rented, government, etc.), and 
migration intentions while respecting 
confidentiality of all persons involved. The 
survey should be designed in collaboration 
with the GN’s Department of Health and 
Social Services, the NHC and other relevant 
stakeholders. Non‐confidential results of the 
survey are to be reported to the GN and the 
NIRB. 

Partial-Compliance Section 1.2 (pg. 11) and 
Section 2.4 (pg. 24) 

Baffinland has implemented an 
Inuit Employee Survey, which 
collects information related to 
employee and contractor 
changes of address, housing 
status, and migration 
intentions. However, a survey 
has not yet been administered 
for the 2019 reporting year. 

134 

The Proponent shall include with its annual 
reporting to the NIRB a summation of 
employee origin information as follows:  
a. The number of Inuit and non‐Inuit 
employees hired from each of the North 
Baffin communities, specifying the number 
from each, 

In-Compliance Section 1.1 (pg. 9) Baffinland has presented 
employee and contractor 
origin information in the Socio‐
Economic Monitoring Report. 
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# Description Status Concordance Summary 

 b. The number of Inuit and non‐Inuit 
employees hired from each of the Kitikmeot 
and Kivalliq Regions, specifying the number 
from each, 
 c. The number of Inuit and non‐Inuit 
employees hired from a southern location or 
other province/territory outside of Nunavut, 
specifying the locations and the number 
from each, and  
d. The number of non‐Canadian foreign 
employees hired, specifying the locations 
and number from each foreign point of hire. 

140 The Proponent is encouraged to survey 
Nunavummiut employees as they are 
hired and specifically note the level of 
education obtained and whether the 
incoming employee resigned from a 
previous job placement or educational 
institution in order to take up employment 
with the Project. 

Partial-
Compliance 

Section 2.4 (pg. 24) Baffinland has implemented 
an Inuit Employee Survey, 
which collects information 
related to current education 
levels of employees, and 
their employment and 
education status prior to 
taking up employment with 
the Project. However, a 
survey has not yet been 
administered for the 2019 
reporting year. 

145 The Proponent is encouraged to work with 
the GN and the QSEMC to monitor the 
barriers to employment for women, 
specifically with respect to childcare 
availability and costs. 

In-compliance Section 3.1 (pg. 31), 
Section 3.2 (pg. 33) 
and Section 3.3 (pg. 
34) 

Baffinland has presented 
information on hours 
worked by female 
Baffinland and contractor 
employees on the Project in 
the Socio‐Economic 
Monitoring Report.) 

148 

The Proponent is encouraged to undertake 
collaborative monitoring in conjunction with 
the Qikiqtaaluk Socio-Economic Monitoring 
Committee’s monitoring program which 
addresses Project harvesting interactions 
and food security, and which includes broad 
indicators of dietary habits. 

In-compliance Section 7 (pg.65), 
Section  9 ·(pg. 69) 
and Section 10.1 (pg. 
71) 

Baffinland has presented 
some information on Project 
harvesting interactions and 
food security in the Socio‐
Economic Monitoring 
Report. Baffinland has also 
presented related 
information on household 
income and food security, 
and on land user‐Project 
interactions in this report. 

154 The Proponent shall work with the GN and 
the QSEMC to monitor potential indirect 
effects of the Project, including indicators 
such as the prevalence of substance abuse, 
gambling issues, family violence, marital 
problems, rates of sexually transmitted 
infections and other communicable diseases, 
rates of teenage pregnancy, high school 
completion rates, and others as deemed 
appropriate. 

In-compliance Section 2.2 (pg. 19), 
Section 5.2 (pg. 46) 
and Section 5.3 (pg. 
50) 

Baffinland has presented 
information (where 
available) relating to this 
requirement in this report. 

158 The Proponent is encouraged to work with the 
GN and other parties as deemed relevant in 
order to develop a Human Health Working 
Group which addresses and establishes 

In-compliance Section 1.1 (pg. 9), 
Section 1.3 (pg. 14), 
Section 5.1 (pg. 45), 
Section 5.2 (pg. 46), 

Baffinland continues to 
engage the QSEMC and 
SEMWG on its socio‐
economic monitoring 
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# Description Status Concordance Summary 

monitoring functions relating to pressures upon 
existing services and costs to the health and 
social services provided by the GN as such may 
be impacted by Project‐related in‐migration of 
employees, to both the North Baffin region in 
general, and to the City of Iqaluit in particular. 

Section 6.1 (pg. 58) program; the GN actively 
participates in both these 
groups.  
  

159 The Proponent is encouraged to work with the 
GN to develop an effects monitoring program 
that captures increased Project‐related 
pressures to community infrastructure in the 
Local Study Area communities, and to airport 
infrastructure in all point‐of‐hire communities 
and in Iqaluit. 

In-compliance Section Socio-
Economic Monitoring 
Requirements and 
Guidance (pg. 1), 
Section 6.3 (pg. 61) 
 

Baffinland continues to 
engage the QSEMC and 
SEMWG on its socio‐
economic monitoring 
program; the GN actively 
participates in both these 
groups. 

168 

The specific socioeconomic variables as set out 
in Section 8 of the Board’s Report, including data 
regarding population movement into and out of 
the North Baffin communities and Nunavut as a 
whole, barriers to employment for women, 
Project harvesting interactions and food 
security, and indirect Project effects such as 
substance abuse, gambling, rates of domestic 
violence, and education rates that are relevant 
to the Project, be included in the monitoring 
program adopted by the QSEMC. 

In-compliance Section Introduction 
(pg. 1), Section Socio-
Economic Monitoring 
Indicators (pg. 5), 
Section 1.4 (pg. 16), 
Section 5.1 (pg. 45), 
and Section 10.2 (pg. 
71) 

Baffinland has presented 
information (where 
available) on demographic 
change, barriers to 
employment for women, 
Project harvesting 
interactions and food 
security, and potential 
indirect Project effects such 
as substance abuse, 
gambling, rates of domestic 
violence, and education 
rates in the Socio‐Economic 
Monitoring Report.  

169 

The Proponent provide an annual monitoring 
summary to the NIRB on the monitoring data 
related to the regional and cumulative economic 
effects (positive and negative) associated with 
the Project and any proposed mitigation 
measures being considered necessary to 
mitigate the negative effects identified. 

In-compliance Section: Cumulative 
Economic Effects 
Summary (pg. 78) 

Baffinland has provided a 
summary of regional and 
cumulative economic effects in 
the Socio‐Economic Monitoring 
Report. 

  



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 82 

References 
Arriagada, P. (2016). First Nation, Metis and Inuit Women. Women in Canada: A Gender-Based Statistical Report. Statistics 

Canada Catalogue no. 89-503-X. 

Baffinland (survey). (2019). 2019 Inuit Employee Survey.  

Baffinland. (2017). Inuit Procurement and Contracting Strategy. Document #: BAF‐PH1‐230‐P16‐0001. Rev. 0. Submitted 

with the FEIS Addendum for the Phase 2 Proposal.  

Baffinland. (2018). Inuit Human Resources Strategy Procedure. Document #: BAF‐PH1‐700‐PRO‐0005. Rev. 0. Submitted 

with the FEIS Addendum for the Phase 2 Proposal.  

Baffinland. (2019). Various data sets.  

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. (2012). Mary Rivery Project- Final Environmental Impact Statement.  

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. (2019). Socio‐Economic Monitoring Plan – DRAFT.Submitted with the FEIS Addendum 

for the Phase 2 Proposal.  

Bell, J. (2012, April 20). Meadowbank a reality check for Nunavut mining: AEM executive. Nunatsiaq News. Retrieved 

February 4, 2016, from Nunatsiaq : 

http://www.nunatsiaqonline.ca/stories/article/65674meadowbank_a_reality_check_for_nunav 

ut_mining_aem_executive/ 

British Columbia Environmental Assessment Office. (2013). Guideline for the Selection of Valued Components and 

Assessment of Potential Effects. Retrieved January 14, 2016, from Environmental Assessment Office: 

http://www.eao.gov.bc.ca/VC_Guidelines.html 

Conference Board of Canada. (2016). Education and Skills in the Territories. Retrieved from Conference Board of Canada: 

http://www.conferenceboard.ca/hcp/provincial/education/edu‐territories.aspx 

Eegeesiak, E. ,. (2016, February). Personal Communication. 

Government of Nunavut. (n.d.). Public Service Annual Report 2013-2014 Prepared by the Department of Finance. 

Retrieved February 4, 2016, from http://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/public_service_annual_report_2013‐

14_english.pdf 

Gregoire, L. (2014, January 30). Nunavut premier says targeted training needed to build the future. Retrieved from 

Nunatsiaq News: 

http://www.nunatsiaqonline.ca/stories/article/65674nunavut_premier_says_targetted_training_needed_to_buil

d_future/ 

Impact Economics. (2018, December). Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary River Project – Phase 2 Proposal: Labour 

Market Analysis. Submitted as TSD‐26 with the FEIS Addendum for the Phase 2 Proposal. 

Mining Association of Canada. (2019). Facts and Figures of the Canadian Mining Industry 2019. Retrieved July 25, 2018, 

from http://mining.ca/documents/facts‐and‐figures‐2017 

Mining Industry Human Resource Council. (2019). Canadian Mining Labour Market Outlook. Retrieved from MIHR: 

https://www.mihr.ca/pdf/publications/WEB_MiHR_Labour_Market_Outlook_2019.pdf 

Mining Industry Human Resources Council. (2016). Exploring Gender Inclusion. Retrieved January 4, 2017, from MIHR: 

https://www.mihr.ca/pdf/MiHR_Gender_Report_EN_WEB.pdf 

Noble, B. F. (2015). Introduction to Environmental Impact Assessment: A Guide to Principles and Practice. (Vol. Third 

Edition). Toronto: Oxford University Press. 



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 83 

Nunavut Bureau of Statisics (NBS). (2018, May 15). Nunavut Employment and Earnings, 2001 to 2017.xls. Prepared by the 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics. Retrieved November 14, 2018, from 

http://www.stats.gov.nu.ca/en/Labour%20and%20employment.aspx 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2016, December 1). Nunavut Population Estimates by Inuit and Non-Inuit, Region and 

Community, 2001 to 2016 (3 tables).xlsx. Nunuvat. Retrieved February 11, 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/nunavut_population_estimates_by_inuit_and_non-

inuit_region_and_community_2001_to_2016_3_tables_0.xlsx 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2017). Nunavut Taxfilers with Employment Income by Region and Community, 2006 

to 2015.xls. Prepared by Nunavut Bureau of Statistics. Retrieved January 5, 2019, from 

http://www.stats.gov.nu.ca/en/Economic%20income.aspx  

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2018). Nunavut Number of Jobs and Hours Worked, 1999 to 2017.xls. Prepared by 

the Nunavut Bureau of Statistics. Retrieved November 14, 2018, from 

http://www.stats.gov.nu.ca/en/Labour%20and%20employment.aspx 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2018, May 2). Nunavut Real GDP by Industry, 2011 to 2017.xls. Retrieved November 

14, 2018, from http://www.stats.gov.nu.ca/en/Economic%20GDP.aspx 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2018). Nunavut Secondary School Graduates by Community, 1999-2017. Nunuvat. 

Retrieved February 11, 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/nunavut_secondary_school_graduates_by_community_1999_to_201

7.xlsx 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2018a, October 1). Nunavut Annual Migration Estimates 1999 to 2018.xls. Nunavut. 

Retrieved February 12, 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/nunavut_annual_migration_estimates_1999_to_2018.xlsx 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2018b, November 28). Nunavut Community Health Centre Visits, 2003 to 2016.xls. 

Nunavut. Retrieved February 21, 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/nunavut_community_health_centre_visits_-

_2003_to_2016_28_tables.xlsx 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2018c, October 5). Nunavut Criminal Violations by Region and Community, 1999 to 

2017 (16 tables).xls. Retrieved February 20, 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/nunavut_criminal_violations_by_region_and_community_1999_to_20

17_16_tables.xlsx 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2018d, October 9). Nunavut Criminal Violations by Type and Community, 1999 to 

2017 (26 tables).xls. Retrieved February 21, 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/nunavut_criminal_violations_by_type_and_community_1999_to_201

7_26_tables.xlsx 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2019, January 30). Nunavut Taxfilers with Employment Income by Region and 

Community, 2006 to 2016.xls. Nunavut. Retrieved February 21, 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/nunavut_taxfilers_with_employment_income_by_region_and_comm

unity_2006_to_2016_0.xls 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2019a, June 3). Nunavut Number of Jobs and Hours Worked, 2007 to 2018. Retrieved 

2020, from https://www.gov.nu.ca/executive-and-intergovernmental-affairs/information/labour-force-and-

employment-data 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2019b, April 2). Nunavut Population Estimates by Region and Community 2001 to 

2018 (2 tables)_dissemination file. (N. B. Statistics, Compiler) Retrieved February 12, 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/files/Nunavut Population Estimates by Region and Community%2C 

2006 to 2013 (2 tables).xls 



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 84 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2019c). Nunavut Real GDP by Industry, 2011 to 2018.xls. Retrieved 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/executive-and-intergovernmental-affairs/information/economic-data 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2019d). Nunavut Secondary School Graduates, 1999 to 2017 (2 tables). Nunavut. 

Retrieved February 11, 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/nunavut_secondary_school_graduates_1999_to_2017_2_tables_r.xlsx 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS). (2019e, March 5). Nunavut Social Assistance Recipients, 2009 to 2018).xls. Nunavut. 

Retrieved February 21, 2020, from 

https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/nunavut_social_assistance_recipients_2009_to_2018.xlsx 

Nunavut Food Security Coalition. (2014). Nunavut Food Security Strategy and Action Plan 2014‐2016. Retrieved November 

11, 2017, from https://www.nunavutfoodsecurity.ca/sites/default/files/files/Resources/Strategy/NunavutFood 

SecurityStrategy_ENGLISH.pdf 

Nunavut Food Security Coalition. (2016). Homepage. Retrieved from Nunavut Food Security : 

https://www.nunavutfoodsecurity.ca/ 

Nunavut Impact Review Board. (2013). Monitoring: NIRB Public Guide Series. Electronic. Retrieved January 7, 2015, from 

http://www.nirb.ca/guides 

Nunavut Impact Review Board. (2018, October 30). Project Certificate No. 005 for the Mary River Project, Amendment 

Number 02. 

Nunavut Impact Review Board. (2018). The Nunavut Impact Review Board’s 2017‐2018 Annual Monitoring Report for the 

Mary River Project (NIRB File No. 08MN053).  

Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI). (2020). Inuit Firm Registry Database – Search the Registry. Retrieved December 

31, 2018, from http://inuitfirm.tunngavik.com/search‐the‐registry/ 

Pauktuutit, Czyzewski, K., Tester, F., Aaruaq, N., & Blangy, S. (2014). The Impact of Resource Extraction on Inuit Women 

and Families in Qamani’tuaq, Nunavut Territory: A Qualitative Assessment. Retrieved January 26, 2017, from 

http://pauktuutit.ca/wp‐content/blogs.dir/1/assets/Report‐Final‐Jan‐2015.pdf 

Paukuutit. (n.d.). Impacts of Resource Extraction on Inuit Women. Retrieved January 26, 2017, from 

http://pauktuutit.ca/wp‐content/blogs.dir/1/assets/08‐Mining‐Fact‐Sheet_EN.pdf 

Qikiqtani Inuit Association and Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. (2018). The Mary River Project Inuit Impact and Benefit 

Agreement.  

Socio‐Economic Monitoring Committees. (2018). About. Retrieved October 19, 2018, from Nunavut SEMC: 

http://nunavutsemc.com/?page_id=4 

Statistics Canada. (2012). Aboriginal Peoples Survey. 

Statistics Canada. (2017). Aboriginal Peoples Surveys. Canada. 

Statistics Canada. (2017, October 25). Arctic Bay, HAM [Census subdivision], Nunavut and Nunavut [Territory] (table). 

Retrieved November 13, 2018, from 2016 Census. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 98‐316‐X2016001: 

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-

pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=CSD&Code1=6204018&Geo2=PR&Code2=61&SearchText=Iqaluit&Sear

chType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=Visible%20minority&type=0 

Statistics Canada. (2017, October 25). Clyde River, HAM [Census subdivision], Nunavut and Canada [Country] (table). 

Census Profile. 2016 Census. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 98-316-X2016001. Retrieved April 7, 2020, from 

Statistics Canada: https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E  

Statistics Canada. (2017, November 29). Igloolik, HAM [Census subdivision], Nunavut and Yukon [Territory] (table). Census 

Profile. 2016 Census. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 98-316-X2016001. Retrieved April 7, 2020, from Statistics 

Canada: https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E 



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 85 

Statistics Canada. (2017, November 29). Iqaluit, CY [Census subdivision], Nunavut and Nunavut [Territory] (table). Census 

Profile. 2016 Census. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 98‐316‐X2016001. Retrieved April 7, 2020, from Statistics 

Canada: https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E 

Statistics Canada. (2017, November 29). Nunavut [Territory] and Canada [Country] (table). Census Profile. 2016 Census. 

Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 98-316-X2016001. Retrieved April 7, 2020, from Statistics Canada: 

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E 

Statistics Canada. (2017, November 29). Pond Inlet, HAM [Census subdivision], Nunavut and Nunavut [Territory] (table). 

Census Profile. 2016 Census. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 98-316-X2016001. Retrieved April 7, 2020, from 

Statistics Canada: https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E 

Statistics Canada. (2018). Labour Market Experiences of Inuit: Key findings from the 2017 Aboriginal Peoples Survey. 

Catalogue no. 89‐653‐X. Retrieved January 10, 2019, from https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/89‐653‐x/89‐

653‐x2018004‐eng.htm 

Statistics Canada. (2019, August 1). Table 35-10-0185-01 Incident-based crime statistics, by detailed violations, police 

services in the Territories. Retrieved February 24, 2020, from 

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/cv.action?pid=3510018501#timeframe 

Statistics Canada. (2020, April 8). Table 23-10-0025-01 Aircraft movements, by class of operation, for airports with NAV 

CANADA flight service stations, annual. Retrieved April 2020, from 

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=2310002501&pickMembers%5B0%5D=1.24 

Statistics Canada. (2020, April 8). Table 23‐10‐0032‐01 Aircraft movements, by class of operation and type of operation, 

airports without air traffic control towers, annual. doi:https://doi.org/10.25318/2310003201-eng 

Statistics Canada. (n.d.). Population estimates on July 1st, by age and sex, Table 17-10-0005-01. doi: 

https://doi.org/10.25318/1710000501-eng 

Statistics Canada. (2017, November 25). Hall Beach, HAM [Census subdivision], Nunavut and Nunavut [Territory] (table). 

Census Profile. 2016 Census. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 98‐316‐X2016001. Retrieved April 7, 2020, from 

Statistics Canada.: https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E 

Stratos Inc. . (2017). Meadowbank Gold Mine 2016 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report.  

Tasaruk, V. (2019). Geographic and socio-demographic predictors of household food insecurity in Canada, 2011-12. BMC 

Public Health, E552-E558. 

Vanclay, F., Esteves, A., Aucamp, I., & Franks, D. (2015, April). Social Impact Assessment: Guidance for Assessing and 

Managing the Social Impacts of Projects. International Association for Impact Assessment. 

Wallace, S. (2014). Inuit Health: Selected Findings from the 2012 Aboriginal Peoples Survey. Statistics Canada Catalogue 

no. 89‐653‐x – No. 003. Retrieved from https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/89-653-x/89-653-x2014003-

eng.htm 

 

  



2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 86 

Appendix A : 2019 QSEMC Minutes 
QIKIQTAALUK SOCIO-ECONOMIC MONITORING COMMITTEE MEETING 

May 15-16, 2019 

Franco Centre, Iqaluit 

Attendance 

RK Rhoda Katsak – GN-EDT (Chair) 

ET Emily Taylor – GN-EDT 

EZ Erika Zell – GN-EDT 

Robert Clift – GN- Family Services Andrew Wong – GN-Family Services Joan Wamiti – GN-Education 

Louisa MacIntosh – GN-Education 

Tatenda Chimhanda – Nunavut Housing Corporation Beatrice Petitclerc – GN-Health 

David Abernethy – CIRNAC Robert Tookoomee - CIRNAC Brian Rumbolt – CIRNAC 

QIA Jared Ottenhof – Qikiqtani Inuit Association NBS Service Opare – Nunavut Bureau of Statistics NBS Meeka Mearns – 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics NTI Bert Dean – Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. – Wildlife 

TD Terry Dobbin – NWT & Nunavut Chamber of Mines 

AM Andrew Moore – Baffinland 

JP Jason Prno – Baffinland Consultant 

DW David Willis – DeBeers Frank May - Arctic Bay Timoon Toonoo – Cape Dorset Sandy Kautuq – Clyde River Jayko 

Simonie – Hall Beach Celestino Urayuk – Igloolik Madeleine Redfern – Iqaluit Malicktoo Lyta – Kimmirut 

Stevie Komoartuk – Pangnirtung Joshua Katsak – Pond Inlet Mary Ann Qiyutaq - Qikiqtarjuaq Eli Kavik – Sanikiluaq 

Opening prayer, introductions 

Community Round Table 

Iqaluit - Through the NIRB process and IIBA negotiation, Iqaluit was recognized for priority hire. Quite a number of 

employees work at the mine. Some people from smaller communities have moved to Iqaluit after working at the mine. 

We have more childcare options, schools, and amenities. After a while, they move to the south where cost of living is 

cheaper. It would be interesting to see from Baffinland how many employees started in Igloolik and then moved to Iqaluit. 

And how many people who work at the mine then move to the south, some beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. Iqaluit is 

an expanding hub and forming more partnerships with Inuit businesses. We’ve revised our business licence to capture 

more data. If we could combine the information from Baffinland with QIA and city of Iqaluit. The housing vacancy rate is 

0% so even when people started making money there is no place for them to live, so they use our shelters more. The 

QSTEP courses are not enough, there needs to be more modules in financial management. People need someone to turn 

to who can advise them on decisions to relocate, build homes, and buy homes because right now there is little to no help. 

There are a lot of entities, but not always the kind of help that we need. 

Arctic Bay - I talked about this last year: The socio-economic issues can be taken back to the need for housing. More 

money should be available for first time homeowners. People are making more money and maybe spending it on alcohol, 

numbers are up in Cape Dorset and Grise Fiord, impacting the health of our community. I don’t know if it falls under a 

mining impact. 

Pond Inlet – Pond Inlet has a large workforce at Baffinland, and they do provide detailed updates. We haven’t had recent 

reports this year, but last year the employment numbers were going down. I think there’s around 49 employed from Pond 
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Inlet which is good. We worry about the hunters, and the lack of animals is noticeable. Wildlife is affected by the ships in 

the summer where there is a lot of sound pollution; we have less seals, less narwhals. We feel that and it’s hard to 

pinpoint what is directly affected. We need to better monitor to understand what’s happening. Those were the two main 

things I wanted to bring: employment and ship traffic affecting hunters. 

Clyde River - The elders are concerned about increased liquor in the community, there are a lot of bootleggers. 

Employees are doing well and buying more hunting gear, but they also want to party. 

Hall Beach - We have seen a lot of good benefits; the education system has improved in Hall Beach. We show the 

students the benefits of working at Baffinland, to inform them about the mine and employment options. Economic 

development has to be monitored, some days we deal with Baffinland, housing, education. We need more support in 

acquiring contracts in the communities, there are very few businesses. We need to plan and be informed, when we don’t 

hear from the project, the communities start to hate the project. We need more communication. We have to be vocal and 

look at ways to improve different scenarios. 

Sanikiluaq - We don’t hear too much about Baffinland in our community, which is understandable. People want 

employment in our community. 

Igloolik – We’ve noticed improvements in Igloolik. I understand the North Baffin mayors and the concerns they have. I 

worry about the role of QIA and how difficult it is to work with them. We want to improve relations with NTI and find 

more Inuit associations to work with us. Money goes to the Inuit associations, but we don’t know what happens to it. I 

won’t be running for mayor again; my term is up in October. We heard through the news that Pond Inlet wanted their 

own Inuit Association. We heard NAC is an avenue we need to use. Employment and training are important. 

Cape Dorset - We know that the economy is improving. Hamlets are getting more money, Inuit are benefitting. We want 

to work with Baffinland if there’s going to be activity, we want to work. Thank you to Baffinland for supporting 

communities, we can see improvements happening in smaller communities. 

 

Kimmirut - We are not too affected by Baffinland. I’m happy we have employees working at the mine. You have to be 

prepared, educated; I want people to be trained, to take heavy equipment training. I got to see Inuit employees at the 

mine yesterday. 

Pangnirtung - To actually see what they’re doing and where they’re doing it, (site visit yesterday) it was very useful to go 

through the observations. We know Andrew comes in to inform us what’s happening. The issue of royalties seems to only 

go towards the QIA, when it should be for the whole Baffin Region and affected communities. We wonder what’s 

happening and when royalties will reach the affected communities. I appreciated Baffinland for the site tour, my view of it 

has changed, and it was a very good opportunity. 

Arctic Bay - We have seen a mine come and go (Nanisivik). After closure, there is a garage left behind by EDT, waste and 

spills seeping into the water. 

Nunavut Bureau of Statistics presentation 

TD - There’s no guidance counsellors in Nunavut schools, other than 1 in Iqaluit. There’s nobody guiding the youth and 

that needs to change. 

Arctic Bay - The slide on crime violations - every month the RCMP reports to council. Your numbers are going down, but it 

doesn’t reflect reality. The RCMP has shown us that crime is doubling. 

NBS - The Department of Justice gives us data from the RCMP. 

Iqaluit - Is this information broken down by gender, ethnicity, age, etc.? We are focusing on the mining activity. The RCMP 

came to a NIRB meeting in Baker Lake. 

NBS - It’s difficult to say that it is because of mining. To isolate mining statistics takes more resources and time. 
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Education - It can be difficult to see where the relationships lie. If the mine offered scholarships or incentives, we could 

compare attendance from this year to last year, how many students were in the program or not, etc. If you have a specific 

program to improve this metric, we could see the relationship better. 

Family Services - Statistics will never tell us why it happened. You need to go out and test interventions. Speak to 

individuals on the ground to find out who is buying alcohol; ideally people in your community could be trained to ask 

these questions. I have a concern about demography, between 2017-2018 the growth of 300 people surprised me, and I 

wonder if this was a mistake. 

Igloolik - I have the same concern. RCMP is dealing with a lot of crimes and run out of space. Drunk people could not stay 

long enough to sober up. 

Kimmirut - Since the beer store has opened maybe these numbers will go up 

Iqaluit - Stakeholders have discussed and there are some negative impacts resulting from the opening of the beer store. 

Increase in certain types of crime. More public drunkenness. 

Contributing to problems at the boarding home. Opening of a wet shelter for people too intoxicated for the medical 

boarding home has occurred. Through the federal budget, there will be an addiction services facility built in the territory. 

Hoping to have a facility built in each region. What role do the airlines and RCMP have so that alcohol doesn’t come into 

the dry communities (from Iqaluit)? Need awareness on this. It raises issues that we shouldn’t ignore. 

Hall Beach - Too many people smoke (marijuana). Last month there were 5 children who had a joint in school. We are 

going to see more instances like this. The loss related to marijuana we see now to have little effects on the issue. The 

government has legalized it but not provided any assistance. We need treatment centres; we keep saying that, but it 

seems to fall on deaf ears. I worry about our children; the families of mine employees (splitting up, spending money on 

drugs). We have to work together. We don’t have proper rules and procedures. 

 

AM - In our 2018 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report we investigate the effect of the mine on alcohol abuse in the 

community. We do this through statistics on impaired driving violations and through community engagement meetings 

where we have received comments about that. 

JP - The main thing we do with our statistics is look at data trends from before the project and compare if they’ve changed 

after the project. It is currently very difficult to separate the mining effects, if any. 

Baffinland presentation – Population Demographics CIRNAC - Do you have information on employing females? 

JP – Yes, we include information in our report on hours worked by Inuit and non-Inuit female employees and contractors. 

Baffinland has also begun work on the Arnait Action Plan to address barriers Inuit women entering non-traditional 

occupations may face. 

Arctic Bay – Information that may be useful especially for NHC, the 4 people who left Arctic Bay, where did they go? Do 

you have that information? 

JP - Baffinland collects migration data through two surveys. The first is an annual survey of BCLOs, who are asked about 

the number of employees/contractors who moved into/out of their communities, and where those individuals moved 

from/to if known. The second is an Inuit employee survey, where respondents are asked if they moved residences in the 

past 12 months and, if so, where they moved to. 

RK - Comment from last SEMC - for the number of employees that Baffinland wants to have, there’s not enough in the 

pool of the 5 communities. Other communities were asking, can our people get jobs at Baffinland, and the answer was 

yes, but who pays for the airfare etc.? 

AM - We have jobs posted on the Baffinland website, as well as on our Inuktitut web portal; we will work with mayors to 

have economic development officers send out job postings. And yes, Baffinland pays for airfare and accommodations of 

Inuit employees. 

NBS - Is it possible to get detailed information on job types available? 
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AM - Number of positions, vacancies, type of position can be provided. 

Cape Dorset – The communities that don’t have liaison officers still need information and employment. It would be 

beneficial for Baffinland to visit outside of the affected communities. 

AM - You and I can talk about how something like that might happen. 

Baffinland presentation cont’d - Education & training VSEC 

Arctic Bay - I’d be interested in your Work Ready program: of those who go through the program, how many are hired? 

And in 20 years it would be good to know the retention rate. 

AM - I can get you that information, that is something we track. I will send you an email. 

Hall Beach - Are we going to see a Work Ready program in our communities? 

AM - Yes, it is running in Hall Beach. Outside the North Baffin communities, through the IIBA, pre-employment training is 

offered in the North Baffin communities. If we don’t get a minimum number of participants then we will look to have a 

session in different communities. 

Department of Education Presentation 

• Can collect high school students’ attendance by period instead of only in the morning or afternoon 

• Suicides affecting low attendance; hard to know the factors 

• Small populations show small changes more drastically (i.e. family moves out of town and graduation rate 

drops lower) → see notes on graduation slide 

Igloolik – I am concerned with the drop in attendance numbers. How do you get these numbers? 

Education - Every student that goes through school, their teachers are supposed to enter their attendance into a system. I 

go through and calculate averages from that. 

Igloolik - Is there any way the department can work with district education to increase the numbers? We are working in 

the community to find out what’s causing the big drop off, especially in the last 2 years. The graduation rates tell me 

something is not working. How can we as a community help our students graduate? 

Education - One thing I’m happy to report is that this attendance data is being used internally to work on student 

engagement campaigns to target specific communities. Efforts will be focused where maximum impact can be achieved. 

Arctic Bay - When you come up with percentage attendance, I’m wondering if a class is cancelled for the day, are they all 

recorded as absent or present? 

Education - For the purpose of calculation they would be marked as absent if they are not at school. 

Arctic Bay - Do you keep track of how many people are challenging the Alberta departmental exams? 

Education - I am keeping track and looking at report grades and grade distribution. 

Cape Dorset - We sometimes lose students in 12th grade. If we look at the education system, we talk about Alberta 

curriculum, I wonder if it is adequate for the north. We know there are issues, but we often don’t hear about the ones 

that are dropping out. We lose more attendance as the grades go up. The system needs to change in Nunavut. 

Education - Speaking about the Alberta exams, they’re not necessarily appropriate for Nunavummiut. We participate in a 

pilot project where we look at graduates by cohort. How many students entered grade 10 and graduated 3 years later. 

We divided Indigenous vs non-Indigenous from all over Canada. Nunavut lands somewhere in the middle and it shows 

that these populations are having the same challenges with curriculum, staffing schools, and lack of internet access. That 

data will be published by Statistics Canada end of this year. We also look at a 5-year cohort. 

RT- The biggest challenge for Inuit kids is poverty. We have to look at the intergenerational trauma for Inuit and First 

Nations. If you want to find out why kids aren’t going to school, ask them. We need to look at education in a holistic way. 
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There’s a program in Ontario that looks at it in a holistic way – starting with housing, counselling needs, adult educators, 

etc. 

Baffinland Presentation cont’d – livelihood, employment, contracting, business opportunities 

RK - I want to understand the non-Inuit workforce, whether the large hours are by non-Inuit? What kind of jobs are 

available? They don’t seem to look at other parts of the workforce. If you can’t drive, there are other opportunities there. 

What opportunities are outside the heavy equipment operators? 

AM - Having a driver’s license is not a prerequisite to work for Mary River. We offer training for on-site driving. There are 

a few main areas for employment: equipment operators, equipment maintainers and trades people, as well as support 

services such as house keeping and catering. The mine site runs like a small town with mine related and specialized trades 

positions. Training programs - we have a partnership under QSTEP, which is $19 million for 4 years (Morrisburg Heavy 

Equipment Operator training program, Work Ready Program, Apprenticeship Program). We are also conducting an Inuit 

Internship Program specifically targeting roles not traditionally occupied by Inuit. Inuit tend to work in mine operations 

(driving and hauling are the largest sources of Inuit employment), second largest source of Inuit employment is in the site 

services (housekeeping). We are running an Inuit internship program this year; there will be interns in finance, 

procurement, port and logistics (Milne port & shipping). For example, one successful candidate spoke up and said she 

wants to work with ships and is now the first intern in our and port logistics team. 

Family Services Presentation 

Career development division involved in commenting on socio-economic issues for past 2 years in writing, this is our first 

time at an SEMC 

• Career development officer responsible for each community 

• Working with CGS and NNI secretariat where capital projects will be to get training for your communities 

• Career Development Officers (CDOs) are more effective when actually present in the community 

• If there’s anything we can do for you to help residents get off of income assistance, we can work with you on 

that 

• Qik CDOs (career development team slide) 

Pangnirtung - I know students down south who have young kids, are there plans to increase FANS payment for students 

studying down south? They say they are having a hard time meeting ends regarding food; they said they could use more 

FANS money. 

Family Services - Yes there are plans. The MLAs got the message and we did a review of FANS. No, we are not providing 

enough support, the living allowance hasn’t gone up for 10 years and 10 years ago it wasn’t enough. We are working on 

closing that gap. 

Hall Beach - Mold is a major problem in our housing. We look for options to remediate but it’s hard to find professionals 

to clean. Maybe find help through CGS, a lot of hamlet buildings have mold issues. 

Family Services - We know it’s an issue too. The housing maintainer trade is a joint trade with NWT. We expect by end of 

the year we will change requirements for housing maintainer, and in the new year change the curriculum for housing 

maintainer to include mold remediation. At this time, we don’t have training for mold remediation, but Housing 

Corporation can bring us a proposal and we can look into it. 

NBS – Does FANS pay for travel down south? 

Family Services - FANS pays travel for each major city in Canada. In a few years it will be in any city in Canada. Building a 

case for the same for ALTS training. The adult population consists of people ages 15 and over. When you’re on training 

with ALTS you get $400 a week, which is more than welfare. 

Arctic Bay - I brought up with our MLA the issue of cut off. A single person on income support earns more than $500, but 

only if they work a certain number of hours. People stop working at 2PM so that they can still collect income support. 
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Family Services - That’s a myth. There is no cut off. It’s graduated dollar for dollar. 

AM – We had a lengthy discussion at site about apprenticeships. Important that companies like Baffinland are part of 

these conversations because we’ve had challenges and are willing to go above and beyond to be successful. An MOU with 

the GN was recently signed by Baffinland - apprenticeship should be a part of our agenda going forward. 

Family Services - We know there are a lot of problems with our apprenticeship program. We have a new person working 

on policy. 

Baffinland presentation cont'd – Health and Well-Being 

Arctic Bay - I’d like to point out that 90% of the guys who go to work will buy a truck. It’s hard to say these indicator 

trends are mine-related since there was an increase in DUI’s. These DUI’s might occur alongside the increase in trucks 

shipped to town; with more trucks, there is more likelihood for DUI’s. 

AM/JP - Thank you for your feedback. It’s definitely a challenge in monitoring. Baffinland is willing to have these 

conversations and help when we can, whether Baffinland is the direct cause or not. From a company perspective, we 

want to support community well-being. 

End of Day 1 

QSEMC Day 2 

No comments from round table. 

Baffinland presentation - Community infrastructure & public services Data limitations 

Arctic Bay - Turnover is high - do you track it for non-beneficiaries as well? If there’s a big difference it could be worth 

looking into “why”. 

JP - Inuit employee turnover rate was 30% in 2018 and the non-Inuit rate was 28%, but in past years Inuit turnover has 

been higher. 

AM - For voluntary terminations, the key reasons identified through exit interviews include family issues, difficulty 

adjusting to rotational schedule, found a different job in my community. 

Arctic Bay - Upcoming carbon tax will impact you for next sealift. Any idea how much extra you’ll be paying to the GN? 

AM - In 2018 we paid $5.9 million in fuel tax to the GN. Yes, the carbon tax will have an effect on our bottom-line. I can 

get you an estimate in the next two months. 

Hall Beach – The Wildlife Compensation Fund, who is that paid to? 

AM – As per the IIBA in 2013, a one-time contribution of $750,000 was provided to the QIA. QIA manages the money. 

QIA - To make a claim, go to your HTO, they will give you a form to fill out and send it back to the QIA. 

NBS - Statistics Canada is collecting data on childcare. Should have the findings in 3 months. It will be posted on the NBS 

website. 

Kimmirut – If we aren’t catching as many animals, does this affect South Baffin too or just North Baffin? Are we able to 

request the wildlife compensation? 

QIA - Our IIBA says any Inuit can apply to the Wildlife Compensation Fund. 

Baffinland presentation cont’d - Food security 

Kimmirut - For low income families, when we don’t have income assistance, can the HTO provide more food for the 

communities? A lot of Inuit is not employed, the assistance provided isn’t enough. The HTO should take a larger role in 

feeding the community. 
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NTI - It’s up to each HTO/community. The HTO in Pangnirtung is buying seal meat from their hunters and making it 

available for free to those who need it. How are they doing that? They get royalties from Baffin Fisheries so there is 

flexibility with the funding and the community has control over those royalties. There are different opportunities there. 

What can we do to help alleviate food security? 

Pond Inlet - Looking at the people that are hungry, maybe we should look at poverty reduction. We can look at solutions 

with communities. There is a process in place at annual meetings and I think we should have a seat at these meetings. 

RK - In the past they did harvest surveys with hunters collecting data. Where is that data? 

NTI – It was the Nunavut Wildlife Harvest Study. After creation of NLCA, surveys were done, and reports are available 

from 20 years ago. The Nunavut Wildlife Management Board has done a community-based monitoring pilot project. 

Individual mining companies have done harvest studies. We don’t want people duplicating efforts so there are 

opportunities to coordinate. 

RK - Do you think the data was reliable? 

NTI - It varied by community. For some, there was a lot of turnover, concerns as to how accurate the data is. Other areas 

were very consistent. People want to be self-reliant, and if there are impacts, we have the opportunity to help minimize 

those impacts. When we go home to our communities, how do we take advantage of the opportunities? 

AM - In partnership with QIA through the IIBA, we have a hunter support program for Pond Inlet residents who travel 

further to harvest. We fund fuel purchases of 300L to every Inuk over the age of 12Pond Inlet. There’s also funding 

provided for the community food bank and fishing derby. Thank you for your comments; it’s a very big issue. 

Baffinland concluding remarks (Discussion on monitoring thresholds/actions was left aside due to 

time restrictions. However, slides on this topic were included in participant handout packages and 

Baffinland committed to provide additional information to the QSEMC on this topic in the future) 

Hall Beach - In Hall Beach, our hunting style has changed. They used to be able to hunt walrus in all 3 seasons. In the 

winter they had to go to the moving ice and use dog teams, the dogs know how thick the ice is. It’s hard to express this, 

but a lot of things are tied to climate change and our wildlife. Maybe you should talk to climate change experts on the 

effects in North Baffin. In Hall Beach you have to wait for the tide to be coming from a certain direction and wait until the 

ice comes back, these are the changes we are seeing due to equipment changes, hunting patterns, and sea ice changes. I 

encourage Baffinland to talk with some climate change people to find out what you can learn from them and on the 

impacts to wildlife. It’s possible in 20 years from now that Hall Beach might blame Baffinland for a lack of walruses. 

 

AM - I appreciate those comments. Climate change is a common topic for discussion; we have had many conversations 

with the Pond Inlet HTO on this. In the Phase 2 EIS we factor in climate change. Our colleagues in our environment 

department are working on it. 

De Beers - Chidliak Presentation 

Chidliak - 120 km NE of Iqaluit 

• Peregrine 2007-2018 purchased by De Beers 

• Last SEMC visit 2014 

• Kimberlite volcanoes lift diamonds and deposit them on surface. These volcanoes are 300,000 years old (not 

active). Drilled 500 m deep in CH-6 - best potential for mining 

• July and August field season 

• Desktop studies - engineering for renewable energies to power the mine 

• Environmental baseline studies 2009-2017 
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• Archaeology surveys sites registered with Department of Culture & Heritage and Canadian museums 

RK - When is the proposal going to NIRB? 

De Beers - The draft plan will go to NPC this May. 

CIRNAC presentation 

RK - Closing remarks. Please fill out the evaluation forms. Feedback will help us plan next year’s meeting. Iqaluit is a 

convenient location to meet, but we can think about other communities. 

Igloolik – It was a good experience seeing Mary River firsthand. I’m not running for mayor again; we will have a new 

mayor. For the next mayor, we need to continue to work together. This committee needs to continue, we have work to 

do in our communities. Thank you. 

Cape Dorset - Thank you. It is all very clear. We don’t have too many outstanding issues, we know there are topics for 

discussion and grateful for the opportunity and thank you to all the presenters, we will see you again at all the meetings. 

End of QSEMC meeting 
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