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ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓂᑦ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᓕᐊᓇᐃᒍᓱᒃᐳᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᕋᒥᒃ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂᑦ  

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᖅ−ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ  2020−ᒧᑦ  

ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ),  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑕ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓᑕ  ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.        

 

2020 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᕗᖅ  6 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂ.  ᑕᒪᑐᒨᓇ ᓇᓪᓕᐅᓂᖓᒍᑦ  ᑕᑯᓯᒪᕗᖅ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ  ᐱᐅᔪᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓂᖅ−ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓛᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥ.   

 

 2020−ᒥᓂᑦ,  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐃᒪᐃᓯᒪᕗᖅ:   

• ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓂ  $80 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ;   

• ᐅᖓᑖᓄᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ $1.3  ᐱᓕᐊᓐ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᓄᑦ  

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ;    

• ᑐᓂᓚᓯᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓂ  $1.1  ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  2016−ᒥᓂᑦ;   

• ᑕᑯᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  495−ᓂᒃ  ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᔪᓂᒃ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓂᕐᓂᒃ;  ᐊᒻᒪᓗ  

• ᐃᓕᓴᐃᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 150,000  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂᒃ   ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.   

 

2020  ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ−19 ᖃᓂᒪᓇᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᖁᑎᖃᖅᖢᓂᓗ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓪᓚᒃᖢᑎᒡᓗ  ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ  2019−ᒥᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ  

ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ,  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐱᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᓪᓚᒃᑐᒥ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ  ᑖᓐᓇᓗ  ᐅᐱᒋᓪᓗᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ.     

 

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᓂ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ  ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒧᑦ  

ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ−19, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖏᔪᑎᒍᑦ.  

ᓲᕐᓗ,  ᑕᖅᑮᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓖᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ (Q1) ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᕕᒃ  ᓴᓴᐃᐊᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ  

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  

ᑕᓚᕘᑎᒍᓪᓗ.  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓚᐅᕆᕙᕗᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᓕᒫᖅ  ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᒍᓐᓇᐃᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ  ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ.    

 

ᔪᓚᐃ 2020−ᒥᑦ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ  

ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒥᒃ 

(ICA)  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  

ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ  

ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓲᑕᐅᖕᒪᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕐᓂᐅᑉ  

ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ  ᐱᔪᒪᓇᓲᑎ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᓂᓗ  ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ.  ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓪᓗ  

ᖁᕕᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑏᓪᓗ    ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ    ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ,  

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ  ᑐᓴᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐱᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐅᒃᐱᕆᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᐅᑉ 

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᓪᓗ  ᒪᕐᕈᐊ   ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ.  

 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ−ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖏᑦ,  ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᔪᖅ  ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᖢᒋᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᑦ  ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᓂᒪᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  

ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᖅᖢᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ  ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ  $500,000  

2020-ᒥ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᓂᕿᓄᑦ  ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ,  

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᖔᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᐊᓄᑦ   ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂᒃ,  

ᐃᑲᔫᑏᓪᓗ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᓂᕿᓄᑦ.  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ  ᑯᐊᐸᒃᑯᑦ  ᕕᑦᓈᕝᑯᓪᓗ,  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  

ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓂᒃ  ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐃᒡᓗᖃᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᑦ,  ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥᑦ,  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥᑦ,  

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᖕᒥᑦ  ᓴᓂᕋᔭᖕᒥᓗ  ᐃᓚᒌᑦ  ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.    

 

ᒫᔾᔨ 2020−ᒥᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ  

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐅᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᑕᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ  ᐊᖏᕐᕋᒥᓄᑦ.  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  

ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᖃᓄᖅᑑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᓪᓗ  

ᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓕᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎ  ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᓪᓚᑦᑖᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓪᓗ  ᐊᒃᓱᕉᑕᐅᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ.  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐊᖏᕐᕋᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅᑖᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓪᓗ  ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᓄᑖᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᕕᒃᓴᑦ  

ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᖃᖓᑕᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓄᐊᕋᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ.   

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ  ᒫᔾᔨ 31, 2020  ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 31, 2020−ᓗ,  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐊᖏᕐᕋᖅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ  

ᖃᓂᒪᖃᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ  ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ  ᐱᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ  $8.8 ᒥᓕᐊᓂᒃ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ.  ᓂᕆᐅᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᒋᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ  

ᑖᓐᓇ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ  ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᓐᓃᑐᐊᖅᐸᑦ.    

 

ᑲᒻᐸᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ  ᓴᓇᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᒍ  

ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᓂᕆᐅᒋᕙᕗᓪᓗ  ᐱᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐊᓂᒃ  

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ  2021ᒥ.     

 

 

 

________________________________  
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A Message from our Director of Sustainable Development 
 

Baffinland is pleased to submit the Mary River Socio-
Economic Monitoring Report for the 2020 calendar year to 
the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB), in conformance 
with our Project Certificate requirements.  
 
2020 marks 6 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 2020, the Project has; 

• Provided over $80 million in wages to Inuit Project 
Employees;  

• Reached over $1.3 billion in contracts signed and 
awarded to Inuit Firms;  

• Provided over $1.1 million through our 
Sponsorship and Donation Program since 2016;  

• Seen 495 graduates of pre-employment training 
programs; and  

• Have delivered over 150,000 hours of training to 
Inuit Project employees since Project 
development.  

 
2020 brought with it the COVID19 pandemic which 
presented its own challenges and significantly impacted 
many of the successes Baffinland achieved in 2019.  
However, despite the challenges brought about by the 
pandemic, Baffinland managed to achieve positive 
milestones in a very difficult year that we are proud to 
highlight.  
 
In response to the public health risk posed by COVID19, 
Baffinland worked with its Project partners to ensure that 
services and programs could still be offered albeit in an 
augmented way. For example, in Q1, Baffinland worked in 
collaboration with the Ilisaqsivik Society to ensure that the 
Community Counsellor Program could still be offered 
through virtual and teleconference means. We also worked 
with local governments throughout the North Baffin to 
ensure that engagement about the Project could continue 
while keeping everyone safe.  
 
In July 2020, Baffinland announced the signing of the Inuit 
Certainty Agreement (ICA) with the Qikiqtani Inuit 
Association (QIA). This was an important milestone in the 
development of the Mary River Project as it provides 
certainty to Inuit that the Phase 2 Proposal can be managed 
in accordance with Inuit values and include expanded 

financial benefits for Inuit. Should the Agreement and its 
many exciting programs and initiatives be implemented into 
Baffinland’s ongoing monitoring and operations, further 
information will be shared to highlight the positive 
agreement the ICA and Phase 2 will have on the Project in 
future socio-economic monitoring reports.  
 
Together with its employees and business partners, the 
Company has taken strides to support North Baffin 
communities throughout the pandemic. Baffinland has 
donated or supported initiatives with close to $500,000 in 
2020. This has included support for food relief programs, 
non-medical face mask workshops, and support for country 
food harvesting. Working with our partners Arctic Co-op and 
Fednav, Baffinland was able to support the donation of 
cleaning supply kits to each and every household in the 
communities of Arctic Bay, Clyde River, Pond Inlet, Igloolik, 
and Sanirajak to help keep families safe.  
 
In March 2020 Baffinland had to make the difficult decision 
to return Nunavut resident employees from the Mine Site to 
their home communities. Baffinland made this decision 
before any other Nunavut miners and before any clear 
public heath orders to do so. This decision was taken to 
ensure the safety of our Nunavut resident employees and 
their communities. Employees were sent home with pay and 
benefits and Baffinland made changes to its operations 
including new flight options for non-Nunavut resident 
employees to limit airport transits required to get to Mary 
River. Between March 31, 2020 and December 31, 2020, 
Nunavut resident employees who remained off-site due to 
public health orders received an estimated $8.8 million in 
continued wages from Baffinland. We eagerly await the 
return of Nunavummiut to our workforce and are actively 
working with all parties to make this a reality as soon as it is 
safe to do so.  
 
The Company remains committed to the phased 

development of the Mary River Project and looks forward 

to its positive growth and development in 2021. 

 

 

________________________________ 

Lou Kamermans  

Senior Director of Sustainable Development 

April 30, 2021
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ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᓂᑦ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  
ᑖᓐᓇ   ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᐳᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓄᓛᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ  

2020ᒥ,    ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᒪᓕᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒧᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ   ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ .  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖓᑦ  

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕕᐋᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗ  ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᓄᑦ  

ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ   ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ   ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ   ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ   ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒧᑦ. 

 ᑖᓐᓇ   ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᖢᓂᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ  ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ .  

 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓃᓪᓗ  

• ᓄᓛᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  1,900ᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ,  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ   3,803,834 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂᒃ  2020ᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ  259 ᓂᒃ  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᖅ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ    2019ᒥ  ᐱᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑏᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓂᔭᖅᑎᑖᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  Q4 ᒥ  2019ᒥ  ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓘᓃᑦ  

ᑯᕕᑦ-19  ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ.      

•  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  250ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ  2020ᒥ,  ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᓂ  135ᓂᒃ  ᐅᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ.      

o  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ   ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  38ᓄᑦ  2020ᒥ,  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ  13%  ᐸᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ.,     

o 151  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ   ᑐᙵᕗᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ, 55 ᑲᓐᓃᑦ  

ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓃᖦᖢᑎᒃ.  

•  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  216ᓂᒃ   ᐊᕐᓇᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  2020ᒥ,  ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᓂ  11%ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ,  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᑐᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᖏᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ  ᐅᓗᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ  2019ᒥᑦ.  . 

•  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ   71ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐᓇᓂᒃ   ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ   2020ᒥ , 29%ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ.  ᐊᓯᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᒃ  ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕗᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

ᓄᖅᑲᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐱᖓᓱᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂ.  2020ᒥ  22  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ,  12%ᒧᑦ  ᓄᖅᑲᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ,  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᓂ  45%ᒥᑦ  2017ᒥᑦ.  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  ᕿᒪᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᑎᓴᒪᓂᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ,  39%ᒥᑦ  2016ᒥ  10%ᒧᑦ  

2020ᒥ.   

•  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ   ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᓄᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  2020ᒥ,   ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ  ᑯᕕᑦ-

19  ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑏᓪᓗ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒦᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ  2020  

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ.      

•  $20,864,472  ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  2020ᒥ,  ᐅᓄᓯᒋᐊᕌᕐᔪᒃᖢᓂ  2019ᒥᓂᑦ.   ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ   2020ᒥ   $83,564ᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ.  

 ᑳᓐᑐᕌᖕᓃᑦ  ᐱᓯᓇᓯᓄᓪᓗ   ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓃᑦ   

• ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐊᑭᖏᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ $91 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᖑᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 2020ᒥ.   ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ  2019ᒥᑦ 

( $289 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᓂᑦ),  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᐳᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  38%ᒥᑦ  44/%ᒧᑦ  

2020ᒥ.    
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ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓃᓪᓗ  

• ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑎᒍᑦ   ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  (ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ)   ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ,  155ᓂᑦ  2018-2019ᓄᑦ  16ᓄᑦ  2020ᒥ,   ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒦᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  2020 ᓕᒫᑲᓴᖕᒧᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᓪᓗ  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ  ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ.  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᑎᒫᓂᑦ  30   55ᓄᑦ  2020ᒥ.    

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑏᑦ,  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏ  ᑖᒃᓯᓄᓪᓗ  

• 2020-ᒥᑦ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  $5.5 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓵᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᓯᔭᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ $6.8 

ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᑖᒃᓰᔭᐃᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᒍᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒧᑦ.  

• 2020-ᒥᒃ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ 

ᓂᖏᖅᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᓗᒋᑦ $8,165,246.00. 

 ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ   ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ,  ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ,  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ  

• ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᓃᑦ  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒥ   2009ᒥᑦ  2014ᒧᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᑲᐅᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᓴᓇᔪᓐᓃᕋᒥᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ.  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ    ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ   ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᙱᓚᑦ  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐃᓚᓕᒫᖓᓂ   ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒥ.  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ    ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᓪᓚᐃᑦ  ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓄᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,  

ᓇᓗᓇᙲᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᓲᕐᓗ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂ  ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒥᑕᕐᓃᑦ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᓂᒡᓗ  

ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᐅᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᒡᓄᑦ.      

• ᑐᙵᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ   ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ,    ᓴᙱᔪᒥᒃ  ᐱᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᑐᓴᖅᐳᒍᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ  ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ  ᐸᖅᑭᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᒥᓂᒡᓗ,  67%  ᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

“ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᓪᓛᓗᐃᑦ”  “ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ”  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᑦ.         

• ᑐᙵᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ,  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᐃᓚᒌᓪᓗ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓅᑦᑎᐊᓂᖏᓪᓗ   

ᐱᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ.  6%  ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  ᑭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐅᖃᖅᑐᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓃᑦ  

“ᐱᐅᓯᔪᓪᓛᓗᐃᑦ”    44%ᓗ  “ᐱᐅᓯᔪᑦ”  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.  ᑎᒫᓂ  4%  ᑭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᖕᓂᕋᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᒻᒥᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᒌᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.     

•  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑖᒃᓯᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓃᓪᓗ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᓲᑦ      ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ   

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᐳᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ.  ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᒃᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ, ᑖᓐᓇ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᖅ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ  ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦᑕᐅᖅ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ,  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᑦᑎᐊᕙᖕᓂᕐᓂᙶᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ    ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᑎᐊᖅᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᐳᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᐃᖅᑲᓂᔭᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᙱᓚᑦ.   

• ᐋᖓᔮᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖁᓐᓃᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓ  

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᓕᒫᕐᒥ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐊᓯᓂ  

ᖃᖓᓂ.   

• ᓱᕐᕋᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᒃᐳᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᓗ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,  

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᓗ  ᓱᕐᕋᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓱᕋᐃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕌᕐᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.      

• ᖃᔅᓯᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖏᑦ   ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᒐᒃᓴᙳᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ   ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ    ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓃᑦ   ᓇᓗᓇᓚᐅᖏᒻᒥᔪᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ,  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᖅ  ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ.     
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ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓃᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ    ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᓗ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,    ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓃᑦ   ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ  

ᐊᓯᓂᑦ:  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ  ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖅᓱᓪᓗᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ,  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  50%ᒧᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.    

 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  1 ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ  ᒪᒃᐱᖅᑐᒐᕐᒥ  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᖢᒋᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᕙᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓪᓗ   2020ᒥ  ᓴᓂᖏᓐᓂ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ. 

ᖃᓄᖅ  ᐅᖃᓕᒫᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  1 

ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ  

ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᑖᓐᓇ   ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ   ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓃᑦ   

ᓇᓗᓇᒃᑯᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ  

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ   

ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ   ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂᒃ  ᓄᑖᖑᓛᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᕐᓄᑦ   

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓗᐊᓂ,  

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ   ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   (NB ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ ),  

ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ,   ᓄᓇᕘᒥ,   ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ,  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᓘᓐᓂ.   

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ   ᖃᔅᓯᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ  

ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ  (2008 –13),  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒍ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᒧᓪᓗ (ᓲᕐᓗ 12  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ).  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᑐᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖃᖃᖏᓐᓇᒥᒃ)      

ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪ ᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ   ᖃᔅᓯᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓛᖑᔪᓄᑦ,  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᒧᓪᓗ  (ᓲᕐᓗ 12  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ). 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᓂ   

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  (ᐳᓴᓂ,  ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ,  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ;  

ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ)  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ    ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᓂᑦ.   ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖅ  ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ   ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ,  ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ  ᓅᓐᓂᖅ  ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑦ,  

ᐃᓚᙵᕈᑕᐅᖏᒻᒪᖔᑦ,  ᓅᑦᑐᖃᖏᒻᒪᖔᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  ᑎᒃᑯᐊᑐᑦ  ᑕᖅᓴᖏᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᕌᖅᑐᖅ  

ᐱᐅᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐱᐅᖏᒻᒪᖔᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ,  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᒥ.  ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ,  

ᓇᓕᖕᓅᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ  ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖏᒃᑯᑎᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ.    

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ   ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ   ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᖃᓂᓛᒥᑦ  ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ,  

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ   ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ   ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᒧᓪᓗ  (ᓲᕐᓗ  230  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ). 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ     ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᑦ  ᖃᖓᓂᓴᓕᒫᓂᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒎᖕᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ.  ᑖᒃᑯᐊ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ  ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᑎᑐᑦ   ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ     ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂ. 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓇᐃᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ,  

ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ. 
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ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  1. 2020ᒧᑦ   ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     

ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ   ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ     

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓃᑦ    ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓃᓪᓗ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᑲᑎᑦᑐᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

(ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ) 

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- 

1,862 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ   

 15%  1,900 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ   

 12%  ᓄᓛᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

1,900  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ,  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

3,830,834 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  ᐃᑲᕐᕋᓂᒃ  2020ᒥ.   ᑖᓐᓇ  

259ᓂᒃ  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ   

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ    2019ᒥᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  ᐃᓱᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᓰᓪᓗ  

ᑭᖑᕙᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑯᕕᑦ-19  ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓃᑦ 

(ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ) 

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- 

216 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ   

 9%  209 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ   

 16%  2020ᒥ,  209 ᐸᓗᐃᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  -

ᑐᙵᔪᓂᒃ   ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ,  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ   16% 

ᐸᓗᖕᓂᒃ  2019ᒥᑦ,   

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᓂᒃ  

ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ  ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓄᓪᓗ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑏᑦ  

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ     

Q4ᒥᑦ  2019ᒥ.  

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  ᐃᓂᓄᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- 

6 ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓂᓄᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

 12% 5 ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓂᓄᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

 38% ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓄᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  2020ᒥ,  

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  8   ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓂᓄᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ  2019ᒥ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒦᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ    ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ  . 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ  

 

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- 

20% ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ   11ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

12% ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᑦ      6ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐱᐅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕗᖅ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  

ᐱᖓᓱᓂ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ.  . 

2020ᒥ,    22 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  

ᓄᖅᑲᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ,  12% ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  18%ᒥᒃ  %ᒥᒃ  2019ᒥᑦ. 

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

(ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ) 

2018 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- 

180 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ   

 34% 216 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ   

 3% ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  216ᓂᒃ  ᐊᕐᓇᓂᒃ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ   2020ᒥ,  

ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ  11%ᓂᒃ  ᐅᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓕᒫᓂᑦ,  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

ᑕᒪᒃᑮᑎᒍᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᖏᓂᖅᑎᒍᓪᓗ  

2019ᒥᑦ.    
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ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ   ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ     

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     

ᓱᕈᓯᓄᑦ  ᐸᖅᑭᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐊᑮᓪᓗ   

- - - - - - - 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᐸᐃᕆᕕᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  

ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ  ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ  ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂ.  ᑖᓐᓇ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 

ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ  

ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒡᓗ  

ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.   

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᓕᓴᖅᑕᐅᓃᓪᓗ  

ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᓃᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ  (ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑦ ) 

2020 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   
- 

51 ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑦ   2% 60 ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑦ   11% ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ   ᐃᑲᔪᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ  2020ᒥ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  

ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᓂᒃ  

ᑐᓂᓯᓃᑦ  (60 2020ᒥ),   ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ 

ᑐᕌᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ  ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓃᑦ – 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑏᑦ  ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ  (5 ᐱᔪᑦ 

2020ᒥ,  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  7 2019ᒥᑦ),  

ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂ  

ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒥᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ.      

ᐱᕈᖅᓴᐃᓃᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ  (ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ) 

2020 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

- 

$45,666  37% $37,000  48% 

ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ  

2017 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

45 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ  

47 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ  

 9%  51 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ  

 6%  ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒥ    

2009ᒥᑦ  2014ᒧᑦ  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᑲᐅᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ.  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ     ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᕐᒥ  ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᙱᓚᑦ  ᖃᖓᒥᑦ  

ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᓕᒫᑉ.  ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᑕ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ  

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᕋᐃᓇᑎᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ.       

2017 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  42 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ  

44 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ  

 27%  59 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ  

 97%  

ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ   

2017 ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ  37.5% 39%  8ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

49%  

12ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

2017 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  34% 41%  5ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

48%  6ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- - - 

69 ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ  

 40% 2020ᒥ,  54ᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᔪᓂᑦ   

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  15ᓗ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᑐᓄᑦ   
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ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ   ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ     

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     

(# ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ ) 

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ  ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᔪᑦ ,  

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  99ᓂᑦ  16ᓄᑦ  2019ᒥ, 

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓚᓕᕐᓂᖓ  ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ  

ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᒨᓪᓗᓂ.    

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ   ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  

ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ   

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- 

44,135 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ    0% 3,915 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ    91% ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᖅ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᖅᑐᓪᓗ  

ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ   ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  

(ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᕐᕋᑦ   ᐊᑐᓂ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ)   

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 2020ᒥ,   

ᐊᑕᖏᒃᓴᒃᖢᑎᒃ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒦᖕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ.    

ᑭᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  

ᐃᓕᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- - - - - 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᓚᐅᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂ 2020ᒥ  

ᓄᕙᕐᔪᐊᕐᓇᒧᑦ,  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᕈᓘᔭᓂᒃ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ  

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ.      

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᒥᓂ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ  ᐊᓰᓪᓗ  

ᐃᕕᒃᓴᑦ  (#ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ ) 

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ - 14 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᒥᓂ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

 58% 16 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᒥᓂ  

ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

 0% 2020ᒥ,  16  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᒥᓂ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᒥᓂ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ,  ᑕᐃᒻᒪᓐᓇᓱᓕ  

2019ᑎᑐᑦ.  ᐊᓰᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ  

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓕᒻᒪᒃᓴᓃᑦ,  

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑦᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ  

ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗ   ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ. 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓃᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ  

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ  

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  

- - - - - 

23%  2020ᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ  

ᑭᐅᔪᑦ  ᕿᒪᐃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᐃᓐᓇᙱᑕᕐᒥᓂᒃ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ,  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 7%  ᑐᐊᑦ  ᐃᓕᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᕐᕕᖕᒥᓂ       

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᖕᓃᑦ  ᐱᓯᓇᓯᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓃᑦ  

ᐊ(ᑎᖃᕐᓃᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᓯᓗᓂ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂ  (ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ) 

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- 

$174ᒥᓕᐊᓐ   36% $91ᒥᓕᐊᓐ   68% ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  ᐊᑭᖏᑦ   ᑳᓐᑐᕌᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ   

$91 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2020ᒥ.   

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  2019ᒥᑦ ( $289 

ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᑦ),   ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᐳᓴᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᑦᑐᓂᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ  

38%ᒥᑦ     2019ᒥ  44%ᒧᑦ 2020ᒥ.    

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ   

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ (ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑦ ) 

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 
- - - 

$20,864,472  3% $20,864,472 ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᕗᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ 2020ᒥ,  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

$20,268,398 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ. 
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ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ   ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ     

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᑎᒥᖏᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

2020 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   
- 

54 ᑎᒦᑦ   8% 56 ᑎᒦᑦ   0% 2020ᒥ, ᑲᑎᑦᑐᑦ  184  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒦᑦ  

ᐊᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ.    

2013ᒥᓂᑦ,  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᑎᒥᖏᑦ  ᐊᑎᓖᑦ   ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   

ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᖅ  27ᓄᑦ,  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑎᒥᖏᑦ  ᐊᑎᓖᐃᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  44ᓄᑦ.    

2020 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  

- 

124 ᑎᒦᑦ   5% 128 ᑎᒦᑦ   3% 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᒡᓂᕐᓂ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ  

ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 

2020 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

- 

< 1 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   0% 0 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   0% ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎ  

ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒧᑦ  2018ᒥ,  

ᑎᑭᑦᑐᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᓂ  2019ᒥ  2020 ᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎ  

ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒧᑦ  2018ᒥ,  

ᑎᑭᑦᑐᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᓂ  2019ᒥ  2020 ᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  

ᑎᑭᑦᑐ  ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ   

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ  NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

- - - - - 

ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ  ᑎᑭᓐᓃᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ,  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᓴᓇᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑎᑐᑦ.      

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ 

2020 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   - 

7 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   16% 5 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   44% ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  ᓅᒻᒪᑕ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥᑦ   2020ᒥ.    

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ  NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

- - - - - 

ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ,   ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐃᓅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᓂ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᓴᓇᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑎᑐᑦ.     

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  2020 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

5,694 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  6,781 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   3% 6,910 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   3% ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ  ᐃᓄᒋᐊᒃᓯᓂᕆᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᒧᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᓂ  

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ  2.2% ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ,  ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  2%,   

ᓄᓇᕘᓪᓗ  1.4%,  ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᒐᔪᒍᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ  1.2%ᒧᑦ.   

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ  ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖅᑰᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ.       

2020 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  7,048 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  8,249 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   1% 8,284 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   1% 

2020 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  33,694 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  38,788 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   1% 39,353 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   2% 
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ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ   ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ     

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     

ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᑲᑎᑦᑐᑦ  ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ 2019 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  -38 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  -102 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   3% -88 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   60% ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᑲᑎᑦᑐᑦ  ᓅᓐᓃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ  88ᓂᒃ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ  

2019ᒥ  ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᕿᒪᑕᓂ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ. 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑏᓪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ,  

ᐃᒡᓗᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᓅᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᒪᔭᖏᑦ  

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

 
- - - - - 

ᑐᙵᓪᓗᑎᒃ  2020ᒥᑦ  ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ,  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ  ᓅᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᑐᓂᑦ  2021ᒧᑦ  

ᒪᓕᐳᑦ  ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᓄᑦ  ᓅᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᒃ,  9  ᑭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᓛᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒍᓂ.     

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑏᓪᓗ 

ᓇᑭᙶᕐᓂᖏᑦ  (ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   ᐅᓄᖕᓂᒃ  

ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ) 

2020 ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

- 

291 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  

 1% 229 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  

 38% 2020ᒥ,  229 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ   ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ  ᑐᙵᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ   ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ,  

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  369ᓂᑦ  2019ᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᕐᒥᑦ.  

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᓅᑦᑎᓂᖏᓪᓗ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑖᒃᓯᓄᑦ  ᐱᓴᓱᒃᑐᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥᓂᑦ  ᑮᓴᐅᔭᓂᑦ    

2017 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

82% 79%  0 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

79%  0 

ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ   

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑖᒃᓯᓄᑦ  ᐱᓴᓱᒃᑐᑦ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒥᓂᑦ  

ᑮᓴᐅᔭᓂᑦ   ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑎᑐᑦ.     
2017 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  89% 88%  0 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

88%  0 

ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

2017 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  85% 82%  0 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

83%  1 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᑮᓴᐅᔭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᑦ 

2017 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

$15,195 $16,740  2% $17,432  4% ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᓂ  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᓂᑦ,  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖃᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ. 

 

2017 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  $64,485 $74,100  2% $76,720  5% 

2017 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  $26,327 $30,443  2% $31,390  2% 

ᐳᓴᖏᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᓲᑦ  2018 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

56% 58%  1 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

59%  1 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ   ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᐸᓗᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑎᑐᑦ.     
2018 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  18% 14%  1 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

13%  2 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  
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ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ   ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ     

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     

2018 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  41% 43%  4 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

50%  11 

ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᓂᕐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᐃᒥᐊᓗᖕᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᕋᔭᒃᑐᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ    

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ - 24 infractions  7% 20 infractions  17% 20 ᐃᒃᐱᓂᕐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᒥᐊᓗᖕᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐱᕋᔭᒪᐅᖅᐳᖅ  ᐱᓕᕆ-ᕕᖕᓂ   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᒃᑎᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ  2020ᒥ,  

ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕌᕐᔪᒃᖢᓂ 2019ᒥᑦ (24). 

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ  ᐋᖓᔮᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᐊᖁᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  

2018 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

16 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  37 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   2% 32 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   22% ᐋᖓᔮᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐊᖁᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   

ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ   

ᓴᓇᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑎᑐᑦ  . ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,   

ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ  ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᖅ  

ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐊᓰᑦ  ᖃᖓᒥᓄᑦ.    

2018 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  32 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  76 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   32% 111 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   44% 

2018 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  125 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  345 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   28% 419 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   11% 

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ  ᓱᕐᕋᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  

2018 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

39 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  35 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   11% 46 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   110% ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓂ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᓗ    

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ  ᓱᕐᕋᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ    

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ   ᓴᓇᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑎᑐᑦ,  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕌᕐᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ,  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  2018ᒥ,  ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ.     

2018 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  112 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  42 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   34% 37 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   32% 

2018 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  339 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  151 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   30% 105 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   27% 

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ  ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᒐᒃᓴᙳᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

2019 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

44 ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ  22 ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ   21% 18 ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ   31% ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᒐᔪᒃᑕᖏᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ  ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐃᖅᑲᖅᑐᒐᒃᓴᙳᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ    ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ  

ᓴᓇᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓂᑦ.  ᑭᓯᐊᓂ  

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  

ᓇᓗᓇᓚᐅᙱᓚᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ  ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᐊᓂᒡᓗ  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ.     

2019 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  44 ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ  26 ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ   0% 22 ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ   44% 

2019 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  316 ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ  153 ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ   1% 165 ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ   19% 

ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓃᑦ (ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  ᐊᑐᓂ  

100ᓄᑦ) 

2017 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

21 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  23 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   6% 24 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   7% ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓃᑦ  ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ   

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ   ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᓗ    

ᐊᓐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᓴᓇᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑎᑐᑦ .  

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ   ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ  ᐱᕋᔭᖕᓃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᐅᕗᑦ  ᐊᓯᓂᑦ  ᓄᓇᓂᑦ.  

ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ  ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖅᓱᓪᓗᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  

2017 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  74 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  63 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   0% 62 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   0% 

2017 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  39 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ  36 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   4% 36 ᓱᕋᐃᓃᑦ   2% 
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ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ   ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ     

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ,  ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐅᖓᑖᓂ  50%  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.     

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑏᑦ  ᐅᖄᓚᕕᐅᔪᑦ   

 

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- 

52 ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ   12% 54 ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ   10% ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓄᑦ  ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖅ  

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᒃᐳᖅ  2017ᒥᑦ  ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐸᓗᐃᑦ  

ᐅᖄᓚᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ  100 ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ.  60%  

ᑲᓴᑦ  ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ  2020ᒥ  

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓱᒪᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑎᑐᑦ,  ᐊᓯᖏᑦ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  

ᑐᕌᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕇᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᒧᑦ  

ᐊᔪᓪᓕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ.   

ᐳᓴᖏᑦ  ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  

ᐊᐃᑦᑐᕐᓗᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ   

ᖃᓂᒻᒪᓯᕐᓄᑦ  

2016 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

3% 3%  1 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

4%  2 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᓴᓂᐊᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᓴᓇᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᒧᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᓄᑦ,  ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᐳᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ  

ᐊᐃᑦᑐᕐᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᖃᓂᒻᒪᓯᕐᓄᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ   

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ    (2.6%ᒥᑦ  

2.7%ᒧᑦ)  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ 

(2.%ᒥᑦ 1.0%ᒧᑦ)  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᓗ (4,8%ᒥᑦ  3.1%ᒧᑦ)  

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᒧᑦ. 

2016 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  2% 1%  0 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

2% - 

2016 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  5% 3%  0 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

5%  3 ᐳᓴᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  

ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᐃᔭᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓚᒌᑦ  

ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᕆᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕇᖕᓂᕐᓄᑦ  

ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ   

ᓂᕕᐊᖅᓵᕐᔪᐊᑦ   ᓇᔾᔨᑲᑕᒃᑐᑦ  

- - - - - - - 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ 

ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ    ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒡᓗ  

ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ  ᐱᑯᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᕐᓃᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ   

(ᑲᑎᑦᑐᑦ ) 

2016 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

9,722 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   11,819 

ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   

 3% 10,872 

ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   

 8% ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ   

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ   ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᓂ   ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ.  ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ   ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ,  

ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ  ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ. 

2016 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  13,438 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   17,184 

ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   

 15% 7,953 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ    51% 

2016 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  200,647 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   244,215 

ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   

 3% 217,168 

ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   

 10% 

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ   

(ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ) 

2016 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

9 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   / 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

10 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   / 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

 4% 9 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   / 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

 5% 
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ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ   ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ     

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     

2016 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  2 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   / 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

2 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   / 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

 16% 1 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   / 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

 52% 

2016 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  6 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   / 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

6 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   / 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

 4% 6 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   / 

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᖏᑦ  

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ  

 11% 

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ  ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ    

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ  ᐃᓅᓕᓴᐃᔨᒧᑦ 

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 1,212 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ   6,024 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ    5% 5,336 ᐳᓛᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ    17% ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ  ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑏᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓕᒫᓂᒃ  ᐃᓅᓕᓴᐃᔨᒧᑦ,  

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔾᔮᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ  

ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

(ᐱᖃᓯᐅᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐊᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ)        

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ   ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ  

ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ  ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓖᑦ 

ᒥᕝᕕᖏᓐᓄᐊᖅᑐᑦ    

2020 NB ᑕᒫᓂ  

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ   

- 548 ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ   28% 81 ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ   91% ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᓄᓇᓖᑦ  

ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ,  ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ  ᒥᕝᕕᓂᒃ  

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᓪᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  2020ᒥ,  

ᖃᖓᑕᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓄᕙᕐᔪᐊᕐᓇᕐᒧᑦ. 
2020 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ  - 944 ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ   17% 340 ᓅᒃᑕᕐᓃᑦ   76% 

ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓲᖑᕗᑦ  ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓴᐃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ 

ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᑦ  ᓄᓇᐃᓪᓗ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓃᑦ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  

ᓄᓇᓄᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂ    

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 41 ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  ᐅᓪᓗᑦ  580 ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐅᓪᓗᑦ  

 11% 332 ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐅᓪᓗᑦ  

 63% 2020ᒥ,  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ   332  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑐᑦ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  

ᐅᓪᓗᓄᑦ  ᐳᐃᒍᔾᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᓂ,  63%ᒧᑦ  ᐅᓄᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ  

2019ᒥᑦ.  ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓃᑦ  ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ  

ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ  ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᕘᒥᐅᓪᓗ  

ᐅᐸᖑᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖓᓅᖏᑦᑐᖅ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ.    

ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᓐᓇᐃᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ  ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ 

 

2020 ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

- - - 

$14,200 

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  

 78% ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᒃᑯᑦ  ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  10  ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ  

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ  ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ  ᐊᓐᓇᐃᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᑦ  2020ᒥ,  ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ  $25,575.00 . 

ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓲᖑᕗᑦ  ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᓴᐃᑦ  ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᒥ 

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  ᐱᕈᕐᓃᑦ  ᐃᒻᒥᓄᓪᓗ  ᐸᖅᑭᔪᓐᓇᕐᓃᑦ    

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ  

ᐅᐸᑲᑕᖕᓃᑦ   ᓂᕿᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓃᓪᓗ    
- - - - - - - 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ  

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ  
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ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ   ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᑦ  

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ  

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ   

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓃᑦ  ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓄᒋᐊᖕᓂᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ   

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖅ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍ   ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ  

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᑦ     

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑐᑦ     

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ,  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ  

ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅᑎᒍᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ  

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.      

ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑏᑦ,  ᓄᓇᐃᑦ  ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ  ᑖᒃᓰᓪᓗ  

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑎ  

ᑲᒻᐸᓂᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᑖᒃᓰᑦ  

ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ   

ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓄᑦ  

2020 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ  - $15ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  ᑖᒃᓯᓄᑦ  

ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  

- 

$15ᒥᓕᐊᓐ  ᑖᒃᓯᓄᑦ  

ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ  

 4% ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑖᒃᓯᓄᑦ  ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑏᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ  

ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᓂᓐᓄᑦ  

ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ  2020ᒥ  414.97  

ᒥᓕᐊᓐᓄᑦ,  ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ  

ᐱᓕᕆᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓃᑦ  ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓃᓪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ  ᓇᓗᓇᒃᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ  ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓪᓚᒃᑐᓄᑦ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᐃᓚᖏᑦ  ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ.      
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Executive Summary 
This report presents the results of the socio-economic monitoring program for the Mary River Project in 2020, 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 

• The Mary River Project employed 1,900 full-time equivalents (FTEs), who worked 3,803,834 million hours in 

2020. This is 259 fewer FTEs than in 2019 largely due to the contractor employee demobilization that occurred in 

Q4 of 2019 and some work being postponed or scoped down due to the COVID19 pandemic.  

• The Project had 250 Inuit FTEs in 2020, representing 13% of the total workforce. 

o the number of Inuit FTEs dropped by 38 in 2020, while proportion of the workforce remained stable at 

approximately (13%).  

o 151 Inuit FTEs are based in the North Baffin LSA, with another 55 in Iqaluit.  

• The project had 216 female FTEs in 2020, representing 11% of the total workforce, an increase in both number 

and proportion from 2019. 

• The project had 71 female Inuit FTEs in 2020, representing 29% of the total Inuit workforce. 

• The turnover rate for Inuit workers continues to show significant improvement based on a decline in each of the 

past three reporting years. In 2020, there were 22 Inuit employee departures, a 12% turnover rate, down from 

45% in 2017. For non-Inuit employees, the rate has decreased steadily for the past four years, from 39% in 2016 

to 10% in 2020. 

• Five Inuit were promoted in 2020, with the decline from previous years due to the COVID19 pandemic and the 

fact that Nunavut resident employees and contractor employees were off site since early 2020. 

• $20,864,472 million in wages were paid to Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees in 2020, up slightly from 

2019. The average wage for Baffinland and contractor Inuit FTEs in 2020 was $83,564.  

Contracting and Business Opportunities  

• The total value of contracts awarded to Inuit Firms was $91 million in 2020. This is a decrease from 2019 (from 

$289 million), but represents an increase as a percentage of total contracting from 38% in 2019 to 44% in 2020. 

Education and Training 

• The average hours of training for Inuit (average training hours per Inuit FTE) dropped, from around 155 in 2018-

2019 down to 16 in 2020, due to Inuit workers being off site for much of 2020 and training being placed on hold 

due to COVID19 in many cases. Average hours of training for non-Inuit increased from less than 30 in 2018-2019 

up to 55 in 2020. 
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Benefits, Royalty and Taxation 

• In 2020, Baffinland paid $5.5 million in employee payroll tax and $6.8 million in fuel tax to the Government of 

Nunavut. 

• In 2020, Baffinland paid a total IIBA royalty to QIA in the amount of $8,165,246.00. 

Impacts on Worker Families and Communities in the North Baffin Local Study Area  

• Graduation rates steadily declined in the Qikiqtani Region from 2009 to 2014 but have risen quickly in the post-

development period. School attendance rates in the North Baffin LSA region have not changed considerably over 

time or compared to the rest of the Qikiqtani region. The Project is not likely having a significant impact on 

graduation or attendance rates given the range of other significant factors affecting these indicators. However, it 

remains clear that continued support for school based initiatives such as the Lunch Program and laptop 

donations are valued by communities.  

• Based on the Inuit Employee Survey, there is strong positive feedback from Project Inuit employees on their 

ability to provide for themselves and their families, with 67% saying their ability to provide has been “very 

improved” or “improved” as a result of Project employment. 

• Based on the Inuit employee survey, worker and family health and wellbeing is positively affected by working at 

the Project: 6% of survey respondents said that well-being had been ‘very improved’ and 44% that it had 

‘improved’ since starting work at the Project. Less than 4% of respondents reported a negative impact on 

personal or family wellbeing. 

• The proportions of tax filers with employment income and of populations receiving social assistance in the North 

Baffin LSA have largely stayed the same during the post-development period. Considering the significant 

population growth during that time, this indicates that the job market has grown in line with population growth, 

which might be due to positive effects from the Project in growing the labour market. However, trends are 

similar across Nunavut so Project effects on community-level employment may not be significant.  

• Impaired driving violations have increased in the North Baffin LSA during the post-development period. However, 

the trend is not significantly different than the trend in all of Nunavut when comparing the different periods.  

• Drug violations in the North Baffin LSA have generally followed the same pattern as in Iqaluit and Nunavut. 

However, both Iqaluit and Nunavut have seen more rapid decreases in drug violations during the post-

development period while North Baffin LSA has only seen a slight decrease. 

• The average number of youths charged has declined in the LSA since Project development. However, decreasing 

trends in the LSA were also evident in the pre‐development period, and a comparable situation has been noted 

across Nunavut. 

• Crime rates have increased in the North Baffin LSA while dropping in Iqaluit and Nunavut during the post-

development period. However, North Baffin LSA crime rates are much lower than the other areas: Iqaluit’s rate is 

nearly three times as high, while Nunavut’s is over 50% higher. 
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Table 1 on the following page summarizes the monitoring results, including findings and trends in 2020 compared to 

previous years 

How to read Table 1 

Column Description 

Indicator This column will identify the SEMP indicator 

Latest data 
available 

This column will provide the year of most recent data available for the indicator 

Scale This column will present the scale of the data presented in the sub-row, including the North 
Baffin LSA (NB LSA), Iqaluit, Nunavut, Region or Project. 

Pre-development 
average 

This column will present the average value for the 5 years before the mine started operating 

(2008 –13), including both a unit and value (e.g., 12 graduates). This is provided for public data 

only (as there is no pre-development project data) 

3-year average This column will present the average value for the 3 most recent years, including both a unit and 
value (e.g., 12 graduates). 

Change in 3-year 
average 

This column will present the change (in percent, percentage points (pp), or direct units, 
depending on the indicator) since the previous years 3-year average. The direction of the change 
will be represented by arrows, showing whether the movement was an increase, decrease or 
whether there was no movement. Arrow colors will indicate whether the direction represents a 
positive or negative, change. Arrows remain uncolored if the value is mixed, neutral or unclear. 

Latest year This column will present the value of the most recent single year of data, including both a unit 
and value (e.g., 230 Inuit FTEs). 

Change from last 
year 

This column will illustrate the change from the two most recent years data. This will be presented 
similarly to the change in the 3-year average column. 

Summary This column will provide a qualitative overview of performance, trends, and interpretation. 
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Table 1. 2020 Socio-economic monitoring reporting summary 

Indicator Latest data 
available 

Scale Pre-dev 
average 

3-year average Change in 3-
year average 

Latest year Change from 
last year 

Summary 

Employment and Livelihood 

Project total employment 
(FTEs) 

2020 Project 

- 

1,862 FTEs  15%  1,900 FTEs  12%  The Mary River Project employed 1,900 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
workers, who worked 3,830,834 million hours in 2020. This is 259 
fewer FTEs than in 2019 due to several large projects wrapping up, 
and others being postponed due to the COVID19 pandemic. 

Project LSA employment 
(FTEs) 

2020 Project 

- 

216 FTEs  9%  209 FTEs  16%  In 2020, there were approximately 209 LSA-based FTEs working at 
Mary River, a decrease of approximately 16% from 2019, largely due 
to a hold on hiring of Nunavut residents due to COVID19 and 
continued contractor demobilization from Q4 2019.  

Inuit employee promotions 2020 Project 
- 

6 promotions  12% 5 promotions  38% Five Inuit were promoted in 2020, a decline from eight promotions in 
2019, likely due to Inuit employees being off site due to COVID19. 

Inuit employee turnover 

 

2020 Project 

- 

20% turnover  11pp 12% turnover     6pp The turnover rate for Inuit employees continues to show significant 
improvement based on a decline in each of the past three reporting 
years. In 2020, there were 22 Inuit employee departures, a 12% 
turnover rate, down from 18% in 2019. 

Project female employment 
(FTEs) 

2018 Project 
- 

180 FTEs  34% 216 FTEs  3% The project had 216 female FTEs in 2020, representing 11% of the 
total workforce, an increase in both number and proportion from 
2019. 

Childcare availability and 
costs 

- - - - - - - 

Comments on the lack of childcare in LSA communities have been 
made previously by Project stakeholders and can be found in 
previous SEMRs. This topic continues to be tracked through the 
QSEMC process and community engagement conducted for the 
Project. 

Education and Training 

Investments in school‐based 
initiatives (Laptops) 

2020 NB LSA 
- 

51 laptops  2% 60 laptops  11% The Project supported school-based initiatives in 2020 through its 
ongoing donations including laptop donations (60 in 2020), as well as 
specific IIBA commitments- annual scholarship fund (5 recipients in 
2020, down from 7 in 2019), and contributions to school lunch 
programs. 

Investments in school‐based 
initiatives (dollars) 

2020 NB LSA 
- 

$45,666  37% $37,000  48% 

Secondary school graduates 2017 NB LSA 45 grads 47 grads  9%  51 grads  6%  Graduation rates steadily declined in the Qikiqtani region from 2009 
to 2014 but have risen quickly since then. School attendance rates in 
the North Baffin LSA region have not changed considerably over time 
or compared to the rest of Qikiqtani. Many factors affect school 
attendance and graduation rates, and the data does not suggest a 
significant effect of the Project. 

2017 Iqaluit 42 grads 44 grads  27%  59 grads  97%  

Secondary school graduation 
rate 

2017 Region 37.5% 39%  8pp 49%  12pp 

2017 Nunavut 34% 41%  5pp 48%  6pp 

Participation in pre‐
employment training  
(# graduates) 

2020 Project 
- - - 

69 grads  40% In 2020, there was 54 Work Ready Program graduates and 15 Site 
Work Ready Program graduates, down from 99 and 16 in 2019, with 
the large decrease due to the COVID19 pandemic. 

Hours of training completed 
by Baffinland and contractor 
Inuit employees 

2020 Project 
- 

44,135 hours  0% 3,915 hours  91% Both the absolute and average hours of training for Inuit (average 
training hours per Inuit FTE) dropped significant in 2020, due to most 
Inuit employees being off site due to the pandemic. 
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Indicator Latest data 
available 

Scale Pre-dev 
average 

3-year average Change in 3-
year average 

Latest year Change from 
last year 

Summary 

Types of training provided 
Baffinland and contractor 
Inuit employees 

2020 Project 
- - - - - 

While utilization was low in 2020 due to the pandemic, Baffinland 
continues to offer a strong diversity of training programs and 
opportunities to Inuit employees. 

Apprenticeships and other 
opportunities (# employees) 

2020 Project - 14 apprentices  58% 16 apprentices  0% In 2020, there were 16 active apprentices in the Apprenticeship 
Program, the same number as in 2019. Other relevant programs 
include the Pre-Trades program, Heavy-Equipment training, and the 
Summer student internship program. 

Employee education and pre-
employment status 

2020 Project 

  
- - - - - 

23% of 2020 Inuit survey respondents left casual or part-time 
employment to work at the Project, while only 7% were enrolled in 
an academic or vocational program at the time of hiring. 

Contracting and Business Opportunities 

Value of contracting with 
Inuit Firms (dollars) 

2020 Project 

- 

$174M  36% $91M  68% The total value of contracts awarded to Inuit Firms was $91 million in 
2020. This is a decrease from 2019 (from $289 million), but 
represents an increase as a percentage of total contracting from 38% 
in 2019 to 44% in 2020. 

Inuit employee payroll 
amounts (dollars) 

2020 Project 
- - - 

$20,864,472  3% $20,864,472 was paid to Inuit workers in 2020, up from $20,268,398 
million in 2019. 

Number of registered Inuit 
Firms in the LSA 

2020 NB LSA 
- 

54 firms  8% 56 firms  0% In 2020, a total of 184 active Inuit Firms were registered in the LSA. 
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-four. 

2020 Iqaluit 
- 

124 firms  5% 128 firms  3% 

Population Demographics 

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

2020 NB LSA 
- 

< 1 people  0% 0 people  0% One non-Inuk employee migrated into the LSA in 2018, with no 
additional migrations in 2019 or 2020. 

In‐migration of non‐Inuit to 
the LSA 

N/A NB 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 

2020 NB LSA 
- 

7 people  16% 5 people  44% Five Inuit Baffinland and contractor employees were known to have 
moved out of the North Baffin LSA in 2020. 

Out‐migration of Inuit from 
the LSA 

N/A NB 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 2020 NB LSA 5,694 people 6,781 people  3% 6,910 people  3% The average annual population growth rates over the post-
development period for North Baffin LSA communities was 2.2%, 
Iqaluit 2%, and Nunavut 1.4%, higher than the Canadian average 
growth rate of 1.2%. The rate of growth does not appear to have 
been affected by the Project. 

2020 Iqaluit 7,048 people 8,249 people  1% 8,284 people  1% 

2020 Nunavut 33,694 people 38,788 people  1% 39,353 people  2% 

Nunavut net migration 2019 Nunavut -38 people -102 people  3% -88 people  60% Nunavut net migration was -88 people in 2019, continuing a negative 
trend over the past 5 years. 

Employee and contractor 
changes of address, housing 

2020 Project 
 

- - - - - 
Based on 2020 Inuit Employee Survey results, declared migration 
intentions for 2021 align with the past several years of movement, 
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Indicator Latest data 
available 

Scale Pre-dev 
average 

3-year average Change in 3-
year average 

Latest year Change from 
last year 

Summary 

status, and migration 
intentions 

with nine respondents expressing an intention to move in the next 
year. 

Employee and contractor 
origin (LSA headcount) 

2020 LSA 
- 

291 employees  1% 229 employees  38% In 2020, 229 Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees were based 
in LSA communities, representing a decrease from 369 in 2019 due 
to impacts from the pandemic. 

Human Health and Wellbeing 

Proportion of tax filers with 
employment income 

2017 NB LSA 82% 79%  0 pp 79%  0 pp  The portion of tax filers with employment income in the North Baffin 
LSA has largely stayed the same during the post-development 
period. 

2017 Iqaluit 89% 88%  0 pp 88%  0 pp 

2017 Nunavut 85% 82%  0 pp 83%  1 pp 

Median employment income 2017 NB LSA $15,195 $16,740  2% $17,432  4% There continues to be a gradual but steady growth in median 
employment income, to which the Project likely contributes. 

2017 Iqaluit $64,485 $74,100  2% $76,720  5% 

2017 Nunavut $26,327 $30,443  2% $31,390  2% 

Percentage of population 
receiving social assistance 

2018 NB LSA 56% 58%  1 pp 59%  1 pp The portion of the population receiving social assistance in the North 
Baffin LSA has largely stayed the same during the post-development 
period. 

2018 Iqaluit 18% 14%  1 pp 13%  2 pp 

2018 Nunavut 41% 43%  4 pp 50%  11 pp 

Number of drug and alcohol 
related contraband 
infractions at Project sites 

2020 Project - 24 infractions  7% 20 infractions  17% Twenty drug and alcohol‐related contraband infractions occurred at 
Project sites among Baffinland and contractor employees in 2020, a 
slight decrease from 2019 (24). 

Number of impaired driving 
violations 

2018 NB LSA 16 violations 37 violations  2% 32 violations  22% Impaired driving violations have increased in the North Baffin LSA 
during the post-development period. However, the trend is not 
significantly different than the trend in all of Nunavut when 
comparing the different periods. 

2018 Iqaluit 32 violations 76 violations  32% 111 violations  44% 

2018 Nunavut 125 violations 345 violations  28% 419 violations  11% 

Number of drug violations 2018 NB LSA 39 violations 35 violations  11% 46 violations  110% Both Iqaluit and Nunavut have seen rapid decreases in drug 
violations during the post-development period, while North Baffin 
LSA has only seen a slight decrease, with an uptick in 2018, the latest 
year for which data is available. 

2018 Iqaluit 112 violations 42 violations  34% 37 violations  32% 

2018 Nunavut 339 violations 151 violations  30% 105 violations  27% 

Number of youths charged 2019 NB LSA 44 youths 22 youths  21% 18 youths  31% The average number of youths charged has declined in the LSA since 
Project development. However, decreasing trends in the LSA were 
also evident in the pre‐development period, and a comparable trend 
has been observed across Nunavut. 

2019 Iqaluit 44 youths 26 youths  0% 22 youths  44% 

2019 Nunavut 316 youths 153 youths  1% 165 youths  19% 

Crime rate (violations per 
hundred) 

2017 NB LSA 21 violations 23 violations  6% 24 violations  7% Crime rates have increased in the North Baffin LSA while dropping in 
Iqaluit and Nunavut during the post-development period. However, 
North Baffin LSA crime rates are much lower than the other areas: 
Iqaluit’s rate is nearly three times as high, while Nunavut’s is over 
50% higher. 

2017 Iqaluit 74 violations 63 violations  0% 62 violations  0% 

2017 Nunavut 39 violations 36 violations  4% 36 violations  2% 

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

2020 Project 

- 

52 times  12% 54 times  10% EFAP usage has been relatively consistent since 2017 at 
approximately 5 accesses per 100 employees. Nearly 60% of the 49 
counseling cases in 2020 were classified as “psychological” support, 
with other issues including marital, work, addiction and trauma. 
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Indicator Latest data 
available 

Scale Pre-dev 
average 

3-year average Change in 3-
year average 

Latest year Change from 
last year 

Summary 

Percent of health centre 
visits related to infectious 
diseases 

2016 NB LSA 3% 3%  1 pp 4%  2 pp Compared to pre‐development period averages, there has been a 
slight increasing trend in 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. 

2016 Iqaluit 2% 1%  0 pp 2% - 

2016 Nunavut 5% 3%  0 pp 5%  3 pp 

Absence from the 
community during work 
rotation 
Prevalence of gambling 
issues 
Prevalence of family violence 
Prevalence of marital 
problems 
Rates of teenage pregnancy 

- - - - - - - 

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

Community Infrastructure & Public Services 

Number of health centre 
visits (total) 

2016 NB LSA 9,722 visits 11,819 visits  3% 10,872 visits  8% It is doubtful that the Project has had a significant effect on the 
number of clinic visits in the North Baffin LSA communities. While 
clinic visits increased in the pre-development and post-development 
periods, they also increased in Iqaluit. 

2016 Iqaluit 13,438 visits 17,184 visits  15% 7,953 visits  51% 

2016 Nunavut 200,647 visits 244,215 visits  3% 217,168 visits  10% 

Number of health centre 
visits (per capita) 

2016 NB LSA 9 visits / capita 10 visits / capita  4% 9 visits / capita  5% 

2016 Iqaluit 2 visits / capita 2 visits / capita  16% 1 visits / capita  52% 

2016 Nunavut 6 visits / capita 6 visits / capita  4% 6 visits / capita  11% 

Number of visits to Project 
physician assistant 

2020 Project 1,212 visits 6,024 visits  5% 5,336 visits  17% The Project continues to provide all workers with regular access to a 
physician’s assistant, with whom they can confidentially address 
health‐related issues (including those unrelated to the workplace) 

Number of Project aircraft 
movements at LSA 
community airports 

2020 NB LSA - 548 movements  28% 81 movements  91% Baffinland’s utilization of community infrastructure, particularly 
airports, dropped significantly in 2020, primarily due to reduce flights 
due to the pandemic.  

2020 Iqaluit - 944 movements  17% 340 movements  76% 

Cultural Resources 

Monitoring is conducted through the Archaeology Status Update Report 

Resource and Land Use 

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

2020 Project 41 person-days 580 person-days  11% 332 person-days  63% In 2020, a total of 332 land use visitor person‐days were recorded at 
Project sites, a 63% reduction from 2019. The decrease is likely due 
to the impacts of COVID19 restrictions and not having Nunavut-
based at the mine. 

Wildlife compensation fund 
claims 

2020 Project 
- - - 

$14,200 paid  78% The QIA reported that 10 claims were paid from the Wildlife 
Compensation Fund in 2020, totaling $25,575.   

Cultural Well-Being 

Monitoring is conducted through the Archaeology Status Update Report 
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Indicator Latest data 
available 

Scale Pre-dev 
average 

3-year average Change in 3-
year average 

Latest year Change from 
last year 

Summary 

Economic Development and Self-Reliance 

Project harvesting 
interactions and food 
security 

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

Benefits, Royalty, and Taxation 

Payroll and corporate taxes 
paid by Baffinland to the 
territorial government 

2020 Nunavut - $15M taxes paid 
- 

$15M taxes paid  4% The value of tax payments made by Baffinland to the Government of 
Nunavut decreased slightly in 2020 to $14.97 million, reflecting a 
decreased level of Project activity. 

Governance and Leadership 

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

Report Objectives and Structure 

This is the eighth 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, which was 

updated in 2019 to reflect the Phase 2 proposal. This report supports the achievement of the 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 effects1. 

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. 

 

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 based on established socio-economic indicators 

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

Appendix A Full list of socio-economic indicators 

Appendix B Headcount Data 

Appendix C 2020 Hamlet Meeting Minutes and invitation letters2 

Appendix D 2020 Inuit Employee Survey Report 

Mary River Overview 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation (Baffinland) is a Canadian mining company with one operating iron ore mine, the Mary 

River Project (the Project) in the Qikiqtani Region of Nunavut. Baffinland is jointly owned by ArcelorMittal and The Energy 

and Minerals Group, with a corporate head office located in Oakville, Ontario, a northern head office located in Iqaluit, 

and offices in five North Baffin communities: Arctic Bay, Clyde River, Sanirajak, Igloolik and Pond Inlet. 

 

 

1 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. 

2 There was no QSEMC meeting in 2020 due to COVID19. However, Baffinland attempted direct engagement on socio-economic 
monitoring as identified in Appendix C in place of the 2020 QSEMC.  
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The Project consists of two main operating locations – the mine site at Mary River, and Milne Port north of the mine. The 

two sites are connected via a tote road.  

A timeline for the project is presented below:  

1986 

• Baffinland starts exploration and development on the property. 

End-2012 

• The Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) issues Project Certificate No. 005, authorizing the construction, 

operation, and closure of an 18 million tonnes per year operation focused on Deposit No. 1.  The project also 

included the development of a railway approximately 150 kilometres south to Steensby Inlet. 

2013 

• Mine construction begins.  

• Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement (IIBA) finalized between Baffinland and the Qikiqtani Inuit Association (QIA).  

• Baffinland applies to the NIRB to amend its Project Certificate to allow for an Early Revenue Phase (ERP) 

operation, including the seasonal shipping of 3.5 million tonnes of iron ore from Milne Inlet on the north coast of 

Baffin Island. 

2014 

• NIRB issues an amended Project Certificate approving the ERP.  

• Mining of iron ore commences. 

2015 

• First shipment of iron ore. 

2018 

• IIBA renegotiated and amended.  

• Application to amend the Project Certificate to allow for an increase in production to six million tonnes per year; 

approved by NIRB on a time limited basis (until the end of the 2019 shipping season – since extended until the 

end of 2021).  

• Baffinland applies to amend the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in order to expand operations. The 

proposed Phase 2 Expansion Project would involve constructing a railway from the mine to Milne Port, adding a 

second ore dock at the Port and increasing production to 12 million tonnes per year. 

2019 

• Baffinland conducts consultations for the Phase 2 permitting process.  

• Memorandum of Understanding to maximize Inuit employment signed with the Government of Nunavut. 

• 5.7 million tonnes of ore were stockpiled.  

2020 

• Baffinland and the QIA sign the Inuit Certainty Agreement. 

• ~6 million tonnes of ore were stockpiled.  

 

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

Socio-Economic Monitoring  

Baffinland has been undertaking socio‐economic monitoring for the Project since 2013. The socio‐economic monitoring 

program has evolved beyond the initial framework described in the EIS ( (Baffinland FEIS, 2012); Volume 4, Section 15) as 

a result of lessons learned and valuable feedback from stakeholders. The structure and content of the socio‐economic 

monitoring program may benefit from additional refinement; suggestions on how indicators and data sources could be 

http://www.nirb.ca/
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improved are welcome and will be considered by Baffinland and the Project Socio-Economic Monitoring Working Group 

(SEMWG – see below).  

Socio‐economic monitoring indicators are established as part of the Project’s Socio‐Economic Monitoring Plan (Baffinland 

SEMP, 2019) and are listed in full in Appendix A.  

Indicators are metrics used to measure and report on the condition and trend of a Valued Socio-Economic 
Component (VSEC)3, and help understand the interactions between a project and a VSEC (BCEAO, 2013). 
 
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). 

All the socio-economic indicators that were developed to conduct effects and compliance monitoring are tracked in this 

report, organized by VSEC. The full list of VSECs and indicators is provided in Appendix A.  

Regular review of monitoring plans helps determine whether existing socio‐economic indicators and monitoring methods 

remain appropriate (Vanclay, Esteves, Aucamp, & Franks, 2015). Indicators can also provide an early warning of potential 

adverse effects and are considered the most basic tools for analyzing change (Noble, 2015).  

There are several instances where indicators have not been identified for certain topics 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.  

Regulations and Governance 

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: 

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; 

 

 

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

Components (VSECs) in Nunavut. 
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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. 

This Report includes the socio-economic indicators required for compliance under the Project Certificate No. 005. The 

Compliance Assessment section in the Appendices outlines the general socio-economic requirements from Project 

Certificate No. 005. For more information, NIRB should be consulted. 

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. There was no QSEMC meeting in 2020 due to COVID19. 

To maintain engagement with the community members of the QSEMC, Baffinland invited Mayors and community service 

providers from the North Baffin LSA Hamlets to participate in one-on-one discussions to provide updates on Mary River’s 

existing operations, the results of the 2019 SEMR and to listen to community updates and issues of importance. 

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 supports 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, which are 

included in Baffinland’s Socio‐Economic Monitoring Plan (Baffinland SEMP, 2019)4,  describe the Working Group’s 

purpose; membership and member roles; objectives; and reporting, communication, and meeting requirements. 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 stated in the TOR, collaboration is required to effectively monitor the socio‐economic performance of the Project given 

the general mandates and roles of each member organization. Specifically, it states that: 

• Baffinland is best able to collect and provide data concerning employment and training in relation to the Project; 

• 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; and, 

• the QIA is best able to provide information and data related 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 engaged 

the SEMWG on updates to this year’s SEMR. 

 

 

4 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. 
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Methods 
This report is intended to assess the socio‐economic performance of the Project on an annual basis by tracking indicators 

that provide data on any changes to valued socio-economic components (VSECs).  

This report generally focuses on one of four spatial scales: The Local Study Area (LSA), The North Baffin Local Study Area 

(North Baffin LSA), Regional Study Area (RSA), or Project level. 

Local Study Area (LSA) 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) 

North Baffin LSA  The North Baffin LSA includes the North Baffin point‐of‐hire communities of Arctic Bay, 
Clyde River, Sanirajak, Igloolik, and Pond Inlet 

Regional Study Area (RSA) 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 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) which is often compared to a ‘post‐development’ trend which refers to the period after 

Project construction commenced (2013 onwards). 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 within 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, magnitude5. Furthermore, management action may be triggered if annual performance is observed to 

be below a monitoring threshold. 

The process of socio‐economic monitoring sometimes requires many years of data to effectively discern trends and 

causality (what is causing the change). Even then, some socio-economic effects are caused by a range of project and non-

project factors 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. 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. 

  

 

 

5 Effect magnitude is only assessed in this report where quantitative metrics were provided in the EIS. 
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1 · Employment and Livelihood 
The local labour market and employment opportunities for North Baffin 
LSA residents 

 

FEIS Predictions  

“The Project will have a positive effect on wage employment in 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 Mary River Project employed 1,900 full-time equivalents (FTEs), who worked 3,803,834 hours in 2020. This is 

259 fewer FTEs than in 2019 due to several large projects wrapping up, and others being postponed due to the 

COVID19 pandemic.  

• The project had 250 Inuit FTEs in 2020, representing 13% of the total workforce. 

• The number of Inuit FTEs dropped by 38 in 2020, while proportion of the workforce remained the stable 

at approximately (13%).  

• 151 of the Inuit FTEs are based in the North Baffin LSA, with another 55 in Iqaluit.  

• The project had 216 female FTEs in 2020, representing 11% of the total workforce, an increase in both number 

and proportion from 2019. 

• The project had 71 female Inuit FTEs in 2020, representing 29% of the total Inuit workforce. 

• There are few female Inuit in higher skill job categories (e.g. semi-skilled, professional, management). This is 

particularly true for female Inuit contract workers, where 90% are in unskilled job categories.  

• The turnover rate for Inuit workers continues to show significant improvement based on a decline in each of the 

past three reporting years. In 2020, there were 22 Inuit employee departures, a 12% turnover rate, down from 

45% in 2017. For non-Inuit workers, the rate has decreased steadily for the past four years, from 39% in 2016 to 

10% in 2020. 

 

 



2020 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 7 

 

1.1 Mary River Inuit and LSA employment 

Total Workforce 

Counting the number of FTEs at the Project each year helps track the size and composition of the labour force and how 

this has changed over time. Figure 1 presents the number of Inuit and non-Inuit full time equivalent positions (FTEs) since 

2013. This data includes all workers – Baffinland and contractor employees.  

Figure 1. Baffinland and contractor employment (FTEs) by Inuit status 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

  

Employment indicators: “FTE” vs. “headcount” 

Generally, in this report, FTE is used to quantify the number of workers.  

One “full time equivalent position” (FTE) represents 2,016 hours, or the approximate time one person works on a 

full-time basis for a year. 

Headcount is a simple count of the number of people employed at a given time. The headcount figures in this report 

are an average of quarterly headcounts of Baffinland and contractor employees (measured based on the number of 

unique individuals who had worked any amount of time at Mary Rive during the previous quarter).  

Both indicators are helpful: FTE lets us know the total amount of work that was done over the past year and is a way 

to control for the differences in the number of hours worked by different individuals. It helps us compare the total 

amount of work done year by year, and the amount of work done on average by Inuit, females or others. 

Headcount lets us know how many people are employed overall and helps us track measures such as turnover. 

Due to issues associated with rounding, numbers presented – most notably with regard to FTEs – may not add up 

precisely to the totals provided and percentages may not precisely reflect the absolute figures. This is due to 

presenting FTE data broken down across a number of dimensions (e.g., by community, region, Inuit status and 

gender). Please refer to Tables 2, 3 and 4 for the most detailed FTE data. 
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Table 2 provides additional information on FTEs and hours worked by ethnicity and employee origin in both 2019 and 

2020. 

Table 2: Baffinland and contractor employment (FTEs and hours worked) by ethnicity and origin in 2019 and 2020 

 2019 2020 

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

Inuit     

North Baffin LSA 187 (377,956) 8.7% 151 (304,998) 8.0% 

Iqaluit 59 (118,307) 2.7% 55 (110,830) 2.9% 

Other 42 (83,934) 1.9% 43 (87,530) 2.3% 

Inuit totals 288 (580,197) 13.3% 250 (503,358) 13.1% 

Non-Inuit     

North Baffin LSA 1 (1,648) 0% 1 (2,013) 0.1% 

Iqaluit 1 (2,426) 0% 1 (2,565) 0.1% 

Other 1,869 (3,767,412) 86.6% 1,648 (3,322,898) 86.7% 

Non-Inuit total 1,871 (3,771,486) 86.7% 1,651 (3,327,476) 86.9% 

Grand Totals 2,159 (4,351,683) 100.0% 1,900 (3,830,834) 100.0% 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | Note: values may not add up due to rounding 

Table 3 provides a detailed breakdown of FTEs by contractor, location and ethnicity in 2020. 

Table 3. Detailed Baffinland and contractor employment (FTEs) 20206 

Location 
Baffinland Contractor All workers 

Inuit Non-Inuit Total Inuit Non-Inuit Total Inuit Non-Inuit Total 

LSA Communities 

Arctic Bay 28 1 29 11 - 11 39 1 40 

Clyde River 24 - 24 9 - 9 33 - 33 

Pond Inlet 24 - 24 8 - 8 33 - 33 

Igloolik 12 - 12 6 - 6 18 - 18 

Iqaluit 31 1 32 24 - 24 55 1 56 

Sanirajak 18 - 18 10 - 10 29 - 29 

Other Nunavut communities 

Kimmirut 1 - 1 - - - 1 - 1 

Cape Dorset 2 - 2 - - - 2 - 2 

Rankin Inlet 1 - 1 - - - 1 - 1 

Pangnirtung 2 - 2 0 - 0 2 - 2 

Qikiqtarjuaq - - - 1 - 1 1 - 1 

Other provinces and territories 

Alberta 1 71 73 0 23 23 1 95 96 

British Columbia 1 44 45 - 20 20 1 63 64 

Manitoba 1 24 25 - 5 5 1 29 30 

 

 

6 For headcount figures for Inuit communities, see Appendix B.  
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Location 
Baffinland Contractor All workers 

Inuit Non-Inuit Total Inuit Non-Inuit Total Inuit Non-Inuit Total 

New Brunswick 2 57 60 - 9 9 2 66 68 

Newfoundland & Labrador 0 174 175 - 70 70 0 244 244 

Northwest Territories - 1 1 - - - - 1 1 

Nova Scotia 1 146 147 0 8 8 1 155 156 

Ontario 20 349 369 6 50 56 26 400 426 

Prince Edward Island - 10 10 - - - - 10 10 

Quebec 2 55 57 1 16 17 4 71 75 

Saskatchewan 1 26 27 0 3 4 1 29 30 

Yukon - 1 1 - - - - 1 1 

Other 

International - 1 1 - - - - 1 1 

Unknown - 0 0 0 484 484 0 484 484 

Totals  173   962   1,135   77   689   765   250   1,651  2,171 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | Note: values may not add up due to rounding 

In 2020 there were 1,900 FTEs working at the Project, including direct (Baffinland) and contractor employees. This 

represents a 12% decrease in the total workforce from 2019, due to the completion of some larger projects that involved 

significant workforces. With the exception of a jump in the size of the workforce in 2019 and the subsequent decline in 

2020 there has been a steady, continual increase since the initiation of Project construction in 2013. The total workforce 

has grown 24% since 2018 and is more than twice as large as it was when operations began in 2015.  

The decline in the overall workforce from 2019 to 2020 is due to a decrease in the number of contractors. The number of 

direct Baffinland FTEs actually increased in 2020 by 94 while contractor FTEs decreased by 353 in 2020. Contractors as a 

percentage of the workforce decreased from 52% in 2019 to 40% in 2020.  

 

Inuit Employment 

There were 250 Inuit FTEs at the Project in 2020 (including direct and contractor employees), including 151 from North 

Baffin LSA communities and 55 from Iqaluit (see Figure 2). This represents an increase of 86 Inuit FTEs (52%) since 

operations began in 2015. There was an initial drop in Inuit FTEs from 2014-2016, likely caused by a shift away from the 

large amount of lower-skilled labour used during construction. The number has generally increased, with the exception of 

Impact of COVID on the Inuit Workforce 

In mid-March 2020, Baffinland, following the advice of the Government of Nunavut, made the difficult decision to 

return Nunavummiut employees to their home communities with full compensation. This decision was made to help 

protect Nunavummiut employees and their communities. In April 2020, employees staying at home were put on 

standby pay rates with full group benefits (standby pay is full salary minus site premiums and travel allowance). By 

the end of 2020, Nunavut workers had still not returned to work. Baffinland continues to work with the Government 

of Nunavut and Nunavut Public Health on risk-based initiatives to have Nunavummiut employees return to work as 

soon as possible. Nunavut workers did not return to Baffinland in 2020.  

Efforts by contractors to increase Inuit employment at the Project are constrained by travel restrictions imposed by 

the Government of Nunavut in response to COVID19. Some of Baffinland’s contractors have been able to recruit 

Inuit residing outside of Nunavut to work at the Project site but these workers are far fewer than the number of 

Inuit workers normally engaged from North Baffin LSA communities.  
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the drop in 2020 which is due to the COVID19 pandemic and the demobilization of contractor employees in late 2019. 

Within the LSA, the number of directly employed Inuit actually increased in 2020 by 26, while the number of Inuit 

contractor FTEs decreased by 69.  

Figure 2. Baffinland and contractor Inuit employment (FTEs) by location 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | Note: values may not add up due to rounding 

The proportion of Inuit in the workforce has stayed consistent since 2017, at approximately 13%. While there was a 13% 

drop in the number of Inuit FTEs in 2020, this is similar to the 12% drop in the total number of FTEs, resulting in the 

overall percentage of Inuit FTEs staying the same.  

The proportion of Inuit employed by contractors dropped significantly in 2020, from 14% in 2019 to 10%, largely due to 

COVID19, as contractors were unable to hire Inuit in 2020 who reside in Nunavut. Contractor demobilization also 

continued to impact the overall contractor workforce. 

Figure 3 and Figure 4 below provide an overview of Baffinland and contractor Inuit employment (FTEs) by location of 

origin in 2020. Aside from Igloolik with 18 FTEs, North Baffin communities each provided between 29 and 39 FTEs, and 

Iqaluit provided 55. Seven Inuit FTEs live in Nunavut outside of the LSA, while 37 live in other Canadian territories and 

provinces.  
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Figure 3. Baffinland and contractor Inuit FTEs by community (2020) Figure 4. Baffinland and contractor Inuit FTEs by location (2020) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) |  Note: values may not add up due to rounding 

The overall trend of increasing numbers of Inuit FTEs in the past five years indicates that Baffinland has been successful in 

recruiting and retaining Inuit LSA residents. Various factors contribute to the positive employment results.  

• Corporate commitments and requirements as formalized in the 2018 IIBA, including the Minimum Inuit 

Employment Goals  

• Recruitment and retention initiatives, including: focus on recruiting Inuit from North Baffin LSA communities, 

supported by Community Liaison Officers and employment and training information sessions; various pre-

training and on-the-job training initiatives including Work Readiness, Q-STEP and apprenticeships; and, 

personal and cultural supports including the Inuit Success Assurance Team (Further details and discussion on 

employment, training and advancement are provided in the Education and Training and section of this 

report.) 

• Regular flight access from LSA communities directly to the Project site as well as the relative proximity of the 

communities to the Project  

• Strong wages and benefits and an industry-attractive rotation schedule  

The Project has been successful at attracting Qikiqtani-based Inuit. 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). This applies to Inuit as well as non-Inuit: half of the management and professional 

Inuit employees (five of ten) currently working at the Project live outside of Nunavut, while overall, Nunavut Inuit 

represent 82% of the Project Inuit workforce.  

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 Minimum Inuit Employment Goals, 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.  
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1.2 Mary River employment by gender 

Female participation in the Canadian mining industry is typically low compared to overall labour force participation. 

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). This information provides context when assessing Baffinland’s efforts and performance to 

recruit and retain Inuit female Baffinland and contractor employees, and to reduce employment barriers for Inuit women 

and women in general. 

Figure 5 and Figure 6 outline the number of Inuit and non-Inuit FTEs by gender from 2013 to 2020.  

Residual effect Creation of Jobs in the LSA 

Summary Baffinland predicted the Project would have a positive effect on wage employment in the LSA by 
introducing new job opportunities and assisting local residents to access these jobs. During ERP (early 
revenue phase) operations, the Project was predicted to generate a total labour demand of approximately 
0.9 million hours per year. 

Note: the demand predicted for the ERP is based on a 3 million tonnes per year operation, while the 
current operation is 6 million tonnes per year.  

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 The Project generated 3,830,834 hours of labour in 2020, much greater than the predicted amount.  
 

Residual effect Employment of LSA Residents 

Summary Baffinland predicted the Project would have a positive effect on wage employment in the LSA by 
introducing new job opportunities and assisting local residents to access these jobs. More specifically, 
Baffinland predicted the Project would have a high magnitude effect (i.e. 5%+ change in baseline labour) 
on local employment. 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 to the Project, 
of which 230,000 hours would be provided by North Baffin LSA 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 2020, the Project continued to generate substantial wage employment for LSA residents. The generation 
of 304,998 employment hours for North Baffin LSA Inuit is greater than the EIS prediction of 235,000 
hours, while the 110,830 hours in Iqaluit is slightly less than the 112,000 hours predicted in the EIS. 
Combined, the 415,828 hours for the LSA is significantly greater than the predicted 335,000 hours.  
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Figure 5. Baffinland and contractor Inuit FTEs by gender Figure 6. Baffinland and contractor non-Inuit FTEs by gender 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | Note: values may not add up due to rounding 

Table 4 provides additional detail on FTEs and hours worked by gender and ethnicity in 2019 and 2020. 

Table 4. Baffinland and contractor FTEs and hours worked by gender and ethnicity (2019 – 2020) 

 2019 2020 

 Hours Worked FTE % of 2019 Total Hours Worked FTE % of 2020 Total 

Inuit       

Male 418,190 207 9.6% 359,447 178 9.4% 

Female 161,635 80 3.7% 143,911 71 3.8% 

Non-Inuit       

Male 3,508,642 1,740 80.6% 3,035,971 1506 79.3% 

Female 262,844 130 6.1% 291,505 145 7.6% 

All ethnicities       

Male 3,926,832 1,948 90.2% 3,395,418 1684 88.6% 

Female 424,479 211 9.8% 435,416 216 11.4% 

Total 4,351,683 2,159* 100.0% 3,830,834 1900 100% 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | Note: values may not add up due to rounding  

Despite a contraction in the overall workforce in 2020, the number and percentage of female employees increased. In 

total, there were 216 female FTEs in 2020, representing 11.4% of the total workforce, up from 211 (9.8%) in 2019. There 

has been a significant increase in female FTEs in the past several years, nearly doubling from 112 in 2018 to 216 in 2020. 

Non-Inuit female workers have increased as well as a percentage of the overall workforce, from 6% in 2019 to 7.6% in 

2020.  

There were 71 female Inuit FTEs in the workforce in 2020 (Baffinland and contractor employees), down from 80 in 2019. 

While the absolute numbers were down, female Inuit increased as a percentage of Inuit workers (by 1% to 29%), and as a 

percentage of all workers (slightly, from 3.7 to 3.8%).  

According to the Qikiqtani Labour Market Study, there is the potential for employing more female Inuit at the project. In 

relevant occupations across the Region, 47% of Inuit employees are women, compared to the 28% of Inuit labour at 

Baffinland in the same occupations.  
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There are significant differences in the type of work done by female Inuit workers between those employed by Baffinland 

and by contractors. The majority of female Inuit employed directly by Baffinland are in semi-skilled positions, while the 

majority of contractor female Inuit are in unskilled positions. 2020 is the first year for which more detailed reporting on 

employment by skill level is possible, which over time provides an indicator of advancement or barriers to advancement 

for female Inuit workers. 

Table 5: Female Inuit FTEs by skill level and as a percentage of the total Project workforce 

Skill Level 
Baffinland Contractor Total 

Female Inuit 
FTEs 

Female Inuit as 
a % of FTEs 

Female Inuit 
FTEs 

Female Inuit as 
a % of FTEs 

Female Inuit 
FTEs 

Female Inuit as 
a % of FTEs 

Management 1 2.1% 0 0% 1 1.5% 

Professional 1 2.1% 0 0% 1 0.9% 

Skilled 7 1.6% 1 0.4% 9 1.1% 

Semi-Skilled 29 5.2% 2 1.0% 32 4.0% 

Unskilled 3 15.9% 26 15.8% 29 15.8% 

Total 42 3.7% 29 3.8% 71 3.8% 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | Note: values may not add up due to rounding 

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 particularly in relation to rotational work (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, 2020). 

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, and Article 11.5 highlights affirmative steps to take for attracting female employees.  

One initiative started in 2020 was an on-site Inuit Women Advisory Committee, with membership from all communities 

and all contractors. The Committee will provide advice and suggestions on effective methods of reducing barriers for Inuit 

and female employees. 

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.  

1.3 Employee turnover 

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 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 Mary River are known to experience even higher turnover, 

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 been an issue for other Nunavut-based organizations including the Government of 

Nunavut and other mining operations.  

Figure 7 and Figure 8 present Baffinland employee turnover rate and departures since 2015. 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.  
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Figure 7. Baffinland employee turnover rate (Inuit and non-Inuit, 
headcount) 

Figure 8. Baffinland employee departures (Inuit and non-Inuit, 
headcount) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

The turnover rate for both Inuit and non-Inuit has shown a remarkable, steady decline in the past three to four years. In 

2020, there were 22 Inuit employee departures, a 12% turnover rate, down from 45% in 2017. For non-Inuit, the rate has 

decreased from 39% in 2016 to 10% in 2020. The gap between the Inuit and non-Inuit turnover rates has also narrowed 

since 2016. While it is in line with the downwards trend, the low turnover rate for Inuit in 2020 can be partly attributed to 

Inuit employees being placed on standby remaining off site for much of 2020 due to COVID19.  

Compensation above the regional average, limited other opportunities, and a strong corporate culture could be factors in 

the significant drop in turnover. It is likely that Baffinland initiatives driven by the IIBA and its Inuit Human Resources 

Strategy also played a role in decreasing employee departures. 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;  

• implementing ground transportation to airports in all communities according to rotational schedules; 

• 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.  

Reasons Inuit employees cited for resigning in 2020 included family reasons, accepting another position and/or a position 

closer to home, retirement and/or COVID19-related travel concerns. 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 similar to those identified in 2018 and 2019. Baffinland continues to 

monitor employee turnover causes and outcomes and has committed to reducing turnover and increasing Inuit 

employment as the Project advances. 

In 2018, Baffinland began tracking the rehiring of Inuit at the Project. A rehire is 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 2020, no Inuit were rehired by Baffinland (compared with 18 in 2019 

and 22 in 2018). For someone to be rehired there must be a position open. The large drop is primarily due to COVID19, as 

no new Nunavut resident employees would have been hired for most of 2020 for work at Project sites. 

  

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/8181f442-1dd8-4753-8ae4-974cc4cfe45d/reports/f8596b53-9134-42ab-a6a7-d8ddb311e0ce/ReportSectionb2e47f75ab856bb7eadb#%23_%23TQQAAB%2bLCAAAAAAABACVU11v2zAM%2fCuFHvYUx7KtxI6BYVibDA2wFUWcNs%2bSRSfCZEuQ5BVdkf8%2b%2bSPFlrVD9kaRR96ZPr6gNUc5SkoOVZxGZF7FhKUVjfAihZRFVVZSYAs0QTdUu9ZAB29aKSfojtbgW%2b%2fVE5jr9dUGtDLOA5dgSyO0E6o5QZfqTrl1U8qWw%2b2zBiNF832r7plAeUWlhQny8UpCDY1D%2bQsaw63HojzxVbqHLj9yDlwFlB0Ji4GkVTqjLJvNGUuBctbJEFZL%2bvwfHY%2fCtl7MSXRBfwD%2fIqQDM%2baO7390v8Uqmy3mbJYEiyghAYkpC%2bicpgHPOGdJFAEuwWO3wsk3h6xqBvzBSF87OKdtHoZU66nucExMS1WHpsf2wE9DvOYfL%2bH9sDeq1R6cRVlUERIHEedZQFLfllEgwSIlZUnKCsiMey07YP9W0s%2bz4SXjRtU2vERoeMmv2kDDwRTgnGj2tnPGZ2aVbB3cgtgf3KqhTAJ%2fddepuhPcHd4rDq0ox1N81jHmluANdQ2VMjAI8N7E%2bO3SOcmDBXOjGmeU9OkdFa5vOYc9CnjagBU%2fvUFwZ5UaCkdr3R%2fFH9jjsTsL0x%2fMYNiv1LqBHHjRT0BJjPHkKkoTjH6v%2b5Gu9Wsjfye%2fgbX9sY2GLw5Uw3CHeHydVjI%2bX9d2%2fAWuyzC%2fTQQAAA%3d%3d
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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 2020 through its ongoing donations including laptop donations 

(60 in 2020), as well as specific IIBA commitments annual scholarship fund (5 recipients in 2020), and 

contributions to school lunch programs. 

• Graduation rates steadily declined in the Qikiqtani region from 2009 to 2014 but have risen quickly since then. 

School attendance rates in the North Baffin LSA region have not changed considerably over time or compared to 

the rest of Qikiqtani. Many factors affect school attendance and graduation rates, and the data does not suggest 

a significant effect of the Project. 

• The average hours of training for Inuit (average training hours per Inuit FTE) dropped significantly, from around 

155 in 2018-2019 down to 16 in 2020, due to most Inuit workers being on standby during the pandemic. Average 

hours of training for non-Inuit increased from less than 30 in 2018-2019 up to 55 in 2020 as more non-Inuit 

workers need to be employed at the site. 

• Five Inuit were promoted in 2020, a decline from eight promotions in 2019, likely due to Nunavut resident Inuit 

workers being on standby during the pandemic. 

• In general Inuit represent a progressively smaller proportion of the workforce at higher skill level positions, 

representing nearly half of workers (45%) in unskilled positions but only 3% of workers in skilled positions and 5% 

in management/professional positions. 

• The Project employs a high percentage (56%) of the relevant unskilled and semi-skilled Qikiqtani Inuit workforce 

and a small proportion (3%) of the relevant skilled and management/professional Inuit labour market in 

Qikiqtani. 

2.1 Investments in school-based initiatives 

Table 6 provides an overview of school-based initiatives supported by Baffinland from 2017 to 2020.  

Table 6. Investments in school-based initiatives (2017 – 2020) 

Program Description 2017 2018 2019** 2020 

Laptop 
donations 

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

63 laptops 38 laptops 54 laptops 60 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) 
$25,000 

(5 recipients) 
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School Lunch 
Program 

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

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

School Breakfast 
Program 

Caribou meat donation for the 
school breakfast program in the 
Hamlet of Arctic Bay 

  In-kind 

Nunavut Arctic 
College 
donations 

Donations to Nunavut Arctic 
College Programs and graduations  $25,000 $5,000 - 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | *2017 scholarships funds provided in 2018 due to administrative oversight ** in 2019 laptops were also donated to the 

communities of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay 

The Project supported school-based initiatives in 2020 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. 

While increased school outreach and engagements were planned in 2020 to help build awareness about potential careers 
in mining, none were carried out due to the COVID19 pandemic. However, Baffinland has been working with Mining 
Matters to explore delivering Mining Matters sessions in all affected communities. Furthermore, Baffinland has engaged 
with Skills Canada Nunavut in an effort to both support the program and engage with students. 

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 2020, a total of 60 laptops were provided to graduates in the five North Baffin 

LSA communities (up from 54 in 2019).  

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

the North Baffin LSA communities). Five scholarships totalling $25,000 were awarded to LSA residents in 2020. Since 2014, 

Baffinland has cumulatively awarded $195,000 in scholarships to 39 recipients.  

$300,000 is made available for the North Baffin LSA School Lunch Program annually. In 2020, $95,000 was distributed as 

part of this program. Baffinland continued to solicit proposals throughout the year from all LSA communities but was 

unsuccessful in receiving proposals from many communities. It is expected that the COVID19 pandemic limited the ability 

of some to submit proposals in 2020.  

2.2 Secondary school success 

Graduating from high school has a large impact on an individual’s future employment prospects. The 2020 Qikiqtani 

Labour Market Analysis reported that adults with at least a high school diploma were 23% more likely to be actively 

participating in the labour force (73% to 50%). Attendance is a strong predictor of future graduation rates.  

Estimated school attendance rates for all Qikiqtani schools (including all grades K-12) are provided in Figure 9, based on 

various Government of Nunavut data sets. North Baffin LSA attendance rates are consistently lower than Iqaluit or the 

rest of the Qikiqtani and have trended slightly down since 2014. With the higher levels of Project employment in the 

North Baffin LSA compared to the rest of Qikiqtani, one may expect to eventually observe improved attendance rates as 

the project employment has positive effects on the community and as students and their families see and experience the 

employment opportunities that come with a high diploma. However, it is also recognized that a wide range of factors 

affect school attendance beyond family income and employment prospects. In general, attendance rates move in the 

same direction in all areas of Qikiqtani, and the three areas maintain their rate relative to each other over time. At this 

time, and based on the available data (2016-2017 school year data is the last available), one can not discern a positive or 

negative effect of the Project on school attendance in the North Baffin LSA or the Region. 

https://miningmatters.ca/
https://miningmatters.ca/
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Figure 9. Estimated Qikiqtani School Attendance Rates 

 

Source: GN Dept of Education Annual Reports, 2010-2012, 2013-2014, 2014-2015, 2015-2016, 2016-2017. Based on average school attendance rates per 

region. No disaggregated attendance results were available for 2013 

The latest high school graduation data available are from 2017. Figure 10 shows three trends in graduation rates in the 

21st century in Nunavut. Initially there was a gradual increase in both Qikiqtani Region and Nunavut until around 2009, 

followed by a six-year, 17% decrease in Qikiqtani graduation rates. It is unclear what caused this decline in graduation 

rates from around 2009 to 2014. Since the low point in 2014, the Qikiqtani graduation rate has risen rapidly, up to nearly 

50% in 2017.  

Figure 10. Secondary school graduation rate by region 

 

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

Table 7 shows the number of secondary school graduates for the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit for three periods of time. 

The average number of graduates declines in both the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit during the post-development period.  

Table 7. Number of 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 - 
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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) 

At present, it is difficult to determine whether Baffinland is having any direct effects on graduation rates in the Region 

due to the many factors that influence graduation rates and lack of a comparable. While Qikiqtani saw a 14% increase in 

graduation rates following Project development, this is similar to the increases in the other Regions. Kitikmeot also 

experienced a similar decline in graduation rates from 2009-2013. The fact that graduation rate trends in different 

Regions tend to follow similar paths would indicate that Territory-wide factors are having the greatest effect. 

 

A 2015 study from the University of Winnipeg found that some of the greatest factors driving school dropouts in Nunavut 

are a lack of family encouragement, having a baby and access to childcare. In addition, children who attend daycare are 

25% less likely to miss days of school (Pandey, 2015). This indicates that Baffinland’s pledged support for childcare should 

have a positive effect, eventually, on school attendance and graduation rates. Other factors identified in the study, and 

that Baffinland is either already impacting or could impact through its initiatives, include having a teacher that uses a 

computer, participating in sports or school council, and going on a class trip. The majority of youth surveyed as part of the 

University of Winnipeg study recognized the importance of a high school diploma. Key reasons cited included the easier 

ability to secure a job.  

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. As a significant source of 

employment in Qikiqtani, Baffinland may be having a positive direct or indirect effect on youth’s perception of future 

employment potential and subsequent willingness to stay in school. Baffinland employment may also contribute to role‐

modelling behaviour in communities.  

If the Project is having an effect on school attendance and graduation rates, it would likely be most obvious in the families 

of employees however community level data on this does not currently exist.  

Encouraging educational attainment in the North Baffin LSA 

Baffinland’s Inuit Human Resources Strategy (IHRS) includes goals and initiatives to increase Inuit employment at the 

Project over time, including providing ongoing incentives for youth to complete high school. Some of the 

commitments contained in the IHRS include: 

• Maintain the existing Baffinland scholarship and laptop donation programs, and review scholarship award 

criteria to encourage student participation in programs with high employment opportunities in the mining 

sector; 

• Work with secondary and post-secondary educational institutions through participation in school fairs and 

similar events, and conduct site field trips and visits to encourage consideration of careers in mining; 

• Provide career information to guidance counsellors in the secondary school system; 

• Review/develop polices and procedures for summer internship, mentoring, and co-operative education work 

and study programs; 

• Work with educational institutions to understand and address barriers to greater youth involvement; and 

• Monitor and report on the results of IHRS initiatives through quarterly and annual IIBA implementation 

reports, and the Project’s socio-economic monitoring report. 
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2.3 Recruitment and career support 

Baffinland and QIA finalized an Inuit Human Resources Strategy (IHRS) in 2017, required through provisions under the 

IIBA (Article 7.11, 2013). The IHRS includes goals and initiatives to increase Inuit employment at the Project over time. The 

IHRS contains eight strategic directions that will assist Baffinland with meeting its Inuit employment objectives:  

• strengthen stakeholder collaboration,  

• engage and develop Inuit employees (current and potential),  

• workforce readiness,  

• Inuit recruitment and hiring,  

• gender balance,  

• students and youth,  

• Inuit employee retention and advancement, and  

• continuing improvement. 

In terms of recruitment, in addition to Baffinland Community Liaison Officers, Baffinland put in place an Iqaluit-based Inuit 

recruitment specialist in 2019. Jobs are posted in communities and online, employment and training information sessions 

are held in LSA communities to communicate and promote opportunities, and pre-employment medicals are delivered in 

communities. Recruitment efforts also included resume sharing between BIM and contractors.  

In 2019 Baffinland introduced the Inuit Success Assurance Team. This 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. The team offers communications in both English and Inuktitut. Activities in 2020 

included:  

• one-on-one contact and discussions and follow up with all Inuit employees; 

• contractor engagement to replicate Baffinland’s approach to Inuit employee engagement and career 

progression; 

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 Through the provision of jobs and training opportunities and through contributions to food programs, 
scholarships, and educational tools (laptops), Baffinland is offering incentives and supports for students. 
However, based on available attendance and graduation data the effect of the Project on these indicators 
is unclear. In the 2020 Inuit Employee Survey, only one person reported having dropped out of an 
academic program to start work with Baffinland. The negative effects of a limited number of people 
dropping out of academic programs to work at Baffinland is likely more than counteracted by the extensive 
training and upskilling provided by Baffinland. There does not appear to be a significant effect of the 
Project on either school attendance or graduation rates.  
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• career guidance and progression mentorship with students and interns; and, 

• engaging students and interns who are often exploring career possibilities and are seeking guidance and 

mentorship.  

Unfortunately, most members of the Inuit Success Assurance Team were impacted by travel restrictions as a result of 

COVID19, however two members of the team living in Southern Canada were not impacted by travel restrictions and have 

continued to complete rotations at site, working to support various departments and business initiatives. Two Inuit 

Success Team members working from Iqaluit have returned to full-time work and are supporting Q-Step training and 

community visits. Table 8 below provides additional recruitment initiatives and resources in place at Baffinland in 2020. 

Table 8: List of additional recruitment initiatives and resources 

Initiative Description 

Employment and Training 
Information Sessions 

Supports development of basic employment skills relevant to employment with Baffinland 
and other employers and industries. 
As per Article 8.12 of the IIBA. 
Improvements in 2020 included enhanced communication through social media, having a 
lead familiar with the communities, and including country food and community artists 
resulted in increased attendance.  

Inuit Recruitment 
Specialist 

A recruitment specialist was put in place in 2019. Based in Iqaluit, they communicate with 
applicants to support recruitment efforts. 

Baffinland Community 
Liaison Officer (BCLO) 

There is one BCLO in every LSA community. BCLOs assist with recruitment initiatives, and 
often are a source for community members to access computers and technology when 
required.  

2.4 Workforce training 

Table 9 presents the number of Inuit participants over time in four programs offered by Baffinland. The summer student 

program was not run in 2020 due to the pandemic. The drop in the Work Ready Program graduates seen in 2020 was also 

due to COVID19. 

Table 9. Inuit involvement in advancement programs (2015 – 2020) 

Program 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Summer students hired - - - 4 7 - 

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

Work Ready Program graduates - - - 59 99 54 

On-Site Work Ready Program Graduates - - - - 16 15 

Active apprenticeships 4 1 1 9 16 16 

Inuit internship program participants - - - - 8 8 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

Figure 11 below shows the total number of training hours completed by Baffinland and contractor workers, broken down 

by Inuit and non-Inuit. Figure 12 shows the average number of training hours per FTE. The increase in training 

opportunities in 2018 and 2019 likely reflects the commitments made by Baffinland to Inuit training through the IIBA, 

including the Inuit Human Resources Strategy and Q‐STEP. 

The average hours of training for Inuit workers dropped significantly, from approximately 155 in 2018-2019 down to 16 in 

2020, due to the cancellation of many training programs because of the COVID19 pandemic. The average number of 

training hours for non-Inuit, who make up most of the non-Nunavut based workforce, increased from less than 30 in 
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2018-2019 up to 55 in 2020. The overall training hours increased slightly despite a smaller overall workforce in 2020: this 

is likely due to increased training required for contractors brought in to replace Inuit workers due to the pandemic in 

2020.  Between March 31, 2020 and December 31, 2020, Nunavut-resident employees who remain off-site due to public 

health orders have received an estimated total of $8,834,335 in continued wages from Baffinland 

Figure 11. Baffinland and contractor training hours by Inuit 
status (2013 – 2020) 

Figure 12. Baffinland and contractor average training hours / FTE 
by Inuit status (2013 – 2020) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

Figure 13 presents the number of training hours per type of training completed by Baffinland and contractor employees in 

2020. There is a strong emphasis on heavy equipment and commercial truck and trailer training, in addition to standard 

site orientations and health and safety training. Again, this is not surprising due to the large percentage of the Inuit 

workforce that works as semi-skilled operators and drivers that would have been temporarily replaced by non-Inuit in 

2020.  

Figure 13. Types and hours of training provided (2020) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | note: 1k signifies 1,000 hours 

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/8181f442-1dd8-4753-8ae4-974cc4cfe45d/reports/f8596b53-9134-42ab-a6a7-d8ddb311e0ce/ReportSectione8ad89ebba07a7e157e1#%23_%23TQQAAB%2bLCAAAAAAABACVU8lu2zAQ%2fZWAh54sa6OsBSiKJnYRA20QWE585jKyiVKiQFIN0sD%2fXmpx0LpJ4R4EkDNv5j2O3rygNUcFYgxCTqu0yiHGOA5IFOUJS9JFlrA8ynI0QzektZ2GHt50Us7QHanBld6rJ9DX66sNtEpbB1yCYVq0VqjmBF2qO2XXDZMdh9vnFrQUzfetuqcCFRWRBmbInVcSamgsKl7QdNw6LCpilyV76OMT58hVAutJICM8y4FSEqQkhTBxXy9DmFaS5%2f%2boeBSmc2JOokvyA%2fgXIS3oKXZ8%2f9HDFKssyRc0ib08jLGHI0I9siCpxzPOaRyGEDBw2K2w8s0mq5oCf9DS5Q7WtqbwfdK287bHUTFnqvb1gB2An8bzmn%2b8hPfDXquudeAszMIK48gLOc88nLqyjAD28hQzhlkFOOFOyw7ov5UM%2fYx%2fSbtJtfEvEepf8qs20HDQJVgrmr3pnfGZGiU7C7cg9ge7agiVwF%2fddcruBLeH95JjKSqCeXBWMcWW4Ax1DZXSMApw3gyCt1PnJA8G9I1qrFbShXdE2KHkHPYo4GkDRvx0Bgl6q9RQWlK3w1L8gT0e%2b7XQw8KMhv1KjB3JgZdDBxRHQTC7CtM4QL%2fnXUvbubHhv4PfwJhh2SbDlwfSwriH0XQ7jWS6vo7t%2bAtD4GU3TQQAAA%3d%3d


2020 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 23 

Table 10: List of Training Initiatives 

Name of initiative Description 2020 results 

Workplace literacy and 
Adult Basic Education  

Nunavut Arctic College will work with Baffinland to make targeted adult basic 
education available to a minimum of 5 participants per community per rotation. 
This training will be designed to meet the needs identified by the participants 
and could include preparing participants to progress to the PASS program. 
 
Two representatives of the Nunavut Literacy Council were on site for a week in 
January 2020 in the first of three site visits to complete a workplace literacy 
needs study. Representatives met with key departmental management and 
created an advisory committee. A second visit was planned for March, but was 
postponed due to COVID19. The visit will be rescheduled and the assessment will 
continue as planned. 

Workplace literacy 
needs study initiated 
but project put on hold 
due to COVID19. 

Pathway to Adult 
Secondary School 
Diploma (PASS) 
program 

The Pathway to Adult Secondary School Diploma Program is designed for 
participants that want to achieve their high school diploma. Nunavut Arctic 
College will work with Baffinland to make this available to all employees as well 
as community members. 

Work Ready Program Five-day training program in LSA communities, with the following areas: Self 
Awareness, Introduction to Mining, Essential Skills for the Workplace, Money 
Management, and Preparing for Fly-In, Fly-Out. 
The program was developed in 2017 in partnership with the Mining Industry 
Human Resources Council (MIHR), revised based on participant feedback in 
2019. 
An online format was rolled out in 2020 in addition to in-person training.  

54 graduates, down 
from 99 in 2019 

On-site Work 
Readiness Program 

In 2019 Baffinland expanded the Work Readiness Program to include an on-site 
component of training. Participants from LSA communities had the opportunity 
to spend seven days at site, with the opportunity to job shadow five entry level 
positions at the mine with both Baffinland and contractors. Participants could 
express their interest in any of the roles, and where possible interviews were 
conducted. 
This program was postponed in Q3 due to COVID19 restrictions. 

15 graduates, down 
from 16 in 2019; no 
Inuit were hired from 
this program in 2020 
due to COVID 
restrictions 

Q-STEP Baffinland, the QIA and Employment and Social Development Canada continued 
to support 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. 
Employment and Service Development Canada has extended the program until 
March 2022 with no additional funding. The Q-STEP teams have been discussing 
other ways to keep funding to ensure longevity of the program. 

Put on hold or delayed 
in 2020 due to COVID19 
restrictions 

Heavy Equipment 
Operator (HEO) 
training 

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. 

Pond Inlet heavy 
equipment simulator 
program 

Nuna East applied and was approved for funding under the IIBA Education and 
Training Fund (ETF) to deploy CAT equipment simulators to Pond Inlet to offer 
simulator training. Once underway, the simulator training program will allow 
Nuna East to prepare Inuit directly for in-machine training at the Mary River site, 
including as direct Baffinland employees if opportunities arise. 

Program under 
development 

Pre-Trades Program Baffinland started a Pre‐Trades Program with Nunavut Arctic College at site to 
support the Apprenticeship Program and prepare trades assistants for the Trades 
Entrance Exam by gaining a foundation in the physical sciences and improving 
their English and Math skills. During Q4, negotiations were completed with 
vendors and applications.  

Baffinland did not run 
Pre-Trades Training in 
2020, and therefore, 
had no graduates or 
successful Trades 
Entrance Exam 
candidates 
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Name of initiative Description 2020 results 

Apprenticeship 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. Candidates who 
have successfully completed their six-month term and subsequent Trades 
Entrance Exam are offered full‐time, permanent apprenticeship positions with 
Baffinland. 

16 active 
apprenticeships in 2020, 
the same as in 2019 

Summer students Baffinland makes summer employment opportunities available to Inuit students 
as per IIBA Article 7.19.  

Put on hold due to 
COVID19 restrictions: 0 
summer students in 
2020 compared to 7 in 
2019 

Internships 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. 

8 internships in 2020, 
same as in 2019. 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

Other training programs include:  

• orientation, 

• equipment operation knowledge, 

• on the job training, 

• safety training, 

• Worker’s Safety and Compensation Commission (WSCC) certification, and 

• leadership training and coaching.  

 

The extensive training initiatives delivered by Baffinland in 2018 and 2019 have likely resulted in a greater amount of 

training received by the broader LSA workforce. The tangible results of that training are evident through the increasing 

number of LSA Inuit employed at the mine and the promotions of Inuit employees. An example of training leading to 

employment is the Work Readiness program: 21 of the 99 graduates from the program in 2019 landed a job from 

Baffinland. Baffinland employees are also regularly exposed to ‘informal’ training and skills development opportunities 

Q-STEP and adapting to on-line training 

Baffinland and QIA secured funding through Employment and Social Development Canada’s (ESDC) Skills and 

Partnership Fund for the Qikiqtani Skills and Training for Employment Partnership (Q‐STEP) training program. Q‐STEP 

is a four‐year initiative 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 work readiness measures, 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 provides operational support to Q‐STEP. 

Earlier in 2020 the in-person training of 11 Inuit participants from Pond Inlet was interrupted by COVID19 and the 

travel restrictions within Nunavut. Training was able to resume through video conferencing, and Q-STEP provided 10 

laptops and internet data sticks to community members so they could reliably participate in online training and 

complete the course. The Pond Inlet graduates started their first ever distance learning course through Q-STEP in 

August and were able to successfully complete the program. After having success with the online distance format in 

Pond Inlet, the 10 computers were shipped to another community to continue this online training. Baffinland 

continued to offer online distance learning to other communities including Igloolik and Arctic Bay. 
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through contact with more experienced coworkers and the process of everyday work. While there are already a number 

of training opportunities available, there is demand for additional training from Inuit employees as recorded in the 

responses to the Inuit Employee Survey in 2020. As noted in Table 10, Baffinland is undertaking work to increase, 

improve, and expand training in many of these areas. It is also expected that the Inuit Mobility Strategy will further allow 

for refinements to Baffinland’s training programs inline with employee needs.  

Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2020) 

Table 11: Suggested additional trainings from Inuit Employee Survey 

 

 

Education or Training Program Number of Responses 

Financial management 30 

Literacy and numeracy 8 

Training to prepare for a different job at the mine 47 

Traditional skills 21 

Other 22 

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 

• Community Counsellor Program, access to on-site Cultural Advisors, and has increased its delivery 
of Inuit cultural programming on site 

Monitoring results Life skills are developed through training and employment, both of which have been made more 
accessible in significantly larger quantities since the development of the Mine. Work Ready and Pre-
employment training programs both include content on general life skills and have been delivered to 
adults, including young adults, in the LSA.  

2020 data include 68 graduates from the Work Ready Program, 250 Inuit FTEs, and 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.  

Beyond the training participation and employment numbers, there is some evidence that life skills are 
being developed through training programs and employment.  

• In 2019, 21 Inuit graduates of the Work Readiness Program gained employment at the Mine.  

• There has been a total of 59 promotions of Inuit since 2014.  

• Turnover has dropped from 45% to 12% in the past five years.  
 
Taken together, these data indicate that training and other supports for employment and advancement 
are having a positive effect through increased hiring, retention and promotion of Inuit. Young adults are 
among those who have participated and benefitted from training, but an age-based breakdown is not 
currently available. This will be required to reach a more definitive conclusion about the predicted residual 
effect.  
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2.5 Employee education and pre-Mary River employment status 

Site-based survey administration occurred at Mary River between September 7 – October 16, 2020.  A six-week 

administration period was used in order to accommodate Inuit employee shift changes associated with a 28-day rotation 

implemented due to COVID-19 precautions. In-community survey administration generally occurred over a two-week 

period from September 8-22, 2020 and was led by a team of Baffinland Community Liaison Officers (BCLOs) and Northern 

Affairs staff. Both site- and community-based survey locations were utilized in order to address challenges associated with 

accessing employees during COVID19.  At the time of survey administration, all Nunavut-resident employees had been 

placed on paid administrative leave in their home communities.  However, non-Nunavut resident employees and 

employees of contractors (both Inuit and non-Inuit) were still permitted to work at the Project via fly-in/fly-out rotations.  

Multiple survey locations were thus required to engage the largest number of Inuit Project employees possible.  Various 

health and safety protocols were utilized by Baffinland during in-community survey administration to manage 

transmission risks associated with COVID19 (e.g. use of local survey administrators only, physical distancing, mask 

wearing, hand washing and enhanced cleaning measures, and options for contactless survey drop-off). 

Education Level of Baffinland Inuit Employees 

Figure 14 presents survey results relating to the highest level of education obtained by Baffinland and contractor Inuit 

employee survey respondents, as well as the 2016 census results of the highest level of education obtained by Nunavut 

and North Baffin LSA residents.   

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 2020, Baffinland continued providing training and skills development opportunities to Inuit. This 
included 44,135 hours of training for Inuit in dozens of training programs. Sixteen Inuit apprentices were 
also employed by Baffinland and 8 participants in the Inuit internship program.  

A total of over 150,000 hours of training have been provided to Inuit since Project development.  

The extensive training initiatives delivered by Baffinland have likely resulted in a greater amount of 
training received by the broader LSA workforce compared to what they might have undertaken in its 
absence. The tangible results of that training are evident through the increasing number of LSA Inuit 
employed with the mine and the promotions of Inuit employees.  
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Figure 14: Educational attainment in the North Baffin LSA, Nunavut (2016) and the Inuit workforce (2020) 

 

Sources: (Statistics Canada, 2017) (left two bars) | (Baffinland (survey), 2020) (rightmost bar) 

Comparing Project Inuit workers with the broader North Baffin LSA and Nunavut populations yields the following 

observations:  

• A smaller proportion of Baffinland Inuit employees have post-secondary education compared to Nunavut and the 

North Baffin LSA.  

• A greater proportion of Baffinland Inuit workers tend to have a secondary school diploma.  

• The proportion of Inuit employees that have not completed any formal education is the same as the Nunavut 

population but lower than the North Baffin LSA.  

These results do not represent the entire Inuit workforce, as the Survey did not include all Inuit employees. However, the 

results align with the skill levels of Baffinland Inuit workers (see Section 2.7). Taken together, these results confirm that 

the Project has a larger proportion of Inuit working in semi-skilled roles (e.g. secondary school graduates) and significantly 

lower numbers of workers with post-secondary education compared to the North Baffin LSA and Nunavut populations.  

Pre-Employment Activities of Baffinland Inuit Employees 

Figure 15 summarizes survey results relating to the employment and academic status of Baffinland and contractor Inuit 

employees prior to their employment at Mary River. 23% of Inuit employees reported having resigned from a previous job 

to join Baffinland.  

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/8181f442-1dd8-4753-8ae4-974cc4cfe45d/reports/f8596b53-9134-42ab-a6a7-d8ddb311e0ce/ReportSectiondb60a9365b1f7f011612#%23_%23TQQAAB%2bLCAAAAAAABACVU11v2zAM%2fCuFHvYUx1Jsx46BYVibDA2wFUWcNs%2bSRSfCZEuQ5BVdkf8%2b%2bSPFlrVD9kaRR96ZPr6gNUc5ohnHgCGhCSQxVCxji2hOZpDBLGGLtEQTdEO1aw108KaVcoLuaA2%2b9V49gbleX21AK%2bM8cAm2NEI7oZoTdKnulFs3pWw53D5rMFI037fqngmUV1RamCAfryTU0DiUv6Ax3HosyiNfpXvo8iPnwFVA2ZFwNsfUy00YqdIKE%2bKFdzKE1ZI%2b%2f0fHo7CtF3MSXdAfwL8I6cCMueP7H91vscqSxZwlUbAgURzEM8oCOqdpwDPOWUQI4BI8diucfHPIqmbAH4z0tYNz2uZhSLWe6g7HxLRUdWh6bA%2f8NMRr%2fvES3g97o1rtwRnJSBXHs4BwngVx6tsyCnGwSOOyjMsK4oR7LTtg%2f1bSz7PhJeNG1Ta8RGh4ya%2faQMPBFOCcaPa2c8ZnZpVsHdyC2B%2fcqqFMAn9116m6E9wd3isOrSjHU3zWMeaW4A11DZUyMAjw3sT47dI5yYMFc6MaZ5T06R0Vrm85hz0KeNqAFT%2b9QXBnlRoKR2vdH8Uf2OOxOwvTH8xg2K%2fUuoEceNFPQNEM48kVSSOMfq%2f7ka71a4v%2fTn4Da%2ftjGw1fHKiG4Q7x%2bDqtZHy%2bru34CxJZkAtNBAAA
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Figure 15. Inuit employee academic and employment status pre-Mary River employment 

 

Of the 19 employees who answered yes, respondents 
noted a previous employment status of casual (2); part-
time (3); full-time (13) and unknown (1). 

Of the 6 employees who answered yes, only one of them 
suspended or discontinued their education because they 
were hired to work at Mary River.  

Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2020) 

Inuit working at Baffinland generally did not quit their schooling for the job, with only one respondent reporting leaving 

an academic program in 2020. Past years have had similar results. In 2017, 2018 and 2019, 0%, 3% and 0% of survey 

respondents report suspending their education as a result of being hired to work at the Project.  

There is some evidence that Baffinland’s hiring is pulling from Qikiqtani organizations: some of the management / 

professional or skilled-level workers that resigned from hamlet and government organizations included a community 

outreach worker, medical coordinator, project coordinator, and a program officer.  

However, these results would need to be balanced with the number of Inuit who leave jobs at Baffinland to rejoin other 

Nunavut organizations, potentially including territorial, regional or hamlet government or services. Without tracking the 

flow of employees in both directions – data which is not currently available – it is not possible to determine the nature of 

the Project’s effect on the Inuit turnover at other Nunavut organizations.  

2.6 Employee advancement 

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

choices. Career advancement requires an actively supportive environment, career planning and skills development. 

Advancements or promotions also depend on available openings. 

Figure 16 presents data on Inuit employee promotions over time (direct Baffinland employees only – no contractor data 

included). It shows the number of Inuit promoted every year, and the percentage of all Inuit employees that received a 

promotion that year. There has been a total of 59 promotions of Inuit employees since 2014.  
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Figure 16. Baffinland Inuit employee advancements: number and rate (% of Baffinland Inuit employees receiving a promotion) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

There have been two general trends in Inuit advancement – large numbers and high rates of promotion from 2014-2016, 

with a sudden drop in 2017 followed by a gradual rise in numbers and rates from 2017 to 2019.  

Five Inuit were promoted in 2020, with the decline from previous years due to the pandemic. It is necessary to wait for 

normal operating conditions to resume before assessing further trends.  

In 2019 Baffinland struck the Career Path Working Group with QIA, tasked with creating career path plans for each Inuit 

employee. In Q1 of 2020 the Inuit Success Assurance team began to conduct one on one meetings with Inuit employees. 

During these conversations they discussed the employee’s current role, how things were going and what other 

opportunities might interest the employee. Plans were developed including the support required to advance towards the 

employee’s goals. Follow up meetings were planned so that conversations could continue, and employees are supported 

as they try to advance within the organization. While the Inuit Success Assurance team had to put most of its operations 

on pause for much of 2020, this type of ongoing support for Inuit advancement may show more significant positive effect 

in the future. 
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2.7 Inuit employment by skill level 

Tracking the percentage of Inuit employed at four main skill level categories over time will provide an indication of the 

success of Baffinland’s efforts to build the capacity and advance Inuit through the workforce.   

Figure 17 below shows the overall distribution in 2020 of Baffinland and contractor FTEs across the four skill levels 

(central circle figure) as well as the proportion of Inuit and non-Inuit within each skill level (surrounding circle figures). 

2020 is the first year with a full data set of skill level information.  

 

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 In general, the Project introduces new jobs and associated career paths to the region and currently Inuit 
employees occupy positions in all four skill level categories, though fewer proportionally in higher skill 
categories.  

The 59 promotions of Inuit workers since 2014 (including 5 in 2020) represent a positive effect of the 
Project with respect to career progress. Considering the expansion of the overall North Baffin LSA 
workforce as a result of the Project and the limited number of other career opportunities in the Region, it 
is assumed this extent of career advancement would not have occurred in the absence of the Project. 
Twenty-two Inuit workers departed the Project in 2020 for multiple reasons. The specific impacts on their 
career paths (e.g. employment elsewhere building on Baffinland experience, unemployment) are unknown 
and would need to be compared to alternatives in the region.  
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Figure 17. Baffinland and contractor Inuit employment (FTEs) by skill level (2020) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

 

Several observations can be drawn from the skill level data: 

• In general Inuit represent a progressively smaller proportion of the workforce as the skill levels increase, 

representing nearly half of FTEs at the unskilled level (45%) but only 3-5% of FTEs at the skilled and 

management/professional level.  

• While Inuit only represent 17% of FTEs at the semi-skilled level, the 135 Inuit working at the semi-skilled level 

represent more than half of the 250 total Inuit workers.  

• Upskilling and increased training as described in section 2.4 is predicted to increase the proportion of Inuit 

working in high skill levels over time.  

Overtime, as this data continues to be collected for reporting purposes, trends overtime will be able to be shown.  

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/8181f442-1dd8-4753-8ae4-974cc4cfe45d/reports/f8596b53-9134-42ab-a6a7-d8ddb311e0ce/ReportSectionc661d632704994025931#%23_%23TQQAAB%2bLCAAAAAAABACVU8tu2zAQ%2fJWAh54si5JovYCiaGIXMdAGgeXEZ1Jc2UQpUSCpBmngfy%2f1cNC6SeHelruzO6PV7Atac5QjHJEqSasyC1lGgjRkmAHDcRmnaZRBFKMZuqGt7TT08KaTcobuaA2u9V49gb5eX22gVdo64BJMqUVrhWpO0KW6U3bdlLLjcPvcgpai%2bb5V90ygvKLSwAy5eCWhhsai%2fAVN4dZhUR65Kt1Dn584R64Cyp6kjOOAx1GYYJJlBIeLLAp6GcK0kj7%2fR8ejMJ0TcxJd0B%2fAvwhpQU%2b54%2fsfPWyxShdZzBaRlwUR8UhImUdjmng85ZxFQQC4BIfdCivfHLKqGfAHLV3tYG1rct%2bnbTtvexwT81LVvh6wA%2fDTGK%2f5x0t4P%2by16loHToM0qAgJvYDz1COJa0spEC9LSFmSsgKy4E7LDti%2flQzzjH%2fJuEm18S8R6l%2fyqzbQcNAFWCuavemd8ZkZJTsLtyD2B7tqKJPAX911qu4Et4f3imMryvEcn3VMuSU4Q11DpTSMApw3MX67dE7yYEDfqMZqJV16R4UdWs5hjwKeNmDET2cQ3FulhsLSuh2O4g%2fs8difhR4OZjTsV2rsSA68GCagKMR4dhUkEUa%2f191I27m1kb%2bT38CY4dgmwxcH2sJ4h%2bH0Oq1ker6u7fgLEQHqBE0EAAA%3d
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Figure 18 compares the Inuit employees by skill level with the Qikiqtani Inuit workforce by skill level, based on 2021 
Qikiqtani labour force projections from the 2020 Labour Market Analysis. The Labour Market Analysis data represents the 
Qikiqtani Inuit workforce that works in occupations considered “relevant” to those at Baffinland.  

Figure 18: Mary River Qikiqtani Inuit workers and relevant Qikiqtani labour force by skill level 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) and (MiHR, 2020) 

This comparison of Baffinland Inuit workforce data to the overall Baffinland and the Qikiqtani workforce data from the 

Labour Market Analysis suggests the following:  

• The Project employs a high percentage of the relevant unskilled and semi-skilled Qikiqtani Inuit workforce.  

o Considering that the current relevant labour force includes workers employed elsewhere, there may be 

limited gains to be made in those two skill levels in Qikiqtani.  

• The Project employs a very small proportion (3%) of the relevant skilled and management/professional Inuit 

labour market in the Qikiqtani region.  

o Considering that Inuit only make up 3% of the 749 skilled workers at the Project, there may be 

significant potential for recruiting employees from the skilled Qikiqtani Inuit labour force.  

o While the relevant Qikiqtani Inuit labour force is considerably smaller for management/professionals, 

there is similar room for growth considering the low proportion of Inuit workers at that skill level at the 

Project.  

• When making assumptions about areas for potential growth it is important to consider that Baffinland’s main 

competition for semi-skilled, skilled, and management/professional positions are from Government.  

Overall, it appears there is potential for greater Inuit employment at the skilled and management/professional skill levels 

based on the overall Qikiqtani workforce at those skill levels. While some of those potential workers are part of the 

shadow labour force and not actively looking for work, there may be ways to recruit them by addressing some of the 

barriers to them joining the workforce.  
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3 · 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 

• $20,864,472 million in wages were paid to Baffinland and contractor Inuit employees in 2020, up slightly from 

2019. The average pay for Baffinland and contractor Inuit FTEs in 2020 was $83,564.  

• The total value of contracts awarded to Inuit Firms was $91 million in 2020. This is a decrease from 2019 (from 

$289 million) but represents an increase as a percentage of total contracting from 38% in 2019 to 44% in 2020. 

• In 2020, a total of 184 active Inuit Firms were registered in the LSA. Fifty-six of these firms were based in the 

North Baffin LSA communities and 128 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-four. 

3.1 Inuit employee payroll  

The figures below provide an overview of payroll for Baffinland and contractor employees. Figure 19 shows Inuit payroll 

by year; Figure 21 shows 2020 Inuit payroll by community; and Figure 20 shows 2020 Inuit and non-Inuit payroll. Payroll 

expenditures to LSA employees are a leading indicator of positive effects on household income. As shown in Figure 19, 

Baffinland and contractor Inuit employee income totalled $20,864,472 million in 2020. Of this, over $12 million went to 

Inuit based in the North Baffin LSA and nearly $5 million to Inuit in Iqaluit. It is reasonable to expect that some of this new 

income is available for residents to spend on consumer goods and services, but it is recognized that employees and their 

families will save or spend in different ways, with local business (e.g. food stores) or with external businesses (e.g. online 

shopping). The substantial increase in Inuit payroll in 2019 is due to both additional Inuit employment as well as the 

inclusion of contractor payroll due to improved contractor reporting requirements. 

Figure 21 shows Inuit worker payroll by LSA community in 2020. The difference in payroll between communities is due to 

the number of employees from each community and the income earned by each individual. 

The $15,272,916 paid to Inuit employees (not counting contractor Inuit pay) represents approximately 11.6% of the direct 

employee payroll (Figure 20), down from 14.4% in 2019. This is due to Nunavut Inuit workers being put on standby pay for 

much of 2020 due to the COVID19 pandemic.  
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Figure 19. Baffinland and contractor Inuit payroll (2017 - 2020)* Figure 20. Baffinland payroll, Inuit and non-Inuit (2020)** 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | *Note that the 2019 increase is in part due to the inclusion of contractor income, which was not included in previous years | 

** In the 2019 SEMR this was reported in error as the proportion of Baffinland and contractor payroll 

Figure 21. Baffinland and contractor Inuit payroll by community (2020) 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

The average pay for Baffinland and contractor Inuit FTEs in 2020 was $83,564. This is calculated by putting the total Inuit 

payroll over the total number of Inuit FTEs. 

When considering if Project employment has had a positive impact on the income of employees, it is necessary to 

consider what employees were earning prior to working at the Project, whether they would be able to earn similar wages 

outside of the Project, and whether the Project has given them a better chance to advance to higher-wage positions. On 

some of those factors there appear to be positive indications.  

• The Project employs a large number of Inuit at semi-skilled and unskilled positions: there are 135 semi-skilled 

Inuit FTEs at the Project compared to a total of 248 Inuit in all of Qikiqtani that have similar skill sets, and 83 

unskilled Inuit FTEs compared to 176 in the Region. It is likely that the Project has expanded demand for both 

semi-skilled and unskilled workers in Qikiqtani, resulting in more people holding down full-time employment and 

earning more than they would have otherwise.  

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/8181f442-1dd8-4753-8ae4-974cc4cfe45d/reports/f8596b53-9134-42ab-a6a7-d8ddb311e0ce/ReportSection576541740b05c0a09c50#%23_%23TQQAAB%2bLCAAAAAAABACVU8tu2zAQ%2fJWAh54si5JI6wEURRO7iIE2CCwnPlPiyiZKSQRJNUgD%2f3uph4PWTQr3ttyd3RmtZl%2fQmqMMhQtMo4LGKcGc0DhkAQ3CgmPGcYXLtEIzdMOU7TT08KaTcobuWA2u9b59An29vtqAarV1wCWYUgtlRducoMv2rrXrppQdh9tnBVqK5vu2vS8EyiomDcyQi1cSamgsyl7QFG4dFmWRq7I99PmJc%2bTKoexJaLygJIgJLjAtMcNpSXEvQxgl2fN%2fdDwK0zkxJ9E5%2bwH8i5AW9JQ7vv%2fRwxarhKaLgkZeGkTEIyErPLZgsccTzosoCACX4LBbYeWbQ1Z1AfxBS1c7WKtM5vtMqbnqcYWYl23t6wE7AD%2bN8Zp%2fvIT3w163nXLgJEiCipDQCzhPPBK7toQB8dKYlCUpKyCUOy07KP6tZJhn%2fEvGTaqNf4lQ%2f5JftYGGg87BWtHsTe%2bMz4VpZWfhFsT%2bYFcNKyTwV3edqjvB7eG94tiKMjzHZx1TbgnOUNdQtRpGAc6bGL9dOid5MKBv2sbqVrr0jgk7tJzDHgU8bcCIn84guLdKDblltRqO4g%2fs8difhR4OZjTsV2bsSA48HyagkC7w7CqI0gT9XncjbefWRv5OfgNjhmObDJ8fmILxDvH0Oq1ker6u7fgLZsJXK00EAAA%3d
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• 59 Inuit have received promotions since 2014. Many of these represent promotions from unskilled positions to 

semi-skilled positions. It is likely that the opportunities for all of these promotions would not have existed in the 

general Qikiqtani labour market.  

• Based on the results of the Inuit employee survey, there is strong positive feedback from Project Inuit employees 

on their ability to provide for themselves and their families since obtaining employment. 17% of Inuit report that 

their ability to provide has been “very improved” and 50% say their ability has “improved”.  

Figure 22: Perceptions on change in employees’ ability to provide for themselves and their families since obtaining employment 

 
Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2020) 

 

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 due to increased 
purchasing power of LSA residents from Baffinland employment, contractor employment, and induced 
indirect employment. 

Monitoring results The Project continued to expand the market for consumer goods and services across the LSA in 2020. 
Approximately $112 million was spent on Baffinland’s LSA Inuit employee payroll and Inuit Firm 
contracting in 2020. In addition, the $91 million in contracting to Inuit Firms would have created demand 
in business-to-business goods and services. 

These contributions to the Nunavut economy represent a positive effect, providing LSA residents with 
greater capacity to purchase local goods and services. Increased spending 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). However, it is recognized that many goods and services are purchased from businesses outside 
of the LSA and the territory, and that it may take time for local businesses to be created, and to respond 
and grow.  
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3.2 Contract expenditures to Inuit Firms 

Figure 23 shows the value of contracting with Inuit Firms7 since 2015. Figure 24 shows the proportion of 2020 contracting 

going to Inuit and non-Inuit firms. Since Project development, a total of $1.3 billion worth of contracts has been awarded 

to Inuit Firms. While the amount of contracting to Inuit Firms decreased in 2020, as a percentage of total contracting 

there was an increase from 38% to 44%.  

Figure 23. Contract commitments to Inuit firms Figure 24: Contract commitments to Inuit and Non-Inuit firms  

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

The value of overall and Inuit contracting changes greatly from year to year due to the nature of mine development with 

large projects being carried out for one to two years at a time. 2020 saw a general decrease in contracting and 

procurement activities, specifically in some areas deemed essential for the Project’s operations, as a result of COVID19.  

3.3 Registered Inuit firms 

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. (NTI) maintains an Inuit Firm Registry database for Nunavut. This database provides the name of 

each registered Inuit Firm, 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 25. 

 

 

7 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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Figure 25. Registered Inuit firms in Iqaluit and the North Baffin LSA 

 

Source: (Eegeesiak, 2016; NTI, 2020)  

In 2020, a total of 184 active Inuit Firms were registered in the LSA. Fifty-six of these firms were based in the North Baffin 

LSA communities and 128 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-four. Growth in the number of firms is generally a positive change as it suggests more business 

diversity, more Inuit business owners, and more capacity to respond to contract opportunities aimed at Inuit firms. The 

growth in the number of firms in both Iqaluit and the North Baffin LSA is consistent with the Project’s ongoing and 

significant contract commitments to Inuit firms, Inuit Content Requirements, and other initiatives to create opportunities 

for Inuit firms. However, it is recognized that the growth in the number of firms is driven by a range of factors, including 

opportunities created by other sectors (e.g. government contracts, especially in Iqaluit). Furthermore, this data does not 

show the growth in individual firms, which is another indication of positive effects for Inuit firms quite aside from the 

number of firms.  

 

  

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 $1.3 billion worth of contracts have been committed to Inuit Firms. 
$91 million in contracts was committed to Inuit Firms in 2019.  

This 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.  
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4 · Population and Migration 
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 

• The average annual population growth rates over the post-development period for North Baffin LSA 

communities was 2.2%, Iqaluit 2%, and Nunavut 1.4%, higher than the Canadian average growth rate of 1.2%. 

The rate of growth does not appear to have been affected by the Project.  

• Twenty-two workers have migrated out of the North Baffin LSA since 2015. 

4.1 Population and migration 

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 29 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 rates are all higher than the Canadian average growth rate of 1.2% (Statistics 

Canada). However, Figure 26 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 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. 

Data from the most recent national census in 2016 show the overall population of Qikiqtani was 18,990, with forecasted 

growth of roughly 7% to 20,355 by 2021. Steady growth has also occurred in the North Baffin LSA, as illustrated in Figure 

26, without an apparent significant change in the rate of growth post-Project development.  
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Figure 26 North Baffin community populations, pre- and post-development 

 

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2020) 

Figure 27 compares the average Inuit and non-Inuit population in LSA communities pre- and post-development, and 

shows the average Inuit percentage of the population for that time period. Aside from the above-noted shift from Arctic 

Bay to Igloolik, the most notable change is an increase in the proportion non-Inuit in Iqaluit. Considering that there is only 

one non-Inuit Project employee based in Iqaluit, it is extremely unlikely that Baffinland has been a driver of the growth of 

non-Inuit in the capital.  

Figure 27. Average Inuit and non-Inuit LSA community population, pre- and post-development 

 

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

4.2 Project-induced migration 

The 215 Inuit working at Baffinland and based in Qikiqtani represent a fraction of the overall Inuit population of the 

Region. However, continual low levels of out-migration over time, when considering both the “brain drain” of losing 

trained workers and the departure of their accompanying family members, could eventually have a negative demographic 

effect.  

Migration data for Baffinland and contractor employees provides insight into migration trends in the North Baffin LSA.  
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• In-migration: The number of employees who moved into the North Baffin LSA 

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

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

out of the North Baffin LSA 

Figure 28 below shows the migration of North Baffin LSA Baffinland and contractor employees. While only a small number 

of Project workers move in or out of the North Baffin LSA every year, cumulatively 22 workers have migrated out since 

2015, with several having moved to Iqaluit. Based on 2020 Inuit Employee Survey results, declared migration intentions 

for 2021 will align with the past several years of movement: of the nine respondents who expressed an intention to move 

in the next year, one intends to move to Alberta or British Columbia, and eight did not provide details. 

Figure 28. Known LSA migration of Baffinland and contractor employees (Inuit and non-Inuit) * 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | *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 due to concerns with accuracy. 

Nunavut migration has been variable with a substantial out-migration trend 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 migrated 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. 

Figure 30, below, shows that Nunavut net migration has been negative for the past number of years. In other words, 

more people are moving out of Nunavut than moving into Nunavut.  
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Figure 29. LSA community population (2020) Figure 30. Annual Nunavut net-migration (2004 – 2019) 

 

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

Figure 31, below, shows the percentage of Inuit workers living outside Nunavut. The increase in the proportion of Inuit 

workers living outside of Nunavut in 2020 is likely due to the COVID19 pandemic and Government of Nunavut controls on 

travel, as Baffinland and contractors could only engage new employees (including Inuit) for on-site work who are based 

outside of Nunavut.  

Figure 31. Inuit employees (headcount) and proportion residing outside of Nunavut 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) | Note: Based on headcount data 

 

 

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/8181f442-1dd8-4753-8ae4-974cc4cfe45d/reports/f8596b53-9134-42ab-a6a7-d8ddb311e0ce/ReportSection648cef0aad9f4f1cd76c#%23_%23TQQAAB%2bLCAAAAAAABACVU8tu2zAQ%2fJWAh54si7Jo6wEURRO7iIE2CCwnPlPkyiZKiQRJNUgD%2f3uph4PWTQr3Ru7O7gyXsy9ozVGOkjShMwbzrCoTAgyyJM2qKMMpjgDTiKMJuqHatQY6eNNKOUF3tAZfeq%2bewFyvrzaglXEeuATLjNBOqOYEXao75dYNky2H22cNRorm%2b1bdlwLlFZUWJsifVxJqaBzKX9B43HosymOfpXvo4iPnwFUA60gWJGVQYUp5VpEqYjxZsE6GsFrS5%2f%2boeBS29WJOogv6A%2fgXIR2YMXZ8%2f9H9FKt0ni3KeRxkUUwCMqNlQBc0CXjKeRlHfpQMPHYrnHyzyaougT8Y6XMH57TNw5BqPdUdrhRTpurQ9Nge%2bGk4r%2fnHS3g%2f7I1qtQenURpVhMyCiPM0IIkvSymQIEsIY4RVQObdd%2b%2bg%2fLeSvp8NL2k3qrbhJULDS75qAw0HU4BzotnbzhmfS6tk6%2bAWxP7gVg0tJfBXd52yO8Hd4b3kUIpyPMVnFWNsCd5Q11ApA4MA702M306dkzxYMDeqcUZJH95R4fqSc9ijgKcNWPHTGwR3VqmhcLTW%2fVL8gT0eu7Uw%2fcIMhv1KrRvIgRd9BxTPMJ5cRUmM0e9539K1fmzk7%2bA3sLZfttHwxYFqGPZwNt5OIxmvr2M7%2fgIzrl5UTQQAAA%3d%3d
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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 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. This is not a significant effect.  

 

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 negative migration (out-migration) 
of 22 Inuit workers from the North Baffin LSA, accounting for 0.4% of 2012 North Baffin LSA population. 
This is significantly lower than the lower end of the out-migration estimate from the EIS.  

While a small number of Project workers have moved out of the North Baffin LSA, the effect has been 
smaller than predicted. It is also impossible to determine whether out-migration from the North Baffin LSA 
might have been any different if the Project was not there.  

 



2020 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 43 

 

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 

• Most respondents (67%) to the Inuit Employee Survey (Project Inuit employees) provided positive feedback on 

their ability to provide for themselves and their families since obtaining employment: 17% stated that their 

ability to provide has been very improved and 50% stated their ability has improved. 

• Self-reported worker and family health has also improved: 6% of Survey respondents said that well-being had 

been ‘very improved’ and 44% that it had ‘improved’ since starting work at the Project. Less than 4% of 

respondents reported a negative impact on wellbeing. 

• The portions of the population (i.e. tax filers) with employment income and receiving social assistance in the 

North Baffin LSA have largely stayed the same during the post-development period. Considering the significant 

population growth during that time, this indicates that the job market has grown in line with population growth. 

Trends are similar across Nunavut so Project effects are difficult to discern or may not be significant.  

• Data on criminal violations in the North Baffin LSA, in Iqaluit, and in Nunavut during the pre-development period 

and post-development periods do not clearly indicate a positive or negative effect from the project. Often given 

the multiple factors affecting crime and the reporting of violations, additional information and data may be 

required to better discern the effects of the project on these indicators. 

o Impaired driving violations have increased in the North Baffin LSA during the post-development period. 

However, the trend is not significantly different than the trend in all of Nunavut when comparing the 

different periods.  

o Both Iqaluit and Nunavut have seen rapid decreases in drug violations during the post-development 

period, while North Baffin LSA has only seen a slight decrease. 

o The average number of youths charged has declined in the LSA since Project development. However, 

decreasing trends in the LSA were also evident in the pre‐development period, and a comparable trend 

has been observed across Nunavut. 

o Crime rates have increased in the North Baffin LSA while dropping in Iqaluit and Nunavut during the 

post-development period. However, North Baffin LSA crime rates are much lower than the other areas: 

Iqaluit’s rate is nearly three times as high, while Nunavut’s is over 50% higher. 
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5.1 Employee and community health and wellbeing 

The health and wellbeing of North Baffin Inuit working at the project, their families, and of others in their communities is 

based on many factors and their interactions. Measuring the impacts of the Project on health and wellbeing is therefore 

challenging. This section presents a variety of indicators for discussion, including the perspectives of Inuit employees who 

responded to wellbeing-related questions in the annual Inuit Employee Survey, and available community-level data that 

are proxy indicators of health and wellbeing (i.e. indirect indicators of health and well-being). 

In the Inuit Employee Survey, most respondents stated that that the Project has had a neutral (49%) or positive (32%) 

impact on their communities’ well-being, with several respondents noting the positive financial and career effects. In 

order to determine community-level perceptions of the Project’s impact on well-being, a community survey would need 

to be conducted. Baffinland is considering a community survey once the COVID19 pandemic and related restrictions have 

been lifted.  

Figure 32: Perceived impact of project on community (2020) 

 
Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2020) 

Beyond payroll, Baffinland does not have access to data on Inuit workers’ families’ wellbeing, making it difficult to draw 

conclusions on Project impacts on family wellbeing. However, there are positive indications from the Survey, where 6% of 

respondents said that worker and family wellbeing had been very improved and 44% that it had improved since starting 

work at the Project. Less than 4% of respondents reported a negative impact on wellbeing.  

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/8181f442-1dd8-4753-8ae4-974cc4cfe45d/reports/f8596b53-9134-42ab-a6a7-d8ddb311e0ce/ReportSection8c7426a3af2bf13b1450#%23_%23TQQAAB%2bLCAAAAAAABACVU8tu2zAQ%2fJWAh54s60W9DBRFE7uIgTYILCc%2bk%2bLKJkqJBEk1SAP%2fe6mHU9RNCve23J3dGa1mX9CaoQUiUZFiCqTAMeAiDGiSZEUeZCmrWEpqgmbohijbaejhbSfEDN2RBlzrvXwCfb2%2b2oCS2jrgEkylubJctifoUt5Ju24r0TG4fVagBW%2b%2fb%2bU95WhRE2Fghly8EtBAa9HiBU3h1mHRInZVsoc%2bP3GOXCVUPUleZThKSUzqiNZhTEOcBL0MbpQgz%2f%2fR8chN58ScRJfkB7AvXFjQU%2b74%2fkcPW6zzpEhpEntFGGMPR4R6JCWZx3LGaByGEFTgsFtuxZtDVg0F9qCFqx2sVWbh%2b0SpuepxlM8r2fh6wA7AT2O8Zh8v4f2w17JTDpyHeVhjHHkhY7mHM9eWE8BekeGqwlUNOGFOyw7ov5UM84x%2fybhJtfEvEepf8qs20DLQJVjL273pnfGZGik6C7fA9we7agkVwF7ddaruOLOH94pjK1oE8%2bCsY8otwRnqGmqpYRTgvBkEb5fOSR4M6BvZWi2FS%2b8It0PLOeyRw9MGDP%2fpDBL0VmmgtKRRw1H8gT0e%2b7PQw8GMhv1KjB3JgZXDBBRHQTC7CrO4X9rvuhtpO7c2%2fHfyGxgzHNtk%2bPJAFIx3GE2v00qm5%2bvajr8AOrw8qk0EAAA%3d
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Figure 33: Perceived impact of project on health and well-being 

 
Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2020) 

Inuit Employee Mental and Physical Health 

Figure 34 displays the number of recorded visits to the Project site physician’s assistant since 2013. The number of visits 

per Inuit employee does not show a significant trend (there is a predictable drop in 2020 with most Inuit employees off 

site due to COVID19). A trip to the physician’s assistant could be an indicator of either positive (e.g. provision of health 

services that may have been less available in the community), negative (e.g. onset of Project-related negative health 

condition), or neutral effects (e.g. provision of health services that would have otherwise been accessed in the 

community). It is possible that the growing number of Inuit worker visits to the Project physician’s assistant may be 

reducing demands placed on community health. Improving access to health care would be a positive impact, but it would 

be difficult to quantify the extent.  

Without data on the prevalence (proportion of people) and incidence (number of new cases) of specific indicators of Inuit 

health status such as non-communicable and communicable diseases and mental health, and any changes over time 

compared to the general comparable population, it is impossible to draw quantitative conclusions on Project effects on 

Inuit worker health. 

Figure 34. Visits to Project site physician’s assistants by Inuit status 

 

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/8181f442-1dd8-4753-8ae4-974cc4cfe45d/reports/f8596b53-9134-42ab-a6a7-d8ddb311e0ce/ReportSection03fee9293d12882cada5#%23_%23TQQAAB%2bLCAAAAAAABACVU8tu2zAQ%2fJWAh54si5Io6wEURRO7iIE2CCwnPlPiyiZKiQRJNUgD%2f3uph4PWTQr3Ru7O7gyXsy9ozVCOorBeJCwuccAWhEaYhoylMcNBEmdJBhTN0A1VttPQw9tOiBm6ow240nv5BPp6fbUBJbV1wCWYSnNluWxP0KW8k3bdVqJjcPusQAveft%2fK%2b5KjvKbCwAy580pAA61F%2bQuajluHRXnksnQPfXziHLkKqHoSHNUAWZhFLAjTNKwoo3Evgxsl6PN%2fVDxy0zkxJ9EF%2fQHsCxcW9BQ7vv%2foYYp1GmeLMo68LIiIR0JaenRBE4%2bljJVREACuwGG33Io3m6yaEtiDFi53sFaZ3PepUnPV40o%2br2Tj6wE7AD%2bN5zX7eAnvh72WnXLgNEiDmpDQC9wXeyRxZSkF4mUJqSpS1UBi5rTsoPy3kqGf8S9pN6k2%2fiVC%2fUu%2bagMtA12Atbzdm94Zn0sjRWfhFvj%2bYFctLQWwV3edsjvO7OG95FiKcjzHZxVTbAnOUNdQSw2jAOdNjN9OnZM8GNA3srVaChfeUW6HknPYI4enDRj%2b0xkE91ZpoLC0UcNS%2fIE9Hvu10MPCjIb9So0dyYEVQwe31xjProIkwuj3vGtpOzc28nfwGxgzLNtk%2bOJAFYx7iKfbaSTT9XVsx18cN6IdTQQAAA%3d%3d
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Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

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.  

Figure 35 shows the total number of times that Baffinland’s Employee and Family Assistance Plan was accessed – both 

from Nunavut and elsewhere – since the start of the program in 2015. EFAP usage has been relatively consistent since 

2017 at approximately 5 accesses per 100 employees. Nearly 60% of the 49 counseling cases in 2020 were classified as 

“psychological” support, with other issues including marital, work, addiction and trauma. On‐site Cultural Advisors are 

also available for all of Baffinland’s Inuit employees. 

Figure 35. Number of times Baffinland’s Employee and Family Assistance Plan (EFAP) was accessed 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

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. This topic will continue to be monitored for emerging trends. 

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 provided funding for 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. This partnership has allowed Ilisaqsivik to increase the availability of culturally and linguistically relevant 

counselling services in Nunavut and also to increase the number of trained Inuit counsellors who are able to provide 

counselling services in Inuktitut. With the restrictions from COVID19, the Ilisaqsivik Society adjusted their programming to 

include virtual services as well as in-community services. 
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Child Care 

An increase in childcare can have a positive impact on women’s participation in the labour force (Rogers, 2016). Currently, 

44% of Survey respondents feel there is not sufficient access to childcare in their communities. 66% of Survey 

respondents had children under 14 in the household.  

Figure 36: Perceptions on access to childcare 

 
Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2020) 

Inuit Employee Housing Status 

A majority of Inuit workers live in public housing, with only a fraction owning their own home. As shown in Table 15, 

recent Inuit Employee Surveys suggest an increase in the number of Inuit employee who are considering purchasing a 

home (from 31% in 2018 to 44% in 2020). The level of interest home ownership in both survey years is significant, but the 

difference between years is close to the margin of error for this sample size.  

Table 12: Inuit Employee Survey responses on housing8 

Percentage of respondents that… 2018 2020 

Live in public housing 61% 55% 

Own their own home 4% 6% 

Are considering purchasing a home 31% 44% 

Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2020) 

Home ownership can have positive financial and social effects, but there are significant barriers that are well-illustrated 

by the written Survey responses from the 36 Inuit workers who wanted to buy a home. 67% said they did not know how 

to go about buying a home. Many respondents had financial concerns: nearly 70% said they did not have enough saved 

for a down payment, nearly 20% said that mortgage payments would be too high while nearly 30% believe that 

maintenance costs would be prohibitive. Finally, nearly 40% said there were no homes for sale in their community.  

 

 

8 Due to a survey administration error, no data was collected on housing status in 2019. 

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/8181f442-1dd8-4753-8ae4-974cc4cfe45d/reports/f8596b53-9134-42ab-a6a7-d8ddb311e0ce/ReportSection587f1f9fc36763721cda#%23_%23TQQAAB%2bLCAAAAAAABACVU8tu2zAQ%2fJWAh54sS5RkSxZQFE3sIgbaILCc%2bMzHyiZKiQRJNUgD%2f3uph4PWTQr3ttyd3RmtZl%2fQmqMC0Xke4SqmwCBO4yRb8CpnOAMax5xkWYIm6IZo1xro4E0r5QTdkRp86716AnO9vtqAVsZ54BIsM0I7oZoTdKnulFs3TLYcbp81GCma71t1TwUqKiItTJCPVxJqaBwqXtAYbj0WFYmvkj10%2bZFz4CqBdSSzPKtwtahYMs%2fmSRZjxkknQ1gtyfN%2fdDwK23oxJ9El%2bQH8i5AOzJg7vv%2fR%2fRarfLaY01kSLHCSBmlMaEDmJAt4zjlNMIaIgcduhZNvDlnVFPiDkb52cE7bIgyJ1lPd4aiYMlWHpsf2wE9DvOYfL%2bH9sDeq1R6c4xxXaRoHmPM8SDPflhNIg0WWMpayCtIZ91p2QP%2btpJ9nw0vGjapteInQ8JJftYGGgynBOdHsbeeMz9Qq2Tq4BbE%2fuFVDqAT%2b6q5TdSe4O7xXHFpREU2js44xtwRvqGuolIFBgPdmFL1dOid5sGBuVOOMkj69I8L1LeewRwFPG7DipzdI1FmlhtKRWvdH8Qf2eOzOwvQHMxj2K7FuIAde9hNQEkfR5ApnSYR%2br%2fuRrvVrS%2f9OfgNr%2b2MbDV8eiIbhDqPxdVrJ%2bHxd2%2fEXAo4Auk0EAAA%3d
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There is potential for Baffinland to play a role in helping Inuit workers better understand the process and costs involved in 

purchasing a home. Depending on the nature of other barriers to home ownership, other options for support could be 

considered.  

5.2 Income and social assistance 

Employment income indicators are useful for tracking household financial performance in the LSA communities. 

Figure 37 below shows the proportion of tax filers with employment income in Iqaluit, the North Baffin LSA and Nunavut, 

while Figure 38 shows the median employment income of residents in Iqaluit, the North Baffin LSA and Nunavut. 2017 

was the most recent year data on the proportion of tax filers with employment income were available.   

Compared to pre‐development period averages, there has been a decrease in the 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. 

However, the significant downward trend from the pre-development period was halted: starting in 2014, the proportion 

has stayed essentially the same. This may be an indication of a potential positive effect from the Project. The downward 

trend in the pre-development period was likely due to a growing population with a fixed job market (resulting in a lower 

percentage of the population with a job). Maintaining a steady rate of people with employment income as the population 

grows indicates that the job market has grown in line with the population. As with educational results, however, there are 

likely many factors that influence employment income, even at the North Baffin LSA level. For example, there was an 

increase in tax filers in North Baffin LSA in 2016, while Inuit employment at the Project actually dropped that year; and, 

the trends have been similar, if not more positive in Iqaluit and across Nunavut. It is difficult to draw conclusions on any 

significant effects of the Project.  

There continues to be a gradual but steady growth median employment income, to which the Project likely contributes 

(Figure 38). The EIS predicted that the Project could improve household income in the LSA over time: these indicators will 

continue to be monitored for emerging trends. 

Figure 37. Proportion of tax filers with employment income 
(2006 – 2017) 

Figure 38. Median employment income (2006 – 2017) 

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

Figure 39 displays the proportion of the population in Iqaluit, the North Baffin LSA and Nunavut receiving social 

assistance. Social assistance levels 2018 was the most recent year data on the percentage of social assistance recipients 

were available (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019e) (no data are available for 2014). The percentage of the 

population receiving social assistance can provide insights into household financial performance.  To date social assistance 

levels in the North Baffin LSA have been higher than in Nunavut overall, and levels in Iqaluit have been lower. This has not 
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changed with Project development. The data does not indicate a significant difference between pre-development and 

post-development social assistant levels in the North Baffin LSA (55.7% vs. 57.4%). Aside from the Nunavut social 

assistance level increasing significantly in 2018 (from 39% to 50%), the pre and post-development trends in social 

assistance levels in all three areas have remained the same (relatively constant in Nunavut and North Baffin LSA, gradually 

decline in Iqaluit).  

Figure 39. Proportion of population receiving social assistance (2009 – 2018) 

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

As with educational and regional income effects, it is difficult to draw conclusions on the Project’s impact on social 

assistance due to the many factors at play. It is noted that the population grew in North Baffin LSA communities by 13% 

from 2013-2018, while the percentage of the population on social assistance grew by only 1.7%. The relatively small 

growth in social assistance levels during a period suggests that the labour market has grown as well. The Project has likely 

had a positive effect of preventing social assistance levels from growing more during this time.   
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5.3 Infractions and criminal violations 

Drug and Alcohol Contraband Infractions 

All contraband infractions at the Project 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.  

The number of drug and alcohol related contraband infractions at the Project is a useful indicator for the presence of illicit 

substances. Figure 40 depicts the number of drug and alcohol related contraband infractions at Project sites, including 

confiscated drugs, alcohol, or related paraphernalia. In 2020, 20 drug and alcohol‐related contraband infractions occurred 

at Project sites among Baffinland and contractor employees – a decrease of 4 infractions from 2019. This topic will 

continue to be monitored for emerging trends. 

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 67% of Inuit Employee Survey respondents reported an improved or very improved ability to provide for 
themselves and their families.  

$12 million was paid to 107 FTEs in the North Baffin LSA, with an average salary of nearly $83,000 in 2020. 
Considering the large number and high proportion of semi-skilled and unskilled positions compared to the 
rest of the Qikiqtani workforce, it is clear that the Project has significantly expanded the labour market, 
particularly for those skill levels.  

An improved ability to provide for their families is apparently having a positive impact, as 50% of Survey 
respondents reported improved or very improved health and wellness in their families (39% reported a 
neutral impact).  

Finally, while there have not been highly significant results on the portion of households receiving social 
assistance, there are positive indications: the rate of families on welfare has not increased nearly as fast as 
the population growth rate. This supports the finding that the job market has expanded more rapidly than 
the population.  
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Figure 40. Drug and alcohol related contraband infractions at Project sites 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

 

 

Impaired Driving Violations 

The number of impaired driving violations in the LSA may provide insight into whether rates of alcohol abuse are 

changing. Impaired driving violations within Nunavut and the communities from the year with the most recent data, 2018, 

are shown in Figure 41 (total numbers) and Table 18 (number per 1,000 people). Impaired driving violations per 1,000 

people have steadily increased, from an average of three from 2001-2007 to five during post-development. Nunavut also 

increased from 2001-2007 to the pre-development period, while staying flat in post-development. Iqaluit has seen a 

significant decrease in the post-development period, although the chart shows that both Iqaluit and Nunavut are seeing 

strong upward trends through 2018.   

The Project may have negative effects on alcohol related violations such as impaired driving, as increased disposable 

income along with other possible factors such as personal, family and workplace stress and the rotation schedule may 

lead to more drinking and driving. However, the trend in the North Baffin LSA is not significantly different than in Nunavut 

when comparing the different periods, and the North Baffin LSA is not showing the same upward trend from 2015-2018 

seen in Iqaluit and Nunavut. As with many of the broader socio-economic indicators, it is difficult to discern the effects of 

the Project from other regional and territorial factors and trends. In general, the rate of impaired driving violations in the 

North Baffin LSA remains much lower than the Nunavut average and three times lower than Iqaluit’s rate.  

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 Relevant mitigation measures continue to be in place, but some contraband infractions continue to occur, 
though at a decreasing rate since 2018. 
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Figure 41. Impaired driving violations within Nunavut and communities 

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

Table 13: Average annual impaired driving violations per 1,000 people 
 

North Baffin LSA Iqaluit Nunavut 

2001-2007 3 23 7 

Pre-development (2008-2012) 4 24 8 

Post-development (2013-2018) 5 17 8 

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

Drug Violations 

Figure 42 (total drug violations) and Table 19 (average annual drug violations per 1,000 people) shows the number of drug 

violations processed by local law enforcement within Nunavut and the communities. The number of drug violations in the 

LSA may provide insight into whether rates of drug abuse are changing, recognizing that violation rates also reflect the 

level of enforcement. 2018 was the most recent year data on the number of drug violations were available (Nunavut 

Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018d).  

All three areas (North Baffin LSA, Iqaluit, Nunavut) have followed the same pattern when looking at the three time 

periods – increase from 2001-2007 to the pre-development, and then a decrease during the post-development period. 

Both Iqaluit and Nunavut have seen rapid decreases in drug violations during the post-development period, while North 

Baffin LSA has only seen a slight decrease.  

The data do not currently suggest negative Project effects, as the average number of drug violations has declined in the 

LSA since Project development and the trends are generally similar across all areas.   
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Figure 42. Drug violations processed by local law enforcement within Nunavut and communities 

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

 

Table 14: Average annual drug violations per 1,000 people 
 

North Baffin LSA Iqaluit Nunavut 

2001-2007  5   15   8  

Pre-development (2008-2012)  7   16   10  

Post-development (2013-2018) 
 6   9   6  

Source: (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018d) 
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Youth Arrests 

Figure 43 and Table 15 show the number of youths charged by local law enforcement within Nunavut and the 

communities. The number and rate of youths being charged may be an indirect indicator of youth well‐being and 

parenting in the LSA communities, recognizing that it is also a reflection of the level of enforcement. There has been a 

dramatic drop in youth arrests over the past two decades, in all three geographic areas. 

While the data could be indicative of a positive Project influence, decreasing trends in the LSA were also evident in the 

pre‐development period and comparable trends are observed 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.   

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 While the average number of impaired driving violations has slowly increased in the North Baffin LSA (even 
after controlling for population growth) through the pre-development and post-development period, it is 
still far lower than Iqaluit’s and lower than Nunavut’s. 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.  

Drug violations, on the other hand, have shown a downward turn during the post-development period in 
the North Baffin LSA after an increase in the pre-development period. These trends mirror Iqaluit and 
Nunavut-wide trends, which are seeing promising, steep declines in the past few years. Due to the rise 
during the pre-development period and the alignment with territory-wide trends, it is difficult to say if the 
Project is having a significant impact on drug use, though a negative effect is currently not apparent.  

 



2020 Socio-Economic Monitoring Report for the Mary River Project   |   Page 55 

Figure 43. Youth charged by local law enforcement within Nunavut and communities 

 

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2019) 

Table 15: Average annual youth arrests per 1,000 people 
 

North Baffin LSA Iqaluit Nunavut 

2001-2007 11 10 13 

Pre-development (2008-2012) 8 7 10 

Post-development (2013-2019) 4 3 5 

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2019) 

 

 

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. due to increased parental confidence and financial 
independence gained through employment, and 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 There are several indicators that can be used as proxies for improved parenting, including school 
attendance and graduation rates, and youth charges (or arrests).  

As discussed in Section 2.2, there does not appear to have been significant Project influence on either 
attendance or graduation, although graduation rates in Qikiqtani have risen significantly in the post-
development period.  

Youth charges have declined in the post-development period. However, similar to graduation rates, these 
trends are consistent with a Nunavut-wide trend, so it is difficult to determine a distinct Project-related 
impact.  
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Crime Rate 

The crime rate within Nunavut and the communities is represented in Figure 44 and Table 16 (violations per 1,000 

people)9. 2017 was the most recent year crime rate data were available (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2018c). North 

Baffin LSA crime rates are much lower than the Iqaluit’s rate, which is nearly three times higher, and generally lower than 

the Nunavut average. This has been the case pre- and post-development.  

Crime rates in the North Baffin LSA rose steadily through the pre-development and post-development period, for a total 

of a 6% increase per person through those two periods. Iqaluit’s crime rate rose by 7% from the baseline to the post-

development period, while Nunavut’s rose by 3%. However, both Iqaluit and Nunavut saw a significant decrease from the 

pre-development to the post-development period, while the North Baffin LSA’s continued to rise slightly (<2%) but 

perhaps not significantly.  

While it is possible the Project may be a contributing factor to the lack of a decline in the crime rate in the North Baffin 

LSA post‐development (in comparison to decreases elsewhere), a significant negative effect is difficult to discern from 

other factors. It is noted that community crime rates in several North Baffin LSA communities show annual fluctuations 

and changing trends within the pre and post-development periods.   

Figure 44. 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. 

Table 16: Average annual crime rate (violations per 1,000 people) 
 

North Baffin LSA Iqaluit Nunavut 

2001-2007 217 593 336 

Pre-development (2008-2012) 225 754 395 

Post-development (2013-2017) 229 633 348 

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

 

 

9 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. 
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5.4 Public health 

Figure 45 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. 

Figure 45. Proportion of public health centre visits related to infectious disease 

 

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

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 

data on the percentage of health centre visits related to infectious diseases were available. Compared to pre‐

development period averages, there has been a slight increasing trend in 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 Project continues to provide all workers with regular access to a physician’s assistant, with whom they can 

confidentially address health‐related issues (including those unrelated to the workplace). 
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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 

• It is doubtful that the Project has had a significant effect on the number of clinic visits in the North Baffin LSA 

communities. While clinic visits increased in the pre-development and post-development periods, they also 

increased in Iqaluit.  

• Baffinland’s utilization of community infrastructure, particularly airports, dropped significantly in 2020. 

6.1 Use of community health centres 

 Health centre visit per capita is used an indicator of the project’s potential effects on community public services. Figure 

46 below displays per capita health centre visits by community within the LSA. The most recent data is for 2016 (Nunavut 

Bureau of Statistics (NBS)).  

Figure 46. Per capita health centre visits by community (2003 – 2016) 

 

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

Table 17 displays average per capita health centre visits for the pre- and post-development periods for both the North 

Baffin LSA and Iqaluit. 
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Table 17: 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 47 displays the number of health centre visits in Iqaluit and the North Baffin LSA communities. 

Figure 47. Visits to community health centres by community (2003 – 2016) 

 

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

Table 18 displays average values for health centre visits in the North Baffin LSA and Iqaluit for both pre- and post-

development periods. 

Table 18. 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) 

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 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.  

Per capita health centre visits in North Baffin LSA communities have always been much higher than the rate in Iqaluit. 

Between 2010 and 2016, within both the pre-development and the post-development period, there were significant 

changes in per capita health centre visits in the communities of Pond Inlet, Clyde River, and Arctic Bay. Despite these, per 

capita visits in 2016 in all North Baffin LSA communities, except Arctic Bay, were similar to historical levels (2009 and 
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earlier). Based on this observation, and given the lack of data for more recent years (when Inuit employment grew 

significantly), the project is not considered to have had a significant effect on the use of public health services and 

infrastructure in the LSA.   

6.2 Baffinland use of LSA community infrastructure 

Figure 48 shows the total number of Project aircraft movements, including both fixed‐wing aircraft (e.g. passenger, cargo, 

and ‘combi’ type) and rotary‐wing aircraft (e.g. helicopters used for site activities), at LSA community airports each year 

since 2014. Aircraft movements are used an indicator of the project’s potential effects on community infrastructure.  

Figure 48. Project aircraft movements at Iqaluit and North Baffin LSA community airports 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

Table 19 outlines 2020 health-related evacuations, including the number, type, and location of the evacuation.  

Table 19: Health related evacuations and charters from Baffinland project sites (2020) 

Site Evacuation type Number 

Milne Port 

Air evacuation to the Iqaluit Regional Hospital 4 

Charter to the Iqaluit Regional Hospital 1 

Charter to other health centre 0 

Mary River 

Air evacuation to the Iqaluit Regional Hospital 3 

Charter to the Iqaluit Regional Hospital 1 

Charter to other health centre 6 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

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).  

Baffinland’s utilization of community infrastructure, particularly airports, dropped significantly in 2020. In 2020, there 
were 421 Project aircraft movements at LSA community airports, down from 2,253 in 2019. This includes fixed‐wing 
aircraft (e.g. passenger, cargo, and ‘combi’ type) and rotary‐wing aircraft (e.g. helicopters used for site activities). Travel 
restrictions resulting from public health orders, were also contributing factors that limited Baffinland’s utilization of 
community infrastructure in 2020, particularly airports. 
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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, and project‐related 

aircraft movements at LSA community airports in 2018 represented a small portion (8.4%) of this total10.  

Table 20 lists some meetings and events held in LSA communities in 2020 related to the Mary River Project. 

Table 20. In-person meetings and events held in LSA communities (2020) 

Month Meeting or event 

January • Meeting with Nunavut Member of Parliament 

• Community Radio Show on Phase 2 and Ongoing Operations (twice in January) 

• Meeting with RCMP Officers 

• Phase 2 ongoing operations meeting with CAO and Mayor on  

• Community Radio Show on 2019 Shipping Season Update 

• Meeting with Hamlet Council and MHTO on end of 2019 Shipping Season  

• Meeting with Hamlet Council and MHTO on Phase 2 review process, direct project benefits  

• EA Workshop with All North Baffin Community Hamlet's and HTO's  

• Meeting with QIA 

• NIRB Winter Site Visit 

February • Meeting with QIA 

• COVID19 

March • Community visit 

• Meetings on Phase 2 with Clyde River HTO and North Baffin Mayors 

• Meeting with GN on MOU, QSEMC planning 

April • Meeting with QIA 

June • Meeting with ED&T on COVID19 

August • NIRB-led community information session, Baffinland representatives attended as observers 

• NIRB Workshop on Marine Monitoring and Marine Mitigation (teleconference and in-person for Pond 
Inlet) 

September • Meeting with ED&T on Phase 2 

October • Meeting with the Mayor of Pond Inlet on Phase 2  

• Meeting with ED&T on COVID19 

November • Meeting with the Mayor of Pond Inlet on Phase 2 

• Meeting with MHTO and Hamlet of Pond Inlet on Phase 2  

• Meeting with QIA on Phase 2  

• Community Radio Show on Phase 2 Update 

• Community Radio Show on 2020 Shipping Season Summary 

• Public Q & A at the Sauniq Co-Op 

December • Hamlet of Pond Inlet and MHTO Tote Road Access Meeting 

Note: This table captures the in-person meetings or meetings which were a combination of in person and virtual with governments and 

Inuit organizations held in LSA communities in 2020. Most meetings held in 2020 were completed via teleconference due to the 

ongoing COVID19 pandemic. 

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 

 

 

10 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). 
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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 20 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. The 

use of these spaces is a positive contribution of the Project to local economies (e.g. through payments of rental fees, 

catering, and purchase of related goods and services). 

 

 

  

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 by 
increasing the competition for workers in local communities. Results from the 2020 Inuit Employee Survey 
show that 23% of Inuit workers left a previous job to join Baffinland. Out of the 16 responses that listed the 
previous employer, four were Hamlets. This effect will continue to be monitored to determine if the 
project has a sustained negative effect on Hamlet staff retention. Direct engagement with Hamlet 
government could support monitoring of this effect. 

   
 

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 Currently no data is collected on whether and how Hamlets are benefitting from any labour force capacity 
created by the project. Reasons Inuit employees cited for resigning in 2020 included family reasons, and 
accepting positions closer to home. Therefore, it is anticipated that community-based employers, such as 
Hamlet governments, will continue to have opportunities to hire former Project employees. 
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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.” 

Monitoring related this VSEC has been conducted through the Archaeology Status Update Report. No residual effects 

were identified in the EIS. The Archology Status Update Report is submitted to the Government of Nunavut annually. This 

report outlines archeological work completed in the previous year, any work proposed in the coming year, and any 

changes to the status of identified archeological sites. No work related to archeological sites was conducted in 2020. No 

status changes to any identified sites in 2020. 
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8 · Resource and Land Use 
Land use and harvesting activities at Project sites, inc luding 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 2020, a total of 332 land use visitor person‐days were recorded at Project sites, a 63% reduction from 2019. 

The decrease is likely due to the impacts of COVID19 restrictions and the closure of Project facilities to Nunavut 

residents in respect of Public Heath Measures. 

• The QIA reported that 10 claims were paid from the Wildlife Compensation Fund in 2020, totaling $25,575.   

• Project employment appears to have mostly a positive or neutral effect on Inuit employee’s ability to participate 

in harvesting and other land-based activities: 44% of Inuit Employee Survey respondents reported an improved 

or very improved ability to participate, 49% reported a neutral effect (i.e. no effect) 

Figure 49: Survey responses to the question "How has you and your family’s ability to participate in harvesting or other land-based 
activities changed since obtaining Project employment?" 

 

Source: (Baffinland (survey), 2020) 

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/8181f442-1dd8-4753-8ae4-974cc4cfe45d/reports/f8596b53-9134-42ab-a6a7-d8ddb311e0ce/ReportSectionb6d1d9ac9dd77fad613e#%23_%23TQQAAB%2bLCAAAAAAABACVU8tu2zAQ%2fJWAh54s62m9gKJoYhcx0AaB5cTnlbiyiVIiQVIN0sD%2fXurhoHWTwr2Ru7M7w%2bXsC1lTkpOgiiGgwSIDjCOgkJZVVKVBltYYwiILyIzcgDSdwh7edpzPyB00aEvvxROq6%2fXVBqVQxgKXqCvFpGGiPUGX4k6YdVvxjuLts0TFWft9K%2b5LRvIauMYZsecVxwZbQ%2fIXMh23Fkvy0GZhj3184hy5Cqx6kjKmPs2gyihNkhpo7IfYy2Bacnj%2bj4pHpjsr5iS6gB9IvzBuUE2x4%2fuPHqZYp4ssLhehk%2flh5EQBlA7EkDg0pbQMfR%2b9qufZMsPfbLJqSqQPitvcwRipc9cFKeeyx5VsXonGVQN2AH4az2v68RLeD3slOmnBqZ%2f6dRQFjk9p6kSJLUsBIydLosp%2beo3RglotOyz%2frWTop91L2k2qtXuJUPeSr9pgS1EVaAxr97p3xudSC94ZvEW2P5hVCyVH%2buquU3bHqDm8lxxLSe7NvbOKKbZEa6hrrIXCUYD1pue9nTonedCobkRrlOA2vANmhpJz2CPDpw1q9tMaxOut0mBhoJHDUvyBPR77tVDDwoyG%2fQrajORIi6EDCQPPm135SeiR3%2fO2pens2KK%2fg99Q62HZJsMXB5A47qE33U4jma6vYzv%2bAmT%2bv1lNBAAA
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8.1 Recorded land use visitor person-days at project sites 

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 

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). 

Figure 50 displays the number of recorded land use visitor person-days at Project sites since 2013.  

Figure 50. Recorded land use visitor person-days at project sites 

 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

Baffinland maintains a Hunter and Visitor Access Log to track land use parties that pass through or use Project areas. In 

2020, a total of 332 land use visitor person‐days were recorded at Project sites, a 63% reduction from 2019. The decrease 

is likely due to the impacts of COVID19 and closure of Project facilities to Nunavut residents. Aside from 2020, data from 

the past four years indicate an increase in the access of Project sites for land use activities. This increase may in part be 

due to better reporting and record keeping. 

Common reasons for the visit identified in the hunter and visitor log include hunting; collecting fuel; having a meal; 

resting and warming up; and repairing / picking up snow mobiles. Additional detail on group sizes and timing can be found 

in Table 21 below. 

Table 21. Number of groups by size and month 

Group size Jan Feb Mar Apr Aug Sep Dec 

1-person group  7    2 2 

2-person group 10 23 4  2 6  

3-person group 6 5   3 6  

4-person group 5 11 2 2 2 4 4 

5-person group  6      

6-person group  1      

7-person group      1  

8-person group 1       
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Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

 

8.2 Wildlife compensation fund claims 

Inuit hunters and harvesters impacted by the Mary River Project can apply for compensation through the Wildlife 

Compensation Fund (WCF) 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. Established under Article 17.6 of the IIBA, the WCF is 

administered by the QIA. 

The number of annual WCF claims provides insight into land use and harvesting issues which may be arising because of 

the Project. Baffinland is not yet in receipt of the full Wildlife Compensation Fund Claim Report from the Qikiqtani Inuit 

Association (QIA) for this reporting year, however QIA confirmed via email to Baffinland on February 17, 2021 that over 

the QIA Fiscal Year 2020-21 a total of 10 claims were paid totaling $25,575 from the Fund. 

 

 

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 26). 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).  
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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, 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. 

Community compensation and support:  

• $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.  

• 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. 

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, with a substantial increase in visitor 
person-days over the past four years with the exception of 2020 (332 land use visitor person‐days were 
recorded in 2020). Various mitigation measures have been established by Baffinland to address effects on 
Inuit travel, camps, and harvesting.  
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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.” 

Key topics identified during consultations for Phase 2 include the following:  

• Inuit Lifestyles and Traditions - the transition to working at the Project and the potential impact it may have on 

Inuit lifestyles and traditions. Participants asked about supports available to workers, country food availability on 

site, and cultural training for southern workers.  

• Light, Noise, Emissions and Visual Disruption – potential impacts to marine mammals from noise generated by 

vessels. 

• Marine Travel, Camps, and Harvesting – winter shipping and the potential impact it would have on marine 

wildlife, on hunters accessing hunting locations, and on the ability to cross the ship track.  

• Terrestrial Travel, Camps, and Harvesting – a range of issues related to terrestrial travel, camping and harvesting 

including caribou monitoring programs, wildlife compensation, hunting areas, and discussion with the HTO in 

Pond Inlet regarding HTO cabins and travel routes inland to the Mary River area for hunting.  

• Traditional Knowledge – the importance of traditional knowledge, the value it can provide, and that it should be 

considered equally with scientific study. It was also noted that more should be done to support Elders as they are 

the ones teaching the youth. 

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.  

While the Inuit Success Assurance Team was largely de-mobilized in 2020 due to the pandemic, Baffinland was still able to 

organize a number of events while observing health & safety protocols during COVID19 including: 

• Bannock making 

• Inuktitut Language classes 

• Traditional Plants classes 

• Miniature Kamik making 

• Sewing classes 
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• Country Food Cooking classes 

• Anorak making 

Currently, Baffinland has country food kitchens at the main camps where country food can be prepared and shared. Inuit 

employees are also allowed to bring their own country food to store and eat in the country kitchen. Equipment required 

to prepare traditional meals is also provided. In addition to country food on site, Baffinland has a country food exchange 

program that allows country food to be shared among the five North Baffin LSA communities. 
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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. Building on the results for the VSECs listed above, this section reports on additional 
indicators relevant to economic development and self-reliance including: investments in community and wellness 
initiatives, and harvesting activities and food security. 

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).  

• These results stand in contrast to the positive impacts of Project employment on family wellbeing. In the Inuit 

Employee Survey, 67% of respondents reported an improved or very improved ability to provide for themselves and 

their family. 

• For the North Baffin LSA, the 2012 and 2017 Aboriginal Peoples Surveys indicated 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%). 

10.1 Investments in community and wellness initiatives 

Table 22 lists Some of Baffinland’s contributions to selected community and wellness initiatives.  
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Table 22. Select Baffinland contributions to LSA community programming 

Initiative Description 2020 

COVID19 Food Relief Program Provided a financial contribution to the Hamlet of Pond Inlet for the food 
program. 

$12,000 

Harvesters Enabling Program The Mary River Project IIBA establishes this program, which provided $50.00 gas 
vouchers to residents of the Hamlet of Pond Inlet, reported on in Q2. In 2020, 
the program allowed flexibility for residents to use vouchers towards food or 
gas. So far, the program has benefited 772 registrants. 

$400,000 

Aviation Contract Donations A variety of donations to food banks and other food related initiatives in in LSA 
communities 

$114,860 

Arctic Co-op Benefits Benefits paid to LSA co-ops in 2020 $333,898 

Total  $860,758.00 

Source: (Baffinland, 2020) 

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.  

10.2 Project harvesting Interactions and food security 

Harvesting and consumption of country food are valued and important parts of Inuit culture and diet, but 

community-level data on these topics are limited. 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.  

Food Insecurity 

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. Table 23 summarizes results of the 2012 and 2017 Aboriginal People’s Survey in terms of the proportion of survey 

respondents who responded “yes” to each of the listed survey questions.  

A large proportion of Nunavummiut experienced food insecurity (went hungry), and this proportion increased across 

Nunavut from 2012 to 2017. In the North Baffin LSA, a majority of survey respondents reported skipping meals and going 

hungry for a lack of money to buy food.  

These results are in contrast to positive impacts reported by many respondents to the Inuit Employee Survey where 67% 

of respondents reported an improved or very improved ability to provide for themselves and their family. This result 

suggests that Baffinland employees are able to provide for their families while food insecurity remains a reality for the 

broader community.  

Table 23: Results from the food security section within the Aboriginal Peoples Survey from both 2012 and 2017. 

Survey Question Nunavut Iqaluit North Baffin LSA 

 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 

33.7% ↑ 42.5% 19.4% ↑ 26.9% 37.0% ↑ 56.4% 
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of your meals or skip meals because there wasn’t enough 
money for food? 

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) 

Harvesting 

Table 24 and Table 25 presents the proportion of survey respondents who answered “yes” to the question on whether or 

not they participated in harvesting activities, and then the proportion of those who confirmed participating that answered 

“yes” to each subsequent question about how often they participated. 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%). 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. 

Table 24: Results from the hunting, fishing, and trapping section within the Aboriginal Peoples Survey from both 2012 and 2017. 

Survey Question Nunavut Iqaluit North Baffin LSA 

 2012 ∆ 2017 2012 ∆ 2017 2012 ∆ 2017 

In the last year, did you hunt, fish or trap? 
If so, did you do this… 

65.5% ↓ 64.6% 54.0% ↑ 64.2% 66.7% ↓ 56.4% 

For pleasure or leisure? 52.8% ↑ 64.5% 72.4% ↓ 62.8% 46.7% ↑ 77.8% 

For your own use or your family’s use? 76.0% ↑ 91.5% 69.0% ↑ 86.0% 73.3% ↑ 93.3% 

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 25: Results from the gathering wild plants section within the Aboriginal Peoples Survey from both 2012 and 2017. 

Survey Question Nunavut Iqaluit North Baffin LSA 

 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. 

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, although there was a large decrease in 2020. Without additional 

monitoring, it is not known how the number of land use visitor person-days corresponds to the general amount of 

hunting, fishing and trapping activity in the North Baffin LSA in general.  

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: 
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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: 

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] 

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 26). 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 (Table 26), below. 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 26: Food security components and Baffinland’s role  

 

Notes: 1. Food security components and factors affecting each component were sourced from the Nunavut Food Security Coalition (2014). 

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 (1) 

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 decreased slightly in 2020 to 

$14.97 million, reflecting a decreased level of Project activity. 

• In 2020, Baffinland paid a total IIBA royalty to QIA in the amount of $8,165,246 

* Note to readers:  This section focuses on tax payments to the Government of Nunavut, in line with the FEIS impact 

statement for the Mary River Project. Royalty and other payments are made to the QIA, including land use/rental 

payments, water compensation, payments associated with quarrying permits and production lease are not reported 

herein.  

11.1 Payroll and corporate taxes paid by Baffinland to the Territorial Government 

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 2020, Baffinland paid a total of approximately $15 

million in taxes to the Government of Nunavut: $9.5 million in employee payroll tax and $5.5 million in fuel tax. This 

represents a slight decrease from 2019 and is largely attributed to the decrease in Project activity that occurred 

throughout 2020. In addition to taxes paid to the government of Nunavut, in 2020, Baffinland paid a total IIBA royalty to 

QIA in the amount of $8,165,246. 

Figure 51 below provides an overview of taxes paid to the Government and Nunavut since 2017, including payroll tax and 

fuel tax. 

Figure 51. Baffinland taxes paid to the Government of Nunavut 

 

(Baffinland, 2020) | 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. 
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Table 27: 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 paid $14.97 million in taxes to the Government of Nunavut in 2020. 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 2020 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.  

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 Appendix A) in 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. 250 Inuit FTEs were employed by the Project 

in 2020, earning $20,864,472. $91 million was committed to Inuit Firms in 2020. A total of $1.3 billion dollars has been 

committed to Inuit Firms since Project development. 

Mining remains an important contributor to the Nunavut economy. Nunavut’s real gross domestic product (GDP) for all 

industries in 2019 (the latest year for which data is available) was $3,156 million. Of this amount, ‘metal ore mining’ was 

responsible for contributing $874 million (or 28%). Mining may also make economic contributions to supporting industries 

such as ‘construction’ ($585 million contribution to the Nunavut economy in 2019), ‘transportation and warehousing’ 

($72 million contribution to the Nunavut economy in 2019), and ‘accommodation and food services’ ($32 million 

contribution to the Nunavut economy in 2019), among others (Nunavut Bureau of Statistics (NBS), 2019c).  

No negative regional or cumulative socio-economic effects directly associated with the Project were identified in 2020. As 

such, no additional socio-economic mitigation measures have been proposed to manage negative effects. 

Adaptive Management 

A number of changes to the socio-economic monitoring report were made in the 2020 reporting year, including some 

modification to indicators, organization of the report and presentation of the executive summary table. These changes 

were informed by input received through community engagement, the recent Mary River Phase 2 hearings, and by the 

report authors’ experience and expertise in other northern and mining contexts. Changes included reporting on additional 

normalized indicators, the addition of several new indicators and re-ordering VSECs with the goal of more clarity. 

Baffinland consulted with the Mary River SEMWG prior to implementing these changes. 

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 

understanding of observed trends and causality. It is also likely some Project benefits will take time to be fully realized. 

The COVID19 pandemic has also had a major impact on the Mary River Project, with Baffinland implementing various 

measures to ensure a safe workplace and to protect Nunavut communities. Most notably, the decision was made to 

return Nunavummiut employees to their home communities in mid-March 2020 in accordance with Government of 
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Nunavut recommendations. While these employees continue to receive standby pay, certain benefits of employment, 

such as training, skills development and advancement are likely to be negatively impacted. 
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Compliance Assessment 
Table 28 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  
(pg. 2), Section Socio-
Economic Monitoring 
Indicators (pg. 90), 
and Appendix A; 
Appendix C 

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  
(pg. 2), Appendix A; 
Appendix B 

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 3 (pg. 33) 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. 

In-Compliance Throughout report Baffinland has implemented an 
Inuit Employee Survey, which 
collects information related to 
employee and contractor 
changes of address, housing 
status, and migration 
intentions. 2020 survey results 
are presented where relevant 
throughout the report and in 
Appendix D. 

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, 
 b. The number of Inuit and non‐Inuit 

In-Compliance Table 3 (pg. 8); 

Appendix B 

Baffinland has presented 
employee and contractor 
origin information in the Socio‐
Economic Monitoring Report. 
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# Description Status Concordance Summary 

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. 

In-compliance Section 2.5 (pg. 26) 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.  

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 1.2 (pg. 12) 
Section 5.1 (pg. 45) 

Baffinland has presented 
information on hours 
worked by female 
Baffinland and contractor 
employees on the Project in 
the Socio‐Economic 
Monitoring Report as well 
as responses to several 
survey questions relating to 
childcare. 

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. 70), 
Section 10 (pg. 72) 

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 5.1 (pg. 45), 
Section 5.3 (pg. 51), 
Section 5.4 (pg. 58) 
 

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 
monitoring functions relating to pressures upon 
existing services and costs to the health and 

In-compliance Section 5.1 (pg. 45), 
Section 5.3 (pg. 51), 
Section 6.1 (pg. 60) 

Baffinland continues to 
engage the QSEMC and 
SEMWG on its socio‐
economic monitoring 
program; the GN actively 
participates in both these 
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# Description Status Concordance Summary 

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. 

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  
(pg. 2),  
Section 6.1 (pg. 60), 
Section 6.2 (pg. 62) 

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. 90), 
Section 2.2 (pg. 17), 
Section 1.2 (pg. 12) 
Section 5.1 (pg. 45), 
and Section 10.2 (pg. 
73) 

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. 80) 

Baffinland has provided a 
summary of regional and 
cumulative economic effects in 
the Socio‐Economic Monitoring 
Report. 
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Appendix A. Socio-Economic Monitoring Indicators 
The left-hand column of Table 29 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. Currently the organization of the SEMP and 

SERMR are not in perfect alignment. This table is intended to allow readers to easily find the relevant information based 

on the currently approved SEMP. Baffinland is working to update the SEMP in 2021 and will ensure greater alignment 

with it and the SEMR in future years.  

Table 29: 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 

4.2 (p. 40) BIMC 

· In‐migration of non‐Inuit to the North Baffin LSA  Limited 

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

· Known out-migrations of Inuit Baffinland and contractor employees 4.2 (p. 40) BIMC 

· Out-migration of Inuit from the North Baffin LSA  Limited 

T&C Demographic Change · Population estimates 4.1(p. 39) NBS 

· Nunavut net migration  NBS 

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

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

4.2 (p. 40) BIMC Survey 

T&C Employee origin · Employee and contractor origin Appendix B 
1.1 (p. 7) 

BIMC 

 
2 · Education and Training 

RE Improved life skills among young adults · Participation in pre‐employment training 2.3 – 2.7 
(pg. 20 - 30) 

BIMC 

· LSA employment and on‐the‐job training  

RE Incentives related to school attendance 
and success 

· Number of secondary school graduates 2.1 – 2.2 
(pg. 16 - 17) 

NBS 

· Secondary school graduation rate NBS 

· Investments in school‐based initiatives BIMC 

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

2.3 – 2.7 
(pg. 20 - 30) 

BIMC 

· Types of training provided to Baffinland and contractor Inuit 
employees 

BIMC 

· Apprenticeships and other opportunities BIMC 

T&C Employee education and pre-
employment status 

· Employee education and pre-employment status 2.5 (p. 26) BIMC 

 
3 · Employment and Livelihood 

RE Creation of jobs in the LSA · Hours of Project labour performed 1.1 (p. 7) BIMC 

RE Employment of LSA residents · Project hours worked by LSA Baffinland and contractor employees Appendix B 
1.1 (p. 7) 

BIMC 

RE New career paths · LSA employment 1.1 (p. 7) 
2.6 (p. 28) 
1.3 (p. 14) 

BIMC 

· Inuit employee promotions BIMC 

· Inuit employee turnover BIMC 

T&C · Hours worked by Baffinland and contractor female employees  BIMC 
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 Topic Indicators Concord. Source 

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

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

 4 ·3 · Contracting and Business Opportunities 

RE Expanded market for business services 
to the Project 

· Value of contracting with Inuit Firms 3.2 (p.36) BIMC 

RE Expanded market for consumer goods 
and services 

· LSA Inuit employee payroll amounts  3.2 (p.36) BIMC 

· Number of registered Inuit Firms in the LSA 3.3 (p. 36) NTI 

 
5 · Human Health and Wellbeing 

RE 
 

Changes in parenting · Number of youth charged 5.3 (p. 51) 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 

5.3 (p. 51) BIMC 

RE 
 

Affordability of substances · Number of impaired driving violations  5.3 (p. 51) NBS 

Attitudes toward substances and 
addictions 

· Number of drug violations 5.3 (p. 51) 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. 

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 5.4 (p.58) NBS 

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

Other · Crime rate 5.3 (p. 51) NBS 

· Number of times Baffinland’s EFAP is accessed  5.1 (p. 45) BIMC 

 
6 · Community Infrastructure & Public Services 

RE 
 

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

2.4 (p. 21) 
1.3 (p. 14) 

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. 60) NBS 

· Number of visits to Project physician assistant 6.1 (p. 60) BIMC 

Project‐related pressures on 
community infrastructure 

· Baffinland use of LSA and Iqaluit community infrastructure 6.2 (p. 62) BIMC 

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

6.2 (p. 62) BIMC 

 7 · Cultural Resources 

N/A N/A Monitoring already conducted through Archaeology Status Update Reports 
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 Topic Indicators Concord. Source 

 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. 67) 
 
 

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. 

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. 77) BIMC 

 12 · Governance and Leadership 

N/A  N/A No monitoring required. No residual effects identified in the EIS. 
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Appendix B. Headcount data 
The detailed composition of Mary River’s workforce (headcount) 2020 is presented below. 

Table 30. Baffinland and Contractor Employment (Headcount) by Origin and Ethnicity (2020)  

 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, 2020) 
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Date: November 13, 2020  
 
Title:  Meeting between Baffinland and the Hamlet of Pond Inlet  
   
Purpose: 2019 Socio Economic Monitoring Report   

 

Meeting Location: Teleconference  
 

Present:  
Hamlet of Pond Inlet - Mayor Joshua Arreak (JA) 
Hamlet of Pond Inlet Technical Advisor - Frank Tester (FT)  
Baffinland - Andrew Moore (AM) 
Baffinland - Joe Tigullaraq (JT)  
Baffinland Technical Support- - Adam Fryer (AF) 

 
Meeting Details:  

• Meeting Chair – Andrew Moore  

• Minute Keeper – Judy Sadler 

Summary of Action Items 

ID Responsibility Item Due Date 

111320-1 BIM Connect Hamlet of Pond Inlet with QIA for an update on 
the Pond Inlet Training Centre 

Completed Nov 
16, 2020 

111320-2 BIM Andrew to ask BIM HR if a criminal record check policy 
exists and will provide any written materials to the 
Hamlet 

November 30, 
2020 

111320-3 BIM Baffinland to provide more information on the 
apprenticeship program. i.e. # of drop outs since 
program inception  

November 30, 
2020 

111320-4 BIM Baffinland to provide the number of Inuit employed in 
the site maintenance department 

November 30, 
2020 

111320-5 BIM Baffinland to provide a specific breakdown of positions 
held by Inuit women across the Project workforce  

November 30, 
2020 

111320-6 BIM Baffinland to provide information about the number of 
Work Ready Program Graduates who obtained 
employment or further training after graduation 

November 30, 
2020 

 
 

 

Agenda: 
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1. Overview of Baffinland 2019 Socio-Economic Program 
2. Participant Reflections 
3. Questions and Answers 

 
NOTES: 
 

1. Overview of Baffinland 2019 Socio-Economic Program 
 

• AM: QSEMC will not be meeting this year; today I will go through the short presentation and overview the results of 
2019 Mary River Socio-Economic Monitoring Program (slides 1 to 19). We did share a longer presentation as well which 
BIM would normally present to the QSEMC and are happy to discuss that.  

• We have seen growth of Inuit employment at the Mary River project for the last several years; due to the growth of the 
project, and new training programs were initiated in 2018.  

• Inuit income from BIM & contractor employees was $20.3 million in 2019; $13.3 million went to Inuit who reside in the 
Local Study Area (LSA). 

• Reports shows a dramatic increase in BIM and contractor Inuit payroll from 2018 to 2019. One reason for this is that 
BIM has improved contractor reporting.  

• $289 million in contracts were committed to Inuit firms 2019, 38% of total contracting commitments. 
• We have seen an increase over time in expenditures to Inuit firms, due in large part to preferential contracting policies 

and other initiatives outlined in the Inuit and Impact Benefit Agreement (IIBA). 
• There has been an increase in the hours of training provided to Inuit. Due to COVID-19, many 2020 programs were 

postponed to protect participant’s health and safety. 
• The increase in training hours is due to larger workforce requirements and the amended 2018 IIBA. 
• In Pond Inlet an average of 60 people were employed at the Mary River project, 19 graduates of Work Ready Program in 

2019, $2.7 M in wages to individuals; 23% were female and 77% male. 
• Topics that stand out and Baffinland has been told over the last year that remain important to communities include 

employment opportunities, training, housing costs, access to affordable healthy food, alcohol and drug use and abuse 
and the impacts of mine operations on wildlife and traditional activities.  

• BIM is addressing these issues through a number of initiatives including: priority hiring for Inuit from North Baffin 
communities, increased training programming; various employment programs; committed $1.5 M annually for life of 
mine for project specific Inuit training; $10 M toward building the Baffinland Inuit Training Centre.  

• FT: who owns and operates this building? 
• AM: BIM has no plan to own the building. In 2019 the Qikiqtani Inuit Association took over project management. 

Andrew will follow up with QIA via email and copy Frank and Mayor Joshua Arreak requesting an update for you. 
#111320-1 

• AM: BIM invests in various school initiatives, literacy training and counselling on site, contribution to INPK Fund. 
Annually the fund is up to $1.1 M & a no drug or alcohol policy on site. 

• BIM has made many commitments through the Phase 2 Proposal assessment process, should the proposal be approved; 
day care allowance for Nunavut BIM employees, $15 M to construct Day Care facilities in North Baffin Communities ($3 
M per community, fund and support an Inuit Social Oversight Committee, support Community Direct Benefits Model.  

  
2. Question and Answer Session  

 
• JA: Employee requirements for criminal record checks led to a few employees from Pond Inlet not able to work, can you 

please expand on this? 
• AM: Yes, background checks are still in place at Mary River, ensuring the safety of employees is very important. BIM can 

exercise some discretion should something come up regarding employment eligibility. 
• FT: It isn’t just the nature of the original offence, attention needs to be given to what has happened to the person since 

the offence was committed, i.e. land based healing etc. 
• JA: I believe someone can change. 
• AM: BIM takes all that into consideration, a criminal offense may not automatically disqualify the person from 

employment. BIM will follow up with the individual to get the details and further clarification. These items are taken 
into consideration in our decision making while ensuring the safety of all the employees at site and following applicable 
rules. 

• FT: Do you have a policy and a procedure that BIM HR are to follow and make a determination?  If so, can we have a 
copy? 
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• AM: Andrew will follow up with HR and report back. #111320-2 
• JA: Does BIM employee Inuit outside of North Baffinland and Iqaluit?  
• AM: Yes, all employees are home right now due to COVID-19; we have several employees from Pangnirtung, Kimmirut, 

and Cape Dorset. We don’t report all that data due to the small number of employees in these locations and the need to 
ensure confidentially. We had a contractor employee from Baker Lake, but our focus is North Baffin communities and 
Iqaluit.   

• JA: There are two forgotten communities in high Arctic (Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord) we talked about wanting to 
include them as well. 

• AM: BIM has not forgotten about those communities, we have sent information to them about employment 
opportunities, however travelling to those communities was difficult in 2019. 

• JA: The community members appreciate that BIM has continued to pay Nunavut employees this past year who have not 
been at site due to COVID-19. 

• AM: BIM employees who are Nunavut residents have continued to be paid since March. 
• FT: I would like to clarify Inuit employment.  I came to the conclusion that the number of Inuit employed in 2019 

compared to 2018 as a percentage had declined. In 2018 this number changes to 13.3% for 2019. The figures and data 
are sometimes difficult to work with. Do you have a percentage of the workforce that was Inuit in 2018 and 2019?  

• AM: Percentage decline in the workforce is true from 2018 to 2019, however the head count of Inuit went up. More 
Inuit were working at Mary River on a head count basis in 2019 than in 2018.  

• AF: In a proportion of the workforce for FTE’s in 2018 it was 14.1%, in 2019 it was 13.3%, slight decline; The figures and 
the gender figure are based by FTE’s. This is calculated based on all the hours worked by Inuit and the hours by Non-
Inuit and divided by 2,016 (estimate of a full-time equivalent hours worked in a given year). 

• AF: We have that number in the main SEMR; BIM takes quarterly snap shots of the number of people working at the 
mine and averages the quarters out, it is on page 10 of the SEMR. 

• FT: It is a matter of comparison and percentages are standard means of measurement. Promotions also shows the same. 
Within the Inuit workforce what is the percentage of Inuit who are being promoted increasing over time?  The math 
shows little change. It shows 2.8% which is low and in my opinion shows a problem. 

• AM: Many Inuit have told BIM to stick with hard numbers, as percentages don’t translate well.  BIM does measure its 
employment success based on their Minimum Inuit Employment Goals.  BIM has not met their goals for the last several 
years, however BIM had made impressive strides growing the number of Inuit who work at the Project and increased 
training.  In 2019, due to the postponed public hearing, a great deal of the contractor workforce was laid off and with 
COVID-19 many of the training programs were placed on hold. BIM is developing an Inuit Career Mobility Strategy for 
January 2021, a customized career plan to address career advancement.   

• FT: Regarding apprenticeships, can you please clarify that 16 Inuit were employees, on slide 19 – education and training.  
Is the apprenticeship outside of employment? 

• AM: They are employees; we have a commitment in the IIBA to hire trainees as employees. As of December 31st there 
were 16 Inuit employed in the Apprenticeship Program. 

• FT: How many graduates of the Apprenticeship Program are now employed by BIM?  
• AM: This is the third year of the program; I don’t believe there have been any graduates of the program. The minimum 

length of the apprenticeship/trades are 3 years.  The program has not been running long enough to allow for this. 
• FT: Do you have figures on the number of people that have dropped out of the program? 
• AF: I can look through the quarterly IIBA reports for this data after the meeting and get back to you. #111320-3 
• AM: Page 21 of the Annual Report there is table that shows over time the apprenticeship program began in 2017. I 

believe and will confirm, that at the start of the program there were 18 Inuit enrolled in the program and 2 dropped out, 
I can confirm the details. 

• AM: Our programs provide a red seal certification, which is a lifetime certification for the trade and location it is 
practiced. Our program provides flexibility to change certification programs. During the first 6 months the students are 
enrolled as an apprenticeship trainee, they work on site and are employed by BIM. This provides the individual an 
opportunity to job shadow and gain exposure to various trades. 

• FT: Under heading, opportunities to gain skills, the number of hours of training in 2019 and the total since the project 
started are provided. Opportunities are defined by the number of hours.  One might have expected all of the different 
kind of opportunities to be listed and the number of Inuit taking part in each. Hard to get an idea of what the labour 
environment of Inuit looks like. What level of skill are most Inuit working at? Do you have a way of classifying jobs?  Do 
you have any data of the experience Inuit are having and what kind of level of employment? What does the profile look 
like of the Inuit who are employed? 

• AF: We do report on the number of Inuit hours by training provided and type in the main SEMR, page 45 of 116. 
• AM: For future reports, BIM could look at a way to provide a breakdown of skills categories or job categories based on 

Inuit and Non-Inuit. Our Inuit employment is the highest in the mine operations department. This includes our mining 
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operations. Inuit employees have told us they like to work in heavy equipment operation, not on the tote road doing the 
long haul.  

• JT: Inuit don’t seem to like the haul truck driving, of the 200 operator’s in total, only 1-2 are Inuit. 
• FT: What is the situation in regard to heavy equipment maintenance and what does the Inuit employment look like? 
• AM: I will follow up and get you the specific numbers for this. #111320-4  
• AM: BIM has committed that with Phase 2, no Inuit employee will lose their job as a result of ceasing ore haulage along 

the tote road; BIM will work with each employee if they are affected and move them to a new job.  
• FT: How will the Inuit women be affected by Phase 2? 
• AM: We have had a rise across all departments in Inuit female employment. On site, we have seen an increase in female 

employment. Andrew will provide a specific breakdown by Department. # 111320-5 
• FT: Full time equivalent, what is the breakdown of Inuit in terms of full-time employees vs people that are on contract, 

short term? 
• AM: BIM only has short term employment in emergency or irregular situations, for example someone gets sick or hurt. 

We don’t have a class of employment that is short term contract. We have seasonal opportunities such as our ship 
loading activities for example.   

• FT: Does BIM have control over contractors and their labour conditions? 
• AM: Contractors have to abide by the IIBA and our health and safety policy and our human resources policy as they 

relate to Inuit employees. For example, if an Inuit employee wants time off for harvesting, they have to grant it.   
• FT: Can you identify how many of your Inuit employees as a number are employees working for contractors? 
• FT: Data related to social and cultural circumstances and conditions in relationship to the mine and the impact on the 

community is another area that needs some discussion. Adaptive management, I have concerns relating to baseline data 
this is another discussion however.    

• AF: We have the breakdown of the Mary River workforce in the main report by employees of BIM and contractors, both 
Inuit and Non-Inuit and across communities – Table 3 in the SEMR, page 33 of 116. 

• FT: Is there an error in the report of the turnover rate? 
• AM: The rate presented in only BIM Inuit turnover not turnover from contractors. 
• FT: How many graduates of the Work Ready Program end up being employed by BIM? 
• AM: We have had 435 graduates over the life of the Project; I can provide that number for the last year.111320-6 
• AF: This information will be available in the IIBA quarterly report by community. 
• FT: Your report shows the school graduation rate has declined since the mine has opened. 
• AF: Those are average graduates over that time as well. 

 
Conclusion 

• AM: Thank you for your time and feedback today it was helpful. 
• AM: We will have the draft minutes distributed by the middle of next week for your review and approval 

 
 

Meeting concluded at approximately 2:31pm  
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Date and Time: November 9, 2020 

 

Title: 2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring Meeting with Mayor of Igloolik  

Purpose: Discuss results of 2019 Mary River SEMP and related issues in Igloolik 
 
 

Meeting Location: Teleconference  
 

Present:  

Hamlet of Igloolik 

Mayor Merlyn Recinos (MR) 

Baffinland  

Joe Tigullaraq (JT)  

 Andrew Moore (AM) 

Stratos 

Adam Fryer (AF) 

Summary of Action Items 

ID Responsibility Item Status Due Date 

1 AM 
Reach out to cultural advisors and direct 
supervisor to gather direct feedback from them 
on the efficacy of cultural advisors and provide 
that information with Mayor Recinos 

Complete 
(see Appendix A) 

Nov 11, 2020 

2 AM 
Provide Mayor Recinos with an update on the 
Online Contracting Portal from the 
procurement team 

Complete- update 
provided via email 

Nov 17, 2020 

 
 

Agenda: 

1. Why we’re here?  
2. Overview of Baffinland 2019 Socio-Economic Program 
3. Participant Reflections  
4. Question and Answers  

 
NOTES: 

• AM 
o Welcome an overview of meeting objective- to talk about the results of the 2019 Socio-Economic Monitoring 

Report (SEMR) and hear from MR on issues important to community 
o Provided context – GN decided not able to hold Qikiqtaaluk Socio-Economic Monitoring Committee (QSEMC) – a 

meeting hosted by the GN that brings together LSA mayors and others to discuss the socio-economic impacts of 
mining on the region. In the absence of this, Baffinland is speaking to mayors and community service providers to 
share information and get feedback; and to ensure compliance with the 7 Mary River Project Certificate T&Cs that 
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require meeting with the QSEMC. 
o We’re here to talk about existing project, but also happy to discuss Phase 2 
o Reviewed through high-level agenda 

▪ Why we’re here 
▪ Overview of Baffinland 2019 Socio-Economic Program 
▪ Participant Reflections 
▪ Questions and Answer 

o Why we’re here 
▪ Provide an overview of results of 2019 Mary River SEMP 
▪ Hear from you about the issues important to you and the members of your community. Noted that we 

are also reaching out to community service providers for additional perspectives 
▪ Outcomes of meeting – BIM will prepare a short report which we will use to continue to improve 

programming and results of engagements; will be shared with QESMC and used as part of 2020 reporting 
▪ Meeting notes will be shared for approval prior to considering them final 
▪ For the presentation, BIM has tried to focus on key areas that we often get the most questions about, but 

are happy to discuss any aspect of the Socio-Economic Monitoring Program (SEMP) 
o Employment 

▪ In 2019, employment of Inuit who live in North Baffin communities grew substantially 
▪ Noted 2 things that negatively impacted Inuit employment over the past year: 

• Pausing of public hearing in November led to a contractor demobilization from site which 
affected approximately 600 people, including approximately 90 Inuit contractor employees  

• COVID-19 pandemic which really put on pause much of Baffinland’s travel to communities to 
conduct employment and training sessions and to do a lot of training programs 

o Income 
▪ With corresponding growth in Inuit employment was a large growth in payroll 
▪ One important thing to note which does inflate the number for 2019 somewhat compared to previous 

years is that Baffinland put a lot of effort to improving reporting with its contractors which is reflected in 
2019 

o Contracting 
▪ Approximately $289M in contracts committed to Inuit firm in 2019, representing nearly 38% of total 

contracting commitment  
▪ Noted that 2017 was a particularly large contracting year, but that we have seen a good rise in Inuit 

contracting in 2019 – a significant portion of that is an aviation contract going to Arctic Cooperatives 
▪ BIM on track to see that number continue to rise 

o Training 
▪ Continues the large increase in training hours from 2018.  
▪ Two main factors for this trend: (1) larger work force as well as (2) the amended IIBA which included 

Qikiqtani Skills to Employment and Training Partnership program and the related initiatives (e.g. Heavy 
Equipment Operators Training, Apprenticeship Program and Work Ready Program) 

▪ We can see that there is a huge increase where Inuit are receiving far more training than non-Inuit at the 
project, which is where Baffinland wants to be 

o Community-specific slide (Igloolik) 
▪ On average we had 47 employees (headcount), 22 graduates of work ready program, $1.6 M in wages 

paid to community, 23% of employees are female.  
▪ Are interested in Igloolik having the lowest FTEs in 2019. We’ve struggled with having a good solid 

presence in Baffinland community liaison office – certainly an area where we can have a discussion about 
other things we can do for Igloolik specifically to improve employment from the community  

o What we’ve heard 
▪ Outlined what we already know is of importance to communities: Employment opportunities; 

Opportunities for training and skills development; Housing – including cost, availability and related health 
implications; Alcohol and drug use and abuse; Access to affordable, healthy food – both store bought and 
country food; the impact of mine operations on wildlife and traditional activities which is something that 
we are going to significantly improve our monitoring on going forward in connection with the Inuit 
Certainty Agreement  

o What we’re doing 
▪ Noted a few upcoming relevant BIM initiatives and investments. 
▪ After March of 2021, the QSTEP training program will wind down (Government funding in place for 
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program will be completed). To replace that Baffinland has made a commitment to provide annually for 
the life of the project $1.5M / year. Many of these programs will mirror closely to the QSTEP program 

▪ $10M for the Inuit training centre in Pond Inlet continues – management from that project was 
transferred to the QIA 

▪ We are actively engaged with both Alcoholics Anonymous and Narcotics Anonymous to have sessions on 
site to support employees who may benefit from it; progress has slowed on this due to COVID19 

o Looking forward 
▪ Should Phase 2 be approved Baffinland would have a new project certificate.  
▪ Baffinland – working with our technical advisor – would need to update and expand its SEMP 

• MR 
o Thank you for opportunity and presentation 
o In the past year, employment at Baffinland has been climbing for Inuit – and that is very good to see 
o Inuit can lose a lot on behalf of project – but could gain a lot if we do it right 
o I know that you have been working hard to increase local Inuit employment  
o Very much like the idea that you are focusing on women for jobs as well –the number of female workers at 

Baffinland are good to see 
o Question: Have you created a career plan? If someone is hired at Mary River and have the opportunity for career 

advancement – have you created any of that? 

• AM 
o Yes – this is an area we are under active discussion with QIA now 
o First step was to set up an HR infrastructure to support successful career planning and progression. In 2018 we 

expanded the role of cultural advisors to bring them into career planning. We created new roles specific to Inuit 
HR relations – that is their sole job to work with Inuit prospective or current employees through the employment 
lifecycle. BIM also has in place a Career Development Plan that we are working on with QIA. Will have Inuit Career 
Mobility Strategy rolled out in January 2021 which will lay out paths – if you start your job at Baffinland as a 
cleaner and your goal is to be an operator – that individual plan will list out how you go from entry position to 
senior management and beyond for example 

• MR 
o Do you do exit interviews with employees, and have you figured out the biggest causes of turnover? 

• AM 
o Inuit turnover for 2019 has shown great improvement (down to 18%) 
o We do conduct exit interviews – they are voluntary 
o 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. 
o In 2018 Baffinland conducted a pilot product where we worked with our cultural advisors to participate in a pilot 

schedule project – what we did was move to 1 week on, 1 week off. Feedback from this was negative, that this 
created more difficulties from a family perspective.  

o Another thing that Baffinland is doing but needs to get way better at doing is working with Inuit employees to 
schedule rotation and time off during certain periods of the year, where it’s important, culturally. We need to get 
better at that and are hopeful that would help. 

• MR 
o It is very key for Inuit to have those times off – culturally and as it relates to family and communities; for example, 

time we spend fishing – last year there was a couple BIM employees working at that time and their family was not 
happy because they had to stay in town rather than being out with their family 

o Question: A couple things we heard during community radio shows we conducted related to Phase 2 is disrespect 
from non-Inuit towards Inuit at the site. Have heard from employees that there was no respect because southern 
hires felt Inuit did not understand. Is there cultural training to southern hires before they start? The example was 
about connection to the land and southern hires not understanding. 

• AM 
o A good question and something we do not like to hear– our employees have to work together and respect each 

other. We have a 0-tolerance party for harassment and racism of any kind.  
o Baffinland does have mandatory cultural programming in place. 
o We have also increased in 2019 various cultural programming to offer to all employees to interact and talk about 

Inuit culture and language. It’s something important to us – and I think we are moving in the right direction.  
o Another big one is country food; we are working to serve it to all employees – it sparks conversations.  
o We have taken steps in the right direction, though we have more work to do.  

• MR 
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o Providing support for families left in communities – have you considered any of that for them. I have spoken to 
quite a few people who work at Mary River from Igloolik and they love it. The challenge for them is the family – 
leaving behind their family for 2 weeks and their family being vocal that they are away and not getting support.  

• AM 
o When you say support for families – you’re saying some programming in place for their family at home while they 

are away? 

• MR 
o Yes – like I said, the employees really love it. But their partners and families are very vocal once they are away – 

but I feel that if you are able to run programming in the community for them that they may feel more supported 
and 2 weeks wouldn’t feel like too much time for them.  

• AM 
o To your specific question – I would say no – we have not looked at doing something like this specifically not 

because we don’t want to do it but just haven’t looked at it in detail yet.  
o I have done some research on what Agnico Eagle does in the community of Arviat 

• JT 
o I’d like to add that we do hear about the problem of families that are in the community while employees are on 

site and what we tried to do in the early days of the Work Ready Program (WRP) was to make it mandatory for 
spouses to attend WRP so that workers or family that get left behind know how to deal with problems, or where 
to go for support if they need it. But I am not sure if the WRP is doing that now; it is not mandatory anymore for 
both spouses to be attending it.  

o I do not think we have come up with any solid program that would help families that are left in the communities.  
o I would also like to make a comment pertaining to retention that you spoke about earlier – one thing we kept 

hearing regarding FIFO in the past was that older employees who may  have better work ethic than the younger 
ones were staying longer on their jobs and we found in speaking with them that the younger Inuit were often not 
talking to the right people at Mary River or at the work site to help them out with concerns, problems or what 
have you. I think our cultural advisors have been more helpful to even the younger workers on the site.  

• MR 
o You touched on food security and substance abuse – and it is true that when there is more disposable income 

people may tend to use it for numbing. It is something that we in Igloolik are looking at very closely – and we are 
opening a new Cultural Centre later in November. We will have councilors in there to support those who need it. 

o While it is great that you are thinking about this – it needs a systematic approach. That topic is deep in 
communities and families. And I feel that you mentioned both food insecurity and substance abuse and I feel that 
both of those items are very deep in our community. I feel we should not be pointing fingers but working 
together. Especially at a community level – it is grass roots projects that will allow us to address these things.  

o For the cultural advisors – can you give me an update about how that is working? 

• AM 
o Appreciate your comments on substance abuse and agree that it needs to be a collective issue tackled from the 

grassroots. Please let us know if there is anything we can support you with on this. 
o This is a difficult area. We had a frank discussion with the RCMP in Clyde River – we know it is an issue bigger than 

Baffinland, but we understand that Baffinland is part of it. And the RCMP officer said you cannot tell your 
employees how to spend their money. What we can do is offer financial literacy programming, our cultural 
advisors are part of that. But it is a huge issue and unfortunately while I agree with you about not pointing fingers 
unfortunately Baffinland does get fingers pointed at it – which is why we want to get more involved in 
programming to address issue. We have a 0-tolerance policy at Mary River for drugs and alcohol.  

o If there is anything you think we should or could be doing differently – or programs that we support, please do not 
hesitate to let us know.  

o To the actual question you asked about the effectiveness cultural advisors, I will reach out to cultural advisors and 
direct supervisor to get direct feedback from them and provide that information to you (Action 1) 

o Overall, I think they have been very effective.  I think the real solution was to let the cultural advisors advise. Let 
them get out there and work with Inuit employees to figure out what they need. 

• JT 
o Cultural advisors are very helpful to Inuit employees and with supervisors specifically. Cultural advisors can help 

where there may be a misunderstanding with supervisors and employees which may have otherwise led to Inuit 
being dismissed, either being fired or quitting out of frustration. And the Cultural Advisors can help explain and 
mediate those instances 

o The only downside I see is that we can only hire cultural advisors that know both Inuktitut and English and 
communicate with both Inuit and non-Inuit alike and be able to communicate in written format on computers. It 
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would be so much better, I think, if we could have cultural advisors that have more culture entrenched into their 
psyche than our current advisors. But the downside would be that someone with that ability may lack English 
language skills where a person may need an interpreter to communicate with supervisors at the site.  

• MR 
o We have talked in the past about taking contracts and breaking it down and training small businesses to be able to 

achieve contracts. We also talked about creating a web site where contracts would be posted, and community 
small businesses could bid on it. Small businesses need to be given an opportunity. Can you provide an update on 
that? 

• AM 
o Contract tailoring or breaking down of contracts – this definitely goes on. As per the IIBA when we are designing 

contracting opportunities, we do break up contracts if we can. We also require larger contractors to sub-contract 
with Inuit firms to purchase goods or engage services when appropriate and applicable. This is done by engaging 
QIA prior to contracting process beginning. In the upfront portion we work with QIA to develop Inuit contracting 
requirements. 

o I can say that you have rightly held our feet to the fire, and I think we are having successes 
o Training for small businesses – Business capacity and start up fund is the way we meet our obligations and 

commitments and the QIA administers that fund to support and train small businesses. I know you’ve said in the 
past the fund does not work; we are doing what we can to improve the fund.  

o Online contracting portal – I can say without a doubt it is not done yes. Some internal work was done and we hit a 
few snags, so likely not something that you will see in the near future, but I will request an update from our 
procurement team and  get back to you directly on this (Action 2) 

• JT 
o If it was not for COVID-19, Baffinland would have planned for a course that would help small businesses on how to 

effectively bid for contracts and how there would be opportunities to team up with bigger contractors. 

• MR 
o I feel that the more we can do to ensure money remains in Nunavut, the more we can help. But we need to work 

on the other side of that – which is more disposable income and social income we need to work together on.  

• AM 
o You raise a great point when it comes to businesses. We have not done a great job at reaching out to Inuit firms 

and getting information into their hands. We do try to run procurement and contract information sessions. We did 
plan a bid simulation workshop – for small and medium sized Inuit firms in particular. We were going to have our 
procurement experts walk through the process, so Inuit firms could see the whole lifecycle of a contract. 
Unfortunately, cancelled due to COVID19 

o We also have an annual Inuit business survey that we are doing.  
o One thing we started doing – is when we send an Advance Contract Notification (ACN) to Inuit firms it goes to 

each and every Inuit firm on the NTI list / business registry 

• MR 
o A lot of our graduates – school and post-secondary education is not something they would be going to. Have you 

made more plans in regard to engaging high school students? More key also would be the grade 10 and 11 and 
what classes they would need. Have you continued to explore that?  

• AM 
o We visited schools in the past and it is something we want to continue with after the pandemic. Certainly, 

engaging students is something we should do more of. 

• MR 
o Where are you currently in going through the Phase 2 process while trying to plan for next year? How are you 

dealing with that – and what negative impacts does it have when you figure out the decision regarding Phase 2?  

• AM 
o In terms of planning for 2020, our team continues the permitting process for Phase 2 in addition to responsibilities 

for existing operation 
o All the reports we issue and programs we run will be running next year as well far as I know 
o The biggest negative to where we are right now is investment – prior to decision from NIRB, Baffinland was not in 

a great place to attract investment because capital is hard to find without certainty of the process.  
o The positive of having dates now allows the company to plan and prepare more. For example, our procurement 

team is working with our Phase 2 contractors to keep things moving and getting planning done; big earth works 
contractors for rail line are being engaged to ensure preparation is happening for employment and training of 
Inuit.  

o A positive recommendation to minister makes that work more important and gets it into high gear. 
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• MR 
o I feel 2 things, I feel that there is uncertainty for you in the project which is a bit unfair – the reality is we cannot 

just point fingers, we need to work together. If our whole thing is Inuit need to benefit, the best we can do is to 
work together. And that is how we come up with a better outcome. I am also very vocal to ensuring Inuit are the 
ones benefiting. We are creating a good bit of programming for healing, culture, and support and more than 
happy to talk to you about it at a different time. But I would like to thank you for the chat, and also say job well 
done 

• AM 
o Thank you – and I agree completely if this is successful, we need to make sure we are working together.  
o COVID-19 has been a real challenge for everyone and has impacted a lot of the progress we were making. I still 

think it is many months ahead until decision are made with the Chief Public Health Officer (CPHO) about returning 
Nunavummiut employees back to work. The CPHO are looking at next summer as having a good plan in place 
which was mentioned during a call I attended hosted by the Nunavut Mining Symposium. 
 

Meeting concluded at approximately 11:32 am ET 
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APPENDIX A. RESPONSE ON EFFICACY OF CULTURAL ADVISORS 
 

The role of the Cultural Advisor at the Mary River Project has been evolving over the past couple of 
years. Each incumbent brings their own set of skills that adds value in their own unique way.  
The core responsibility of acting as a counsellor and advisor to Inuit staff remains as a cornerstone of the 
position, with each incumbent adding their own ‘flavour’ in regards to cultural engagement and the 
sharing of traditional knowledge/ teachings. 
 
In recent months, in our new world of the global pandemic, and much lower numbers of Nunavut 
resident Inuit on site, due to public health guidance, the two Cultural Advisors that are able to travel to 
site have shifted to an “educating model’ where they have been sharing a wide variety of their 
knowledge with our non-Inuit employees. There has been a high level of interest in the sessions they 
have been leading. Whether it be language, sewing, cooking, tours out on the land via the walking trails 
and learning about the many resources that are used in day to day life. 
 
The amount of counselling required has decreased significantly, so the Cultural Advisors have really 
seized this opportunity and are making an impact through their teaching and sharing. In addition to this 
we have just begun planning a training retreat for our Cultural Advisors to align their counselling 
philosophies and style, which we plan to conduct in early 2021, in order to better prepare them for the 
return of our Nunavut Resident Inuit colleagues and to support their reintegration into the workplace.   
 

- Baffinland Superintendent, Human Resources & Labour Relations 
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ᐅᑐᐱᕆ  21, 2020 

ᓂᖅᓱᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ  ᒨᓯᓯ  ᐆᔪᑯᓗᒃ  
ᒪᐃᔭ  ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒧᑦ    
ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ    

ᐊᓲᔪᑎᑦ  ᓂᖅᓱᕐᓇᕐᓃᑦ,   

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ   ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.    ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥ,    ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓃᑦ    ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ   ᐱᕕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ   ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.    

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᙵᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ   ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ   ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ   ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᕈᒪᕗᑦ  ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓄᑦ.   ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ,  ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᖕᓄᓪᓗ.    ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓯ  
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐋᖅᒃᒋᐊᖅᐸᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ.  ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒡᓗ  
ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ.      

ᐱᔭᕇᕈᑎᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ,  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᒥᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  2020  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ   ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ,  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.    

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ   ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᓪᓗ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ   ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ  
ᓇᓕᐊᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐱᕕᖕᒥᒃ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥᒡᓗ  ᐊᑐᖔᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ.    

- ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2, 2020 1:00  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ -3:00  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ
- ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 3, 2020 10:00  ᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ-12:00 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᖕᒧᑦ

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ   ᑐᓵᔨᖃᕈᒪᒍᔅᓯ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᑕᓚᕘᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.    ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ   ᐋᓐᓄᕈ   ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᕗᖓ  andrew.moore@baffinland.com  ,    ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᓪᓘᓃᐃᑦ   ᐅᕗᖓ  416-997-1495 
ᐸᕐᓇᖁᓪᓗᓯ  ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ.    

mailto:andrew.moore@baffinland.com
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ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐋᓐᓄᕈ  ᒧᐊ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ   

ᔫ  ᑎᒍᓪᓚᒐᖅ   
ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎ,  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓃᑦ,   
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ  

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ  ᕆᑦᓱᑦ  ᐸᐃᑕᓐ,  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᓪᓗ,   ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᓘ  ᑲᒧᒪᓐᔅ,  ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔨᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ,   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ    
ᐃᐅᕆᑲ  ᔨᐊᓪ,  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ,  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ   ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
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October 21, 2020 

His Worship Moses Oyukuluk 
Mayor of Arctic Bay 
Hamlet of Arctic Bay 

Dear Your Worship, 

Due to concerns stemming from COVID-19, the Government of Nunavut has decided not to convene the 
Qikiqtaaluk Socio-economic Monitoring Committee (QSEMC) this year. In addition to being a requirement of 
the Mary River Project Certificate, the QSEMC has historically provided an opportunity to engage on the 
Project’s socio-economic monitoring program and discuss the issues of importance to North Baffin 
communities.  

Baffinland is therefore writing to invite you to a teleconference to discuss the Project’s socio-economic 
monitoring program. Baffinland would like to use this time to provide an overview of the results of the 2019 
Mary River Socio-economic Monitoring Program for existing operations. More importantly, we would like to 
hear from you about the issues important to you and the members of your community. We will use your 
input to help us refine Baffinland’s monitoring program and continue to evolve ongoing operations. In 
advance of the meeting Baffinland will provide bilingual meeting materials.  

Upon completion of this series of meetings with Hamlet Councils and community service providers, 
Baffinland will use the information shared to inform our 2020 Annual Socio-Economic Monitoring Report to 
the Nunavut Impact Review Board. Further, a summary of the meetings will be prepared and submitted to 
the QSEMC to inform the group of discussions that took place.  

Should you be available and wish to participate in a teleconference on this subject please let us know which 
of the following time slots works for your schedule, or if a different time and date are preferable. 

- November 2, 2020, 1:00-3:00 pm
- November 3, 2020 10:00am-12:00 pm

Please let us know if you would like interpretation to be arranged for this call. You can contact Andrew by 
email at andrew.moore@baffinland.com, or by phone at 416-997-1495 to arrange a meeting time. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Moore 
Manager, Government Relations and Public Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

Joe Tigullaraq 
Head, Northern Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

c.c. Richard Paton, Director, IQ and Engagement, Qikiqtani Inuit Association  
Lou Kamermans, Senior Director Sustainable Development, Baffinland  
Erika Zell, Manager, Environmental Assessment and Regulation, Government of Nunavut  
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ᐅᑐᐱᕆ  21, 2020 

ᓂᖅᓱᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ  ᔨᐅᕆ  ᓈᑕᓇᐃᓐ  
ᒪᐃᔭ  ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒧᑦ    
ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥ 

ᐊᓲᔪᑎᑦ  ᓂᖅᓱᕐᓇᕐᓃᑦ,   

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ   ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.    ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥ,    ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓃᑦ    ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ   ᐱᕕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ   ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.    

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᙵᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ   ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ   ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ   ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᕈᒪᕗᑦ  ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓄᑦ.   ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ,  ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᖕᓄᓪᓗ.    ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓯ  
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐋᖅᒃᒋᐊᖅᐸᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ.  ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒡᓗ  
ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ.      

ᐱᔭᕇᕈᑎᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ,  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᒥᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  2020  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ   ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ,  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.    

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ   ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᓪᓗ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ   ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ  
ᓇᓕᐊᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐱᕕᖕᒥᒃ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥᒡᓗ  ᐊᑐᖔᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ.    

- ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 5, 2020 1:00  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ -3:00  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ
- ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 6, 2020 10:00  ᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ-12:00 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᖕᒧᑦ

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ   ᑐᓵᔨᖃᕈᒪᒍᔅᓯ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᑕᓚᕘᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.    ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ   ᐋᓐᓄᕈ   ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᕗᖓ  andrew.moore@baffinland.com  ,    ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᓪᓘᓃᐃᑦ   ᐅᕗᖓ  416-997-1495 
ᐸᕐᓇᖁᓪᓗᓯ  ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ.    

mailto:andrew.moore@baffinland.com
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ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐋᓐᓄᕈ  ᒧᐊ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ   

ᔫ  ᑎᒍᓪᓚᒐᖅ   
ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎ,  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓃᑦ,   
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ  

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ  ᕆᑦᓱᑦ  ᐸᐃᑕᓐ,  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᓪᓗ,   ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᓘ  ᑲᒧᒪᓐᔅ,  ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔨᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ,   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ    
ᐃᐅᕆᑲ  ᔨᐊᓪ,  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ,  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ   ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
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October 21, 2020 

His Worship Jerry Natanine 
Mayor of Clyde River 
Hamlet of Clyde River 

Dear Your Worship, 

Due to concerns stemming from COVID-19, the Government of Nunavut has decided not to convene the 
Qikiqtaaluk Socio-economic Monitoring Committee (QSEMC) this year. In addition to being a requirement of 
the Mary River Project Certificate, the QSEMC has historically provided an opportunity to engage on the 
Project’s socio-economic monitoring program and discuss the issues of importance to North Baffin 
communities.  

Baffinland is therefore writing to invite you to a teleconference to discuss the Project’s socio-economic 
monitoring program. Baffinland would like to use this time to provide an overview of the results of the 2019 
Mary River Socio-economic Monitoring Program for existing operations. More importantly, we would like to 
hear from you about the issues important to you and the members of your community. We will use your 
input to help us refine Baffinland’s monitoring program and continue to evolve ongoing operations. In 
advance of the meeting Baffinland will provide bilingual meeting materials.  

Upon completion of this series of meetings with Hamlet Councils and community service providers, 
Baffinland will use the information shared to inform our 2020 Annual Socio-Economic Monitoring Report to 
the Nunavut Impact Review Board. Further, a summary of the meetings will be prepared and submitted to 
the QSEMC to inform the group of discussions that took place.  

Should you be available and wish to participate in a teleconference on this subject please let us know which 
of the following time slots works for your schedule, or if a different time and date are preferable. 

- November 5, 2020 1:00-3:00 pm
- November 6, 2020 10:00am- 12:00 pm

Please let us know if you would like interpretation to be arranged for this call. You can contact Andrew by 
email at andrew.moore@baffinland.com, or by phone at 416-997-1495 to arrange a meeting time. 

Kind regards, 

Andrew Moore 
Manager, Government Relations and Public Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

Joe Tigullaraq 
Head, Northern Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

c.c. Richard Paton, Director, IQ and Engagement, Qikiqtani Inuit Association  
Lou Kamermans, Senior Director Sustainable Development, Baffinland  
Erika Zell, Manager, Environmental Assessment and Regulation, Government of Nunavut  
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ᐅᑐᐱᕆ  21, 2020 

ᓂᖅᓱᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᒨᓕᓐ  ᕆᓰᓅᔅ 
ᒪᐃᔭ  ᐃᒡᓗᓕᖕᒧᑦ    
ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᐃᒡᓗᓕᖕᒥ    

ᐊᓲᔪᑎᑦ  ᓂᖅᓱᕐᓇᕐᓃᑦ,   

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ   ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.    ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥ,    ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓃᑦ    ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ   ᐱᕕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ   ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.    

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᙵᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ   ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ   ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ   ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᕈᒪᕗᑦ  ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓄᑦ.   ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ,  ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᖕᓄᓪᓗ.    ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓯ  
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐋᖅᒃᒋᐊᖅᐸᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ.  ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒡᓗ  
ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ.      

ᐱᔭᕇᕈᑎᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ,  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᒥᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  2020  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ   ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ,  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.    

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ   ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᓪᓗ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ   ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ  
ᓇᓕᐊᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐱᕕᖕᒥᒃ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥᒡᓗ  ᐊᑐᖔᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ.    

- ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 9, 2020 10:00  ᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ-12:00 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᖕᒧᑦ
- ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 10, 2020 1:00  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ -3:00  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ   ᑐᓵᔨᖃᕈᒪᒍᔅᓯ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᑕᓚᕘᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.    ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ   ᐋᓐᓄᕈ   ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᕗᖓ  andrew.moore@baffinland.com  ,    ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᓪᓘᓃᐃᑦ   ᐅᕗᖓ  416-997-1495 
ᐸᕐᓇᖁᓪᓗᓯ  ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ.    

mailto:andrew.moore@baffinland.com
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ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐋᓐᓄᕈ  ᒧᐊ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ   

ᔫ  ᑎᒍᓪᓚᒐᖅ   
ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎ,  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓃᑦ,   
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ  

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ  ᕆᑦᓱᑦ  ᐸᐃᑕᓐ,  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᓪᓗ,   ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᓘ  ᑲᒧᒪᓐᔅ,  ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔨᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ,   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ    
ᐃᐅᕆᑲ  ᔨᐊᓪ,  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ,  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ   ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
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ᐅᑐᐱᕆ  21, 2020 

ᓂᖅᓱᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ  ᔮᔅᓱᐊ  ᐋᕆᐊᒃ  
ᒪᐃᔭ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒧᑦ    
ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ    

ᐊᓲᔪᑎᑦ  ᓂᖅᓱᕐᓇᕐᓃᑦ,   

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ   ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.    ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥ,    ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓃᑦ    ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ   ᐱᕕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ   ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.    

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᙵᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ   ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ   ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ   ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᕈᒪᕗᑦ  ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓄᑦ.   ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ,  ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᖕᓄᓪᓗ.    ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓯ  
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐋᖅᒃᒋᐊᖅᐸᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ.  ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒡᓗ  
ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ.      

ᐱᔭᕇᕈᑎᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ,  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᒥᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  2020  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ   ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ,  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.    

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ   ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᓪᓗ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ   ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ  
ᓇᓕᐊᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐱᕕᖕᒥᒃ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥᒡᓗ  ᐊᑐᖔᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ.    

- ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 12, 2020 10:00  ᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ-12:00 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᖕᒧᑦ
- ᓄᕕᐱᕆ  13, 2020 1:00  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ -3:00  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ   ᑐᓵᔨᖃᕈᒪᒍᔅᓯ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᑕᓚᕘᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.    ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ   ᐋᓐᓄᕈ   ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᕗᖓ  andrew.moore@baffinland.com  ,    ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᓪᓘᓃᐃᑦ   ᐅᕗᖓ  416-997-1495 
ᐸᕐᓇᖁᓪᓗᓯ  ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ.    

mailto:andrew.moore@baffinland.com
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ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐋᓐᓄᕈ  ᒧᐊ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ   

ᔫ  ᑎᒍᓪᓚᒐᖅ   
ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎ,  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓃᑦ,   
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ  

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ  ᕆᑦᓱᑦ  ᐸᐃᑕᓐ,  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᓪᓗ,   ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᓘ  ᑲᒧᒪᓐᔅ,  ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔨᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ,   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ    
ᐃᐅᕆᑲ  ᔨᐊᓪ,  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ,  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ   ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
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October 21, 2020 

His Worship Joshua Arreak 
Mayor of Pond Inlet 
Hamlet of Pond Inlet 

Dear Your Worship, 

Due to concerns stemming from COVID-19, the Government of Nunavut has decided not to convene the 
Qikiqtaaluk Socio-economic Monitoring Committee (QSEMC) this year. In addition to being a requirement of 
the Mary River Project Certificate, the QSEMC has historically provided an opportunity to engage on the 
Project’s socio-economic monitoring program and discuss the issues of importance to North Baffin 
communities.  

Baffinland is therefore writing to invite you to a teleconference to discuss the Project’s socio-economic 
monitoring program. Baffinland would like to use this time to provide an overview of the results of the 2019 
Mary River Socio-economic Monitoring Program for existing operations. More importantly, we would like to 
hear from you about the issues important to you and the members of your community. We will use your 
input to help us refine Baffinland’s monitoring program and continue to evolve ongoing operations. In 
advance of the meeting Baffinland will provide bilingual meeting materials.  

Upon completion of this series of meetings with Hamlet Councils and community service providers, 
Baffinland will use the information shared to inform our 2020 Annual Socio-Economic Monitoring Report to 
the Nunavut Impact Review Board. Further, a summary of the meetings will be prepared and submitted to 
the QSEMC to inform the group of discussions that took place.  

Should you be available and wish to participate in a teleconference on this subject please let us know which 
of the following time slots works for your schedule, or if a different time and date are preferable. 

- November 12, 2020 10:00am-12:00 pm
- November 13, 2020 1:00pm-3:00 pm

Please let us know if you would like interpretation to be arranged for this call. You can contact Andrew by 
email at andrew.moore@baffinland.com, or by phone at 416-997-1495 to arrange a time meeting time. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Moore 
Manager, Government Relations and Public Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

Joe Tigullaraq 
Head, Northern Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

c.c. Richard Paton, Director, IQ and Engagement, Qikiqtani Inuit Association  
Lou Kamermans, Senior Director Sustainable Development, Baffinland  
Erika Zell, Manager, Environmental Assessment and Regulation, Government of Nunavut  
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ᐅᑐᐱᕆ  21, 2020 

ᓂᖅᓱᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ  ᔭᐃᐱᑎ  ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕿᐊᖅ  
ᒪᐃᔭ  ᓴᓂᕋᔭᖕᒧᑦ    
ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓂᕋᔭᖕᒥ    

ᐊᓲᔪᑎᑦ  ᓂᖅᓱᕐᓇᕐᓃᑦ,   

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ   ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.    ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥ,    ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓃᑦ    ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ   ᐱᕕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ   ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.    

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᙵᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ   ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ   ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ   ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᕈᒪᕗᑦ  ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓄᑦ.   ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ,  ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᖕᓄᓪᓗ.    ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓯ  
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐋᖅᒃᒋᐊᖅᐸᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ.  ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒡᓗ  
ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ.      

ᐱᔭᕇᕈᑎᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ,  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᒥᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  2020  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ   ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ,  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.    

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ   ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᓪᓗ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ   ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ  
ᓇᓕᐊᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐱᕕᖕᒥᒃ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥᒡᓗ  ᐊᑐᖔᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ.    

- ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 16, 2020 10:00  ᐅᓛᒃᑯᑦ-12:00 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᖕᒧᑦ
- ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 17, 2020 1:00  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ -3:00  ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ   ᑐᓵᔨᖃᕈᒪᒍᔅᓯ  ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ  ᑕᓚᕘᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.    ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ   ᐋᓐᓄᕈ   ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᕗᖓ  andrew.moore@baffinland.com  ,    ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᓪᓘᓃᐃᑦ   ᐅᕗᖓ  416-997-1495 
ᐸᕐᓇᖁᓪᓗᓯ  ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ.    

mailto:andrew.moore@baffinland.com
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ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐋᓐᓄᕈ  ᒧᐊ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ   

ᔫ  ᑎᒍᓪᓚᒐᖅ   
ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎ,  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓃᑦ,   
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ  

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ  ᕆᑦᓱᑦ  ᐸᐃᑕᓐ,  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᓪᓗ,   ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᓘ  ᑲᒧᒪᓐᔅ,  ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔨᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ,   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ    
ᐃᐅᕆᑲ  ᔨᐊᓪ,  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ,  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ   ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
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October 21, 2020 

His Worship Jaypeetee Audlakiak 
Mayor of Sanirajak 
Hamlet of Sanirajak 

Dear Your Worship, 

Due to concerns stemming from COVID-19, the Government of Nunavut has decided not to convene the 
Qikiqtaaluk Socio-economic Monitoring Committee (QSEMC) this year. In addition to being a requirement of 
the Mary River Project Certificate, the QSEMC has historically provided an opportunity to engage on the 
Project’s socio-economic monitoring program and discuss the issues of importance to North Baffin 
communities.  

Baffinland is therefore writing to invite you to a teleconference to discuss the Project’s socio-economic 
monitoring program. Baffinland would like to use this time to provide an overview of the results of the 2019 
Mary River Socio-economic Monitoring Program for existing operations. More importantly, we would like to 
hear from you about the issues important to you and the members of your community. We will use your 
input to help us refine Baffinland’s monitoring program and continue to evolve ongoing operations. In 
advance of the meeting Baffinland will provide bilingual meeting materials.  

Upon completion of this series of meetings with Hamlet Councils and community service providers, 
Baffinland will use the information shared to inform our 2020 Annual Socio-Economic Monitoring Report to 
the Nunavut Impact Review Board. Further, a summary of the meetings will be prepared and submitted to 
the QSEMC to inform the group of discussions that took place.  

Should you be available and wish to participate in a teleconference on this subject please let us know which 
of the following time slots works for your schedule, or if a different time and date are preferable. 

- November 16, 2020 10:00am- 12:00pm
- November 17, 2020 1:00-3:00pm

Please let us know if you would like interpretation to be arranged for this call. You can contact Andrew by 
email at andrew.moore@baffinland.com, or by phone at 416-997-1495 to arrange a meeting time. 

Kind regards, 

Andrew Moore 
Manager, Government Relations and Public Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

Joe Tigullaraq 
Head, Northern Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

c.c. Richard Paton, Director, IQ and Engagement, Qikiqtani Inuit Association  
Lou Kamermans, Senior Director Sustainable Development, Baffinland  
Erika Zell, Manager, Environmental Assessment and Regulation, Government of Nunavut  
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October 21, 2020 

His Worship Merlyn Recinos 
Mayor of Igloolik 
Hamlet of Igloolik 

Dear Your Worship, 

Due to concerns stemming from COVID-19, the Government of Nunavut has decided not to convene the 
Qikiqtaaluk Socio-economic Monitoring Committee (QSEMC) this year. In addition to being a requirement of 
the Mary River Project Certificate, the QSEMC has historically provided an opportunity to engage on the 
Project’s socio-economic monitoring program and discuss the issues of importance to North Baffin 
communities.  

Baffinland is therefore writing to invite you to a teleconference to discuss the Project’s socio-economic 
monitoring program. Baffinland would like to use this time to provide an overview of the results of the 2019 
Mary River Socio-economic Monitoring Program for existing operations. More importantly, we would like to 
hear from you about the issues important to you and the members of your community. We will use your 
input to help us refine Baffinland’s monitoring program and continue to evolve ongoing operations. In 
advance of the meeting Baffinland will provide bilingual meeting materials.  

Upon completion of this series of meetings with Hamlet Councils and community service providers, 
Baffinland will use the information shared to inform our 2020 Annual Socio-Economic Monitoring Report to 
the Nunavut Impact Review Board. Further, a summary of the meetings will be prepared and submitted to 
the QSEMC to inform the group of discussions that took place.  

Should you be available and wish to participate in a teleconference on this subject please let us know which 
of the following time slots works for your schedule, or if a different time and date are preferable. 

- November 9, 2020 10:00 am -12:00 pm
- November 10, 2020 1:00pm- 3:00 pm

Please let us know if you would like interpretation to be arranged for this call. You can contact Andrew by 
email at andrew.moore@baffinland.com, or by phone at 416-997-1495 to arrange a meeting time. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Moore 
Manager, Government Relations and Public Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

Joe Tigullaraq 
Head, Northern Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

c.c. Richard Paton, Director, IQ and Engagement, Qikiqtani Inuit Association  
Lou Kamermans, Senior Director Sustainable Development, Baffinland  
Erika Zell, Manager, Environmental Assessment and Regulation, Government of Nunavut  
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ᐅᑐᐱᕆ  21, 2020 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ  ᑯᕕᑦ-19ᒧᑦ   ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒪᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ  ᑕᒫᓂ  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.    ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ  ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥ,    ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓃᑦ    ᕿᒪᒃᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ   ᐱᕕᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ   
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ   ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᓪᓗ  ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ  
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᔪᑦ   ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ  ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.    

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᙵᓴᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ   ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ   ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ  
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ   ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᐊᑐᕈᒪᕗᑦ  ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ  ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ  2019ᒥ  ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ  ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ  ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓄᑦ.   ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᓗᐊᖅᐳᖅ,  ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᑕ  ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᑦ  
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ  ᐱᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᖕᓄᓪᓗ.    ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᕗᑦ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓯ  
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ  ᐋᖅᒃᒋᐊᖅᐸᒡᓗᒋᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ  
ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ.  ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒃ  ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑑᖓᔪᓂᒡᓗ  
ᑎᑎᕋᓂᒃ.      

ᐱᔭᕇᕈᑎᒃ  ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᒃ  ᕼᐊᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ  ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ,  
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᔭᒥᓂᒃ  ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  2020  ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎ  ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ   ᓄᓇᕘᒥ  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.  ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ,  ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓂᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ  ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ  
ᐃᓅᓯᒃᑯᑦ  ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᑎᒍᓪᓗ  ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ  ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ  
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.    

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ   ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᓪᓗ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ   ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ  
ᓇᓕᐊᒃ  ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑦ  ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᔭᕐᓄᑦ,  ᐊᓯᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ  ᐱᕕᖕᒥᒃ  ᐅᓪᓗᕐᒥᒡᓗ  ᐊᑐᖔᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ.    

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ  ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᓪᓗ  ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᑦ  ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ  ᑖᓱᒧᖓ  ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᒧᑦ    
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᐸᑦ   ᐋᓐᓄᕈ   ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ  ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ  ᐅᕗᖓ  andrew.moore@baffinland.com  , 
ᑕᓚᕘᒃᑯᓪᓘᓃᐃᑦ   ᐅᕗᖓ  416-997-1495   ᐸᕐᓇᖁᓪᓗᓯ  ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ.    

ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐋᓐᓄᕈ  ᒧᐊ  
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᒐᕙᒪᓄᑦ  ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᓪᓗ  ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᑦ 
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ   

ᔫ  ᑎᒍᓪᓚᒐᖅ   
ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎ,  ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᓃᑦ,   
ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ  ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ  ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖏᑦ  

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦ  ᕆᑦᓱᑦ  ᐸᐃᑕᓐ,  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ  ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓃᓪᓗ,   ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ  ᐃᓄᐃᑦ  ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ 
ᓘ  ᑲᒧᒪᓐᔅ,  ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔨᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ  ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ  ᓴᓇᓂᕐᓄᑦ,   ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐ    
ᐃᐅᕆᑲ  ᔨᐊᓪ,  ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ,  ᐊᕙᑎᓄᑦ  ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓄᑦ  ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᓄᓪᓗ,  ᓄᓇᕘᒃᑯᑦ   ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ 
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October 21, 2020 

Due to concerns stemming from COVID-19, the Government of Nunavut has decided not to convene the 
Qikiqtaaluk Socio-economic Monitoring Committee (QSEMC) this year. In addition to being a requirement of 
the Mary River Project Certificate, the QSEMC has historically provided an opportunity to engage on the 
Project’s socio-economic monitoring program and discuss the issues of importance to North Baffin 
communities.  

Baffinland is therefore writing to invite you to a teleconference to discuss the Project’s socio-economic 
monitoring program. Baffinland would like to use this time to provide an overview of the results of the 2019 
Mary River Socio-economic Monitoring Program for existing operations. More importantly, we would like to 
hear from you about the issues important to you and the members of your community. We will use your 
input to help us refine Baffinland’s monitoring program and continue to evolve ongoing operations. In 
advance of the meeting Baffinland will provide bilingual meeting materials.  

Upon completion of this series of meetings with Hamlet Councils and community service providers, 
Baffinland will use the information shared to inform our 2020 Annual Socio-Economic Monitoring Report to 
the Nunavut Impact Review Board. Further, a summary of the meetings will be prepared and submitted to 
the QSEMC to inform the group of discussions that took place.  

Should you be available and wish to participate in a teleconference on this subject please contact Andrew by 
email at andrew.moore@baffinland.com, or by phone at 416-997-1495 to arrange a meeting time.  

Sincerely, 

Andrew Moore 
Manager, Government Relations and Public 
Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

Joe Tigullaraq 
Head, Northern Affairs 
Baffinland Iron Mines 

mailto:andrew.moore@baffinland.com
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 2020 INUIT EMPLOYEE SURVEY OVERVIEW 
 
The 2020 Inuit Employee Survey was conducted by Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation (Baffinland) to: 
 

 Collect employment, education, and housing information from Mary River Project (Project) Inuit 
employees, which Baffinland has been asked to collect under the terms of its Project Certificate 
issued by the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) 0F0F

1; and  

 Collect Inuit employee perspectives on other important topics including childcare and the role of 
Baffinland in their communities. 

 
The focus of this survey was on Inuit Baffinland employees and Inuit employees of contractors currently 
working at the Project (Inuit Project employees).  Site‐and community‐based survey administration 
occurred in September and October 2020 and was led by a team of Baffinland representatives.  Site‐
based survey administration occurred at both the Mine Site Complex (MSC) and Port Site Complex (PSC).  
Locations where in‐community surveying occurred included: 
 

 Arctic Bay 

 Clyde River     

 Igloolik    

 Iqaluit 

 Pond Inlet 

 Sanirajak 
 
Information collected during the survey has been used to address Project reporting requirements and 
improve Baffinland’s understanding of Inuit employee perspectives on issues of importance.    
 
The COVID‐19 pandemic required some modifications to the survey methodology in 2020.  Various 
measures were thus employed to ensure the health and safety of all Project employees, and appropriate 
adjustments were made to community and site‐based survey administration techniques.   
 

1.2 REPORT ORGANIZATION 
 
This report summarizes the results of the 2020 Inuit Employee Survey.  It is organized in the following 
manner: 
   

 Section 1 (i.e. this section) introduces the survey and the scope of this report’s contents. 

 Section 2 describes the methods used in the survey. 

 Section 3 summarizes the results of the survey. 

 Sections 4 and 5 provide concluding remarks and report references. 

 Appendix A includes a copy of the 2020 Inuit Employee Survey. 
 
 

 
1 See for example Project Certificate Term and Condition Nos. 133 and 140 in NIRB (2020).   
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2. METHODS 
 

2.1 SURVEY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
 
Several weeks of planning occurred prior to commencing the Inuit Employee Survey.  This included time 
spent developing the survey, designing survey administration protocols, assigning personnel roles, and 
organizing logistics for in‐community and on‐site survey administration.  Research ethics protocols were 
also reviewed by Baffinland and integrated into its surveying practices.  These included: 
 

 Communicating with the Nunavut Research Institute to confirm a Scientific Research Licence is 
not required for its employee surveys;  

 Use of informed consent, voluntary participation, and participant confidentiality measures;  

 Making the survey available in both English and Inuktitut;  

 Providing assistance to survey participants when requested; and 

 Making the survey content and results available for public review through the NIRB annual 
reporting process.   
 

Versions of the Inuit Employee Survey have been delivered by Baffinland since 2016.  As such, the survey 
continues to benefit from refinements identified by Baffinland and its stakeholders every year.  While 
several survey questions have remained largely the same, new topics and questions are also included 
where necessary.  For example, Project Certificate Term and Condition No. 133 encourages Baffinland to 
work with the Government of Nunavut (GN) in the design of the survey.  For the 2020 survey, the GN 
suggested a number of edits and requested new questions on housing and training be added, which 
Baffinland addressed.  Baffinland also included new questions on childcare and community experiences 
with the Project in the 2020 survey. 
 
The final 2020 survey had 24 main questions, as listed in Appendix A.  These questions were included in 
five survey sections: 
 

 General 

 Housing 

 Education and work experience 

 Baffinland in your community 

 Childcare

Two types of questions were included in the survey: 1) closed‐ended, and 2) open‐ended.  Closed‐ended 
questions provided a list of answer options that respondents could choose from.  Open‐ended questions 
did not have pre‐defined answers.  Respondents were asked to provide as many comments as they liked 
in the answer box for the open‐ended questions. 
 
Opportunities to participate in the survey were advertised at both the MSC and PSC in advance of the 
survey being administered.  Advertising occurred through announcements read by onsite managers and 
supervisors at daily ‘Toolbox’ meetings to encourage participation.  Inuit Project employees may have 
also been approached individually by Baffinland staff members to complete a survey.  Likewise, 
Baffinland Community Liaison Officers (BCLOs) and Northern Affairs staff called individual Inuit Project 
employees in their communities to discuss the survey and request participation. 
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Members of the survey administration team participated in one of three teleconference orientation 
sessions prior to survey commencement.  This orientation provided an overview of the survey, discussed 
scheduling matters, reviewed survey team roles, reviewed appropriate survey administration methods 
(topics included participant recruitment, confidentiality measures, maintaining impartiality, providing 
assistance, and collecting/filing surveys), and reviewed questions included in the survey, in addition to 
other relevant matters.  2020 survey team members are listed in Table 2‐1. 
 
Table 2‐1: 2020 Inuit Employee Survey team members 
 

Team Member  Position  Role 

Andrew Moore 
Baffinland – Manager, 

Government Relations and 
Public Affairs 

Overall survey oversight and management 
(off site) 

Joseph Tigullaraq 
Baffinland – Manager, Northern 

Affairs 
Community‐based survey oversight and 

management 

Devin Aviugana 
Baffinland – Assistant Manager, 

Northern Affairs 
Community‐based survey oversight and 

management 

Meena Oyukuluk  Baffinland – BCLO, Arctic Bay  Community‐based survey administration 

George Iqalukjuak  Baffinland – BCLO, Clyde River  Community‐based survey administration 

Lena Angutiqjuaq  Baffinland – BCLO, Igloolik  Community‐based survey administration 

Terry Killiktee  Baffinland – BCLO, Pond Inlet  Community‐based survey administration 

Deborah Qanatsiaq  Baffinland – BCLO, Sanirajak  Community‐based survey administration 

Jean‐Francois Fortier‐Doucet  Baffinland – HR Recruitment  Community‐based survey administration 

Cory Lester 
Baffinland – Superintendent, 
Human Resources & Labour 

Relations 

Site‐based survey oversight and 
management 

Jason Brown 
Baffinland – Manager, Human 
Resources and Labour Relations 

Site‐based survey oversight and 
management 

Dalton Head 
Baffinland – Trainer, Inuit 

Support 
Site‐based survey administration 

Rebecca Jones 
Baffinland – Inuit Engagement 

Coordinator 
Site‐based survey administration 

Reesie Churchill  Baffinland – Cultural Advisor  Site‐based survey administration 

Hannah Oolayou  Baffinland – Cultural Advisor  Site‐based survey administration 

Jason Prno  JPCSL – Consultant 
Survey design, analysis, and reporting; 
technical support to on‐site/community 

survey team (off site) 

Melissa Johnston  JPCSL – Consultant 
Survey data entry, results verification, and 

reporting (off site) 
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2.2 SURVEY ADMINISTRATION 
 
Site‐based survey administration occurred at both the MSC and PSC between September 7 – October 16, 
2020.  A six week administration period was used in order to accommodate Inuit employee shift changes 
associated with a 28‐day rotation implemented due to COVID‐19 precautions.  
 
In‐community survey administration generally occurred over a two week period from September 8‐22, 
2020 and was led by a team of Baffinland Community Liaison Officers (BCLOs) and Northern Affairs 
staff.1F1F

2   
 
Both site‐ and community‐based survey locations were utilized in order to address challenges associated 
with accessing employees during COVID‐19.  At the time of survey administration, all Nunavut‐resident 
employees had been placed on paid administrative leave in their home communities. 2F2F

3  However, non‐
Nunavut resident employees and employees of contractors (both Inuit and non‐Inuit) were still 
permitted to work at the Project via fly‐in/fly‐out rotations.  Multiple survey locations were thus 
required to engage the largest number of Inuit Project employees  possible.  Various health and safety 
protocols were utilized by Baffinland during in‐community survey administration to manage 
transmission risks associated with COVID‐19 (e.g. use of local survey administrators only, physical 
distancing, mask wearing, hand washing and enhanced cleaning measures, and options for contactless 
survey drop‐off). 
 
The on‐site and in‐community survey administration team had three primary roles: 
 

1) To locate and recruit survey respondents; 
2) To answer questions about the survey and provide assistance to respondents where 

needed; 
3) To collect and file completed surveys. 

 
Participation in the survey was completely voluntary and there were no negative consequences for 
those who decided not to participate.  For those respondents who chose to participate, they had the 
option of completing the survey on their own or with the assistance of a survey administrator.  Surveys 
could be completed in either English or Inuktitut, and respondents were free to skip any questions they 
did not wish to answer.  Participants were informed their responses would remain confidential and their 
names would not be used publicly by Baffinland.  However, it was noted the survey information they 
provided could be used by Baffinland in public reports and/or presentations.   
 
Respondents were instructed to drop off completed surveys with survey administration team members, 
or at relevant Baffinland offices in the North Baffin communities / Iqaluit by a specified date.  Individuals 
who returned completed surveys were entered into prize draws to encourage survey participation. 

   

 
2 This two week survey administration period had to be slightly modified in two instances: 1) in Igloolik, where  
administrative issues required the survey administration period to be changed to September 22 – October 6; and 
2) in Sanirajak where the survey administration period was shortened to September 8‐18 due to leave taken by the 
survey administrator in that community. 
3 This decision was made after considering  direction and guidance provided by Nunavut’s Chief Public Health 
Officer.   
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2.3 DATA ANALYSIS 
 
Survey data analysis was completed in several stages.  The first stage involved assembling all completed 
hard copy versions of the surveys and scanning digital copies of them into a central folder.  Survey data 
was then manually entered into a results database.  This database was pre‐developed in Microsoft Excel 
and included a set of data entry instructions that were to be followed.  Upon completing data entry, 
survey results were checked and verified for accuracy.  A random sample of five questions in 10% of the 
completed surveys were compared against the data recorded in the results database.  If more than 25% 
of the sample selection had errors, all the survey results were to be re‐checked for accuracy.  This 
threshold was not surpassed. 
 
Quantitative survey results were then calculated and qualitative survey results were prepared using the 
completed database.  Summary statistics and results were subsequently developed and presented in 
report format (i.e. this report).  In the various charts/figures presented in this report ‘n=’ refers to the 
sample size that is being reported on.  In most cases this is the total number of surveys that were 
received.  However, survey questions with follow‐up components may have a smaller reported sample 
size representing only respondents who answered affirmatively to precursor questions.  Other questions 
may have smaller sample sizes because of their focus on respondents with particular traits (e.g. Nunavut 
residents only).  Qualitative survey results (e.g. comments, suggestions, or concerns) have been 
presented as completely as possible, although minor editing has occurred in some instances to correct 
for spelling, grammar, or other issues.   
 
In total, 82 surveys were completed.  A modified approach to calculating a survey response rate has 
been used.  Namely, the number of completed surveys (82) was divided by the total number of Inuit 
Project employees on staff in Q3 2020 (252).3F3F

4  This is a general, but likely conservative approximation of 
the survey response rate.  This is because the calculation includes all Inuit Project employees who 
worked on the Project during all of Q3 2020 (including community‐based positions that were excluded 
from participating in the survey and individuals who may no longer be working for the Company or a 
contractor), rather than only those who were present on site/in communities during the much shorter 
survey administration period.  Using this method, a 32.5% response rate to the 2020 Inuit Employee 
Survey was achieved.   
 

2.4 PARTICIPANT CONFIDENTIALITY 
 
Survey participant confidentiality was ensured in several ways.  Foremost, participants were provided 
with written assurances (in the introductory section of each survey) their responses would remain 
confidential and their names would not be used in any public reports and/or presentations by 
Baffinland.  Furthermore, survey respondents were not asked to include their name or personal 
identifying information on any returned surveys.  The topic of participant confidentiality was also 
reviewed during the orientation program delivered to survey administration team members, and 
appropriate protocols to manage confidentiality were discussed.  Survey team members were instructed 
not to discuss the results of individual surveys with anyone, not to associate individual participants with 
any survey results, and to ensure completed survey documents were not distributed to anyone outside 
the survey team.  Survey team members were also instructed to store all completed surveys in a secure 
and private location.  They were notified they would be required to destroy all survey records in their 

 
4 Data obtained from Baffinland internal records. 
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possession once instructed by management (i.e. following survey completion and stakeholder review of 
survey report). 
 

2.5 LIMITATIONS 
 
While efforts were made to capture major rotations of current site‐based employees, individuals on 
vacation, medical, or other types of leave at the time of the survey would not have been captured in the 
survey recruitment efforts.  Survey recruitment efforts would have also missed any community‐based 
individuals who were outside their community during the survey administration period. 
 
Furthermore, some returned surveys contained unanswered questions or unclear responses.  Where 
closed‐ended survey answers were not provided or were unclear, results were recorded and presented 
in this report as ‘unknown’.  Where conflicting answers between precursor and follow‐up questions 
were provided, only responses to precursor questions were typically recorded.  Where open‐ended 
survey answers were not provided, results were left blank in the results database and have not been 
presented in this report.  Where open‐ended survey answers were unclear, results were recorded and 
are presented in this report as ‘unknown’.   
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3. 2020 INUIT EMPLOYEE SURVEY RESULTS 
 

3.1 GENERAL 
 
Question 1: Gender 

 

 
 
Question 2a: Are you Inuit or non‐Inuit? 
 

 
Note:   

1. For the purposes of this report, all respondents were assumed to be Inuit.  This decision was made 

following confirmation by survey administrators that all individuals surveyed were Inuit. 

 

Male
67.1% (55)

Female
31.7% (26)

Unknown
1.2% (1)

Question #1 (n=82)

Inuit
97.6% (80)

Non‐Inuit
1.2% (1)

Unknown
1.2% (1)

Question #2a (n=82)
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Question 2b: If you are Inuit, are you enrolled under the Nunavut Agreement? 
 

 
 

Question 3: Please indicate your age 
 

 
 

   

Yes
90.2% (74)

No
2.4% (2)

Unknown
7.3% (6)

Question #2b (n=82)

Under 30 years 
old

26.8% (22)

30 to 39 years old
34.1% (28)

40 to 49 years old
20.7% (17)

50 to 59 years old
14.6% (12)

Over 60 years old
3.7% (3)

Question #3 (n=82)
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Question 4: Who do you work for? 
 

 
 
Question 5: Do you work full‐time or seasonal? 
 

 
 

   

Baffinland
75.6% (62)

Contractor
23.2% (19)

Unknown
1.2% (1)

Question #4 (n=82)

Full‐time
93.9% (77)

Seasonal
6.1% (5)

Question #5 (n=82)



2020 Mary River Project Inuit Employee Survey Report  10 

 

Question 6: How long have you worked for your current employer (Baffinland or contractor)? 
 

Less than 1 year
20.7% (17)

At least 1 year, 
but less than 2 

years
29.3% (24)

At least 2 years, 
but less than 3 

years
18.3% (15) 3+ years

30.5% (25)

Unknown
1.2% (1)

Question #6 (n=82)
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3.2 HOUSING 
 

Question 7: What is your current community of residence? 
 

 
 

Question 8: What type of housing do you currently live in? 
 

 
Note:  

1. One respondent selected “Privately owned – Owned by another individual” for Question 8, but then 

selected “I already own my own home” for Question 10.  Despite this discrepancy, these responses were 

left as they appeared in the survey.    

Arctic Bay
14.6% (12)

Clyde River
9.8% (8)

Igloolik
17.1% (14)

Iqaluit
7.3% (6)

Pond Inlet
13.4% (11)

Sanirajak
20.7% (17)

Non‐Nunavut 
Community
17.1% (14)

Question #7 (n=82)

Privately owned ‐
Owned by you

6.1% (5)

Privately owned ‐
Owned by 
another 
individual
17.1% (14)

Renting from a 
private company

11.0% (9)

Public housing
54.9% (45)

Government of 
Nunavut staff 

housing
2.4% (2) Other

7.3% (6)

Unknown
1.2% (1)

Question #8 (n=82)
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Question 9: Have you ever considered purchasing a home in your community? 
 

 
 
Question 10: If you have not purchased your own home, could you please explain why? 
 
The number of responses received for Question 10 are tabulated below: 
 

Explanation  Number of Responses 

I already own my own home  5 

I have not been able to save enough money for 
a down payment 

25 

The mortgage payments would be too high  7 

Maintaining a home is too expensive 
(maintenance, utilities etc.) 

10 

I do not know how to go about purchasing a 
home 

24 

I applied to the Nunavut Downpayment 
Assistance Program to help with purchasing a 
home, but my application was denied  

0 

There are no houses for sale in my community  14 

There are no houses for sale in my community 
that meet my, and/or my family’s, needs 

3 

I do not want to own my own home  14 

Other  15 

Note:  
1. One respondent selected “Privately owned – Owned by another individual” for Question 8, but then 

selected “I already own my own home” for Question 10.  Despite this discrepancy, these responses were 

left as they appeared in the survey.   

 
 

Yes
43.9% (36)

No
48.8% (40)

I already own my 
own home
4.9% (4)

Unknown
2.4% (2)

Question #9 (n=82)
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15 respondents selected ‘Other’ and provided the following responses (one individual did not provide 
additional written explanation): 
 

 I'm already ok with my rental apartment, maintaining a home seems to be expensive 

 Never thought about it 

 Never thought about buying house 

 Not enough houses in Clyde 

 My mother owns a home, which I live in 

 Renting a room 

 Love to own a home/house 

 Looking.  Pretty Fussy. 

 Living in Ottawa so I don't know 

 Bad credit 

 Waiting on housing association 

 Shortage of houses ‐ Moved back to mom’s due to camp life (spouse) 

 I live with my mom 

 I want to apply for renting a house 

Question 11: Are you aware of the Nunavut Downpayment Assistance Program offered by the Nunavut 
Housing Corporation? 
 

 
 
   

Yes
30.5% (25)

No
69.5% (57)

Question #11 (n=82)
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Question 12a: In the past 12 months, have you moved from one residence to another residence? 
 

 
 
Question 12b:  If you answered ‘Yes, from one community to another community’, which community did 
you move from?  
 
Responses included: 4F4F

5 

 Moved from Quebec to Sanirajak 

 Moved from Sanirajak to Arctic Bay 

 Moved from Clyde River to Ottawa 

 Moved from an unknown location to Ottawa 

   

 
5 Respondents who indicated they had moved to a different community (n=4) were asked which community they 
had moved from; this result was compared against their current community of residence provided in Question 7.   

Yes, within my 
community
12.2% (10)

Yes, from one 
community to 

another 
community
4.9% (4)

No, I have not 
moved

81.7% (67)

Unknown
1.2% (1)

Question #12a (n=82)



2020 Mary River Project Inuit Employee Survey Report  15 

 

Question 13a: Do you plan on moving from one residence to another residence in the next 12 months? 
 

 
 
Question 13b: If you answered ‘Yes, from one community to another community’, which community are 
you planning to move to? 
 
Responses included: 5F5F

6 

 Planning to move from Sanirajak to an unknown location 

 Planning to move from Sanirajak to Iqaluit 

 Planning to move from Ottawa to somewhere in Alberta or British Columbia 

 Planning to move from Igloolik to an unknown location 

   

 
6 Respondents who indicated they intended to move to a different community (n=4) were asked which community 
they intended to move to; this result was compared against their current community of residence provided in 
Question 7.   

Yes, within my 
community
7.2% (6)

Yes, from one 
community to 

another 
community
4.8% (4)

No
80.7% (67)

Unknown
7.2% (6)

Question #13a (n=83)
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3.3 EDUCATION AND WORK EXPERIENCE 
 
Question 14: What is the highest education level you have obtained? 
 

 
 
Question 15a: Were you enrolled in an academic or vocational program at the time of your hire at the 
Mary River Project? 
 

 
 
   

Less than high 
school

41.5% (34)

High school 
diploma or 
equivalent
28.0% (23)

Apprenticeship or 
trades certificate 

or diploma
8.5% (7)

College, or other 
non‐university 
certificate or 
diploma
17.1% (14)

University 
certificate or 
diploma 
2.4% (2)

Unknown
2.4% (2)

Question #14 (n=82)

Yes
7.3% (6)

No
85.4% (70)

Unknown
7.3% (6)

Question #15a (n=82)
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Question 15b: If you answered ‘Yes’, what program were you enrolled in and where were you enrolled?  
 
Responses included: 

 OETIO in Morrisburg 

 Arctic [illegible] 

 Apprenticeship program at Baffinland 

 Welding apprentice, Mary River 

 Doing a Class 3 course in Arctic Bay (air brake course) 

Question 15c: If you answered ‘Yes’, did you suspend or discontinue your education because you were 
hired to work at the Mary River Project?  
 

 
 
   

Yes
16.7% (1)

No
83.3% (5)

Question #15c (n=6)
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Question 16a: Did you resign from a previous job in order to take up employment with the Mary River 
Project? 
 

 
Note:  

1. As confirmed in responses to Questions 16c and 16d, at least some of the individuals who left a previous 

employment position were already working for the Project in another capacity at the time. 

Question 16b: If you answered ‘Yes’, what was your previous employment status?   
 

   
 
   

Yes
23.2% (19)No

76.8% (63)

Question #16a (n=82)

Casual
10.5% (2)

Part‐time
15.8% (3)

Full‐time
68.4% (13)

Unknown
5.3% (1)

Question #16b (n=19)
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Question 16c: If you answered ‘Yes’, what was your previous job title? 
 
Responses included: 

 Community justice outreach worker  

 I worked at the Hamlet, before I went 

to Baffinland (secretary) 

 Housekeeping/dishwasher 

 3rd cook for Q.I.L. at Baffinland 

 Stock boy 

 Sewage/water truck driver 

 QIL fire watch 

 I was a Polar Bear monitor for QIL up at 

Baffinland and also a fire watch for 

PWH (Port Site) 

 Housekeeper 

 Medical interpreter 

 Project coordinator 

 Program officer, Government of 

Nunavut Department of Culture & 

Heritage  

 Guest services 

 Housekeeping 

 Water/sewage swamper 

 Electrical apprentice/housing 

maintainer 

 Dishwasher and laundry 

 Water truck driver, school bus driver

 
Question 16d: If you answered ‘Yes’, who was your previous employer? 
 
Responses included: 

 Hamlet of Sanirajak 

 QIL 

 Qikiqtani Inuit Logistics at Baffinland 

 Northern Stores Inc. 

 Hamlet of Clyde River 

 Chris Malley and AJ 

 Ottawa Health Services Network 

Incorporated 

 Pauktuutit Inuit Women of Canada 

 Horizon North 

 Nasittuq 

 Don't remember 

 Hamlet garage 

 Igloolik Housing Association 

 Hamlet of Igloolik 

 
 
Question 17: If Baffinland or other agencies were to offer additional education or training programs for 
mine employees, what kind of programs would you be interested in? 
 
The number of responses received for Question 17 are tabulated below: 
 

Education or Training Program  Number of Responses 

Financial management  30 

Literacy and numeracy  8 

Training to prepare for a different job at the 
mine 

47 

Traditional skills  21 

Other  22 
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22 respondents selected ‘Other’ and provided the following responses (several individuals did not 
provide additional written explanation): 
 

 Computer 

 Mechanic 

 Managerial training 

 Other equipment 

 Knowledge about our culture and traditional skills from Elders 

 HR management 

 Technical 

 Small engine repair, map making and reading 

 Update computer skills 

 More education on policy such as getting more understanding of our contract 

 Office admin./manager 

 Go to mine ops and settle in that department 

 Heavy equipment 

 Yes we want to train 

 Welding/Fountain Tire/tool crib 
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3.4 BAFFINLAND IN YOUR COMMUNITY 
 
Question 18a: How has your ability to provide for you and your family changed since obtaining Project 
employment? 
 

 
 
Question 18b: Do you have any comments, suggestions, or concerns you would like to share? 
 
Responses included: 

 I realize I can have a career at mine site.  Thank you for employing me. 

 Babysitting funding would be great. The father of my children and I work within BIM, and I give 

all/most of my pay to our babysitter. 

 I am able to support my small family and help my parents 

 I have bought myself a 4 wheeler, ski‐doo and I have my own vehicle since I started working at 

the site. I am also able to help out with groceries now with my siblings. 

 Best job ever! 

 I want to come back to work 

 Yes our playground needs to be updated it was fixed in 1900s 

 More raise on wages each year 

 Separated / learned good things in camp 

 
   

Very improved
17.1% (14)

Improved
50.0% (41)

Neutral (i.e. no 
effect)

23.2% (19)

Very worsened
1.2% (1)

Variable (i.e. both 
improved and 
worsened)
7.3% (6)

Unknown
1.2% (1)

Question #18a (n=82)
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Question 19a: How has the health and well‐being of you and your family changed since obtaining Project 
employment?   
 

 
 
Question 19b: Do you have any comments, suggestions, or concerns you would like to share? 
 
Responses included: 

 Long 2 weeks away 

 It's good to know changes with workplace 

 Very hard to get housing 

 My small family has been growing so I get to be able to take care of them 

 Can't wait to go back to work because EI is too low 

 Providing food on the table is easier 

 Able to financially provide for family and pay debts 

 As a single parent I am now more able to provide what my children need (better food) because I 

make more money 

 I need more sleep 

 My body constantly has to adapt to home/site diet, environment, atmosphere 

 Offer more healthy options for supper 

   

Very improved
6.1% (5)

Improved
43.9% (36)

Neutral (i.e. no 
effect)

39.0% (32)

Worsened
2.4% (2)

Very worsened
1.2% (1)

Variable (i.e. both 
improved and 
worsened)
6.1% (5)

Unknown
1.2% (1)

Question #19a (n=82)
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Question 20a: How has you and your family’s ability to participate in harvesting or other land‐based 
activities changed since obtaining Project employment?   
 

 
Note:  

1. For Question 20a and 20b, this report includes responses from Nunavut‐based employees only. 

Question 20b: Do you have any comments, suggestions, or concerns you would like to share? 
 
Responses included: 

 I have money to buy supplies and 2 weeks off offers time to harvest 

 Very high living cost in small community  

 I am able to help out with gasoline or groceries to help my brothers to go out with hunters 

 I get to have 2 weeks off for hunting only 

 I am able to help with gas and groceries and some hunting equipment 

 Both my skidoo and 4‐wheeler has been used and still is being used to go out on the land 

 I now have the time off during off‐rotation to do out on the land activities 

 Not enough time on vacation each year 

 Obtaining Project employment made it easier to be able to get on the land, but the rotation 

made it harder to stay on the land longer now 

   

Very improved
10.3% (7)

Improved
33.8% (23)

Neutral (i.e. no 
effect)

47.1% (32)

Worsened
2.9% (2)

Variable (i.e. both 
improved and 
worsened)
5.9% (4)

Question #20a (n=68)
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Question 21a: Overall, how has your community’s well‐being been affected by the Project?   
 

 
Note:  

1. For Question 21a and 21b, this report includes responses from Nunavut‐based employees only. 

Question 21b: Do you have any comments, suggestions, or concerns you would like to share? 
 
Responses included: 

 GDP of Sanirajak improved 

 When are we going to receive raise from workplace 

 They provide job opportunities and training that we wouldn't have the opportunity in the 

community 

 All I see now are new 4 wheelers, skidoos and vehicles coming in steady since the mine opened 

 A lot of favouritism in workplace where white people get treated the best and us Inuit workers 

always get treated poorly in workplace 

 Less animals on hunting grounds 

 Not being able to get to site to work has been hard financially but easier on the family spending 

time together

Improved
32.4% (22)

Neutral (i.e. no 
effect)

48.5% (33)

Worsened
2.9% (2)

Variable (i.e. both 
improved and 
worsened)
11.8% (8)

Unknown
4.4% (3)

Question #21a (n=68)
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3.5 CHILDCARE 
 
Question 22: Do you have children under the age of 14 in your home? 
   

 
Note:  

1. For Question 22, this report includes responses from Nunavut‐based employees only. 

Question 23a: Do you currently use childcare services in your community so that you can go to work?  
This includes formal childcare that you pay for (e.g. licenced daycare) and informal childcare provided by 
others (e.g. unlicensed childcare provided by family or friends). 

 

 
Note:  

1. For Question 23a and 23b, this report includes responses from Nunavut‐based employees only. 

Yes
66.2% (45)

No
32.4% (22)

Unknown
1.5% (1)

Question #22 (n=68)

Yes
11.8% (8)

No
86.8% (59)

Unknown
1.5% (1)

Question #23a (n=68)
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Question 23b: If you answered ‘Yes’, do you use licenced or unlicensed childcare services currently? 
 

 
Note:  

1. For Question 23a and 23b, this report includes responses from Nunavut‐based employees only. 

Question 24: Do you feel there are sufficient options and access to childcare in your community? 
 

 
Note:  

1. For Question 24, this report includes responses from Nunavut‐based employees only. 

   

Licensed 
childcare
25.0% (2)

Unlicensed 
childcare
75.0% (6)

Question #23b (n=8)

Yes
44.1% (30)

No
44.1% (30)

Unknown
11.8% (8)

Question #24 (n=68)
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4. CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 

4.1 SUMMARY 
 
Under the terms of its NIRB Project Certificate, Baffinland is asked to conduct an annual Inuit Employee 
Survey.  The COVID‐19 pandemic required some modifications to the survey methodology in 2020.  
Various measures were thus employed to ensure the health and safety of all Project employees, and 
appropriate adjustments were made to community and site‐based survey administration techniques.  
Successful completion of the survey was not hindered by these changes. 
 
The survey conducted in 2020 collected employment, education, and housing information, as well as 
Inuit perspectives on topics such as childcare and the role of the Project and Baffinland in their 
communities.  The survey results will assist with Project monitoring and management, and provide 
valuable feedback to Baffinland on matters relevant to Inuit employees.   
 

4.2 REPORTING AND NEXT STEPS 
 
In addition to the presentation of survey results in this report, results may also be included in 
Baffinland’s Annual Reports to the NIRB and in summary format to Project employees at a later date.  
Other public reporting of survey results may also occur.  Opportunities for stakeholders to comment on 
this survey are offered through the NIRB Annual Report process. 
 
Baffinland will complete its next Inuit Employee Survey in 2021.  Relevant stakeholders will be engaged 
in the planning and conduct of that survey.   
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APPENDIX A: 2020 INUIT EMPLOYEE SURVEY 
 
 



  
 

Mary River Project 
2020 Inuit Employee Survey  

 
Overview: 
** Please note your participation in this survey is completely voluntary and no negative consequences will 
result to those who decide not to participate.  Responses will remain confidential ** 

This survey is being conducted by Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation (Baffinland) to: 

• Collect employment, education, and housing information from Project employees.  Baffinland has been 
asked to collect this information under the terms of its Project Certificate issued by the Nunavut Impact 
Review Board (NIRB); and  

• Collect Inuit employee perspectives on topics such as childcare and the role of the Mary River Project 
and Baffinland in their communities.  

Your responses to this survey will contribute to effective Project monitoring and management, and will provide 
feedback to Baffinland on matters affecting its employees.   
You may choose to complete this survey on your own or with the assistance of Baffinland staff.  You can also 
complete this survey in either English or Inuktitut and you may skip any questions you do not want to answer.  If 
you choose to complete this survey, your responses will remain confidential and your name will not be used.  
However, the information you provide may be used by Baffinland publicly (e.g. for reporting purposes).  If you 
have any questions you can contact your community’s Baffinland Community Liaison Officer, an Iqaluit Office 
employee, or a site-based survey administrator. 
Thank you for your participation. 
 
General  
 

1. Gender: 
□ Male  
□ Female 
□ Other 
 

2. a)  Are you: 
□ Inuit  
□ Non-Inuit  
 
b)  If you are Inuit, are you enrolled under the Nunavut Agreement? 
□ Yes  
□ No  

 
3. Please indicate your age: 
□   Under 30 years old 
□   30 to 39 years old     
□   40 to 49 years old    
□   50 to 59 years old    
□   Over 60 years old    



 
4. Who do you work for? 
□   Baffinland    
□   Contractor (Please identify): __________________________ 
 

5. Do you work: 
 □   Full-time 
 □   Seasonal    
 

6. How long have you worked for your current employer (Baffinland or contractor)? 
□   Less than 1 year 
□   At least 1 year, but less than 2 years     
□   At least 2 years, but less than 3 years 
□   3+ years  

 
Housing 
 

7. What is your current community of residence? 
□   Arctic Bay 
□   Clyde River     
□   Grise Fiord    
□   Igloolik    
□   Iqaluit 
□   Kimmirut 
□   Kinngait 

□   Pangnirtung       
□   Pond Inlet 
□   Qikiqtarjuaq 
□   Resolute Bay 
□   Sanikiluaq          
□   Sanirajak 
□   Other: __________________________ 

 
8. What type of housing do you currently live in? 
□   Privately owned – Owned by you 
□   Privately owned – Owned by another individual 
□   Renting from a private company 
□   Public housing 
□   Government of Nunavut staff housing   
□   Other staff housing   
□   Other: __________________________ 

 
9. Have you ever considered purchasing a home in your community? 
□   Yes 
□   No 
□   I already own my own home 

 
 
 
 



  
10. If you have not purchased your own home, could you please explain why?  (Select all that 

apply): 
□   I already own my own home 

□   I have not been able to save enough money for a down payment 

□   The mortgage payments would be too high 

□   Maintaining a home is too expensive (maintenance, utilities etc.) 

□   I do not know how to go about purchasing a home 

□   I applied to the Nunavut Downpayment Assistance Program to help with purchasing a home, but my 
application was denied  
□   There are no houses for sale in my community 

□   There are no houses for sale in my community that meet my, and/or my family’s, needs 

□   I do not want to own my own home 

□   Other.  Please specify: 

 
 
 
 

 
11. Are you aware of the Nunavut Downpayment Assistance Program offered by the Nunavut 

Housing Corporation? 
□   Yes 
□   No 
 

12. a)  In the past 12 months, have you moved from one residence to another residence? 
□   Yes, within my community 
□   Yes, from one community to another community 
□   No, I have not moved 

 
b)  If you answered ‘Yes, from one community to another community’, which community did you 

 move from?  
 
 
 
 
 

 
13. a)  Do you plan on moving from one residence to another residence in the next 12 months? 
□   Yes, within my community 
□   Yes, from one community to another community 
□   No 
 
 
 



 
b)  If you answered ‘Yes, from one community to another community’, which community are you 

 planning to move to?  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Education and Work Experience 
 

14. What is the highest education level you have obtained?  (Check only one box) 
□   Less than high school 
□   High school diploma or equivalent 
□   Apprenticeship or trades certificate or diploma 
□   College or other non-university certificate or diploma 
□   University certificate or diploma  

 
15. a)  Were you enrolled in an academic or vocational program at the time of your hire at the Mary 

River Project? 
□ Yes  
□ No   
 

 b)  If you answered ‘Yes’, what program were you enrolled in and where were you enrolled?  
 
 
 
 
 

 
c) If you answered ‘Yes’, did you suspend or discontinue your education because you were hired 

to work at the Mary River Project?  
□ Yes  
□ No   

 
16. a)  Did you resign from a previous job in order to take up employment with the Mary River 

Project? 
□ Yes 
□ No   
 
b)  If you answered ‘Yes’, what was your previous employment status?  (Check only one box) 
□ Casual  
□ Part-Time   
□ Full-Time   
 
 
 
 
 



  
c) If you answered ‘Yes’, what was your previous job title? 
 
 
 
 
 

 
d) If you answered ‘Yes’, who was your previous employer? 
 
 
 
 
 

 
17. If Baffinland or other agencies were to offer additional education or training programs for mine 

employees, what kind of programs would you be interested in?  (Select all that apply) 
□   Financial management 
□   Literacy and numeracy 
□   Training to prepare for a different job at the mine 
□   Traditional skills 

□   Other.  Please specify: 

 
 
 
 

 
Baffinland in Your Community   

 
18. a) How has your ability to provide for you and your family changed since obtaining Project 

employment?  (Check only one box) 
□   Very improved 
□   Improved 
□   Neutral (i.e. no effect) 
□   Worsened 
□   Very worsened 
□   Variable (i.e. both improved and worsened) 
 
b) Do you have any comments, suggestions, or concerns you would like to share? 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



 
19. a) How has the health and well-being of you and your family changed since obtaining Project 

employment?  (Check only one box) 
□   Very improved 
□   Improved 
□   Neutral (i.e. no effect) 
□   Worsened 
□   Very worsened 
□   Variable (i.e. both improved and worsened) 
 
b) Do you have any comments, suggestions, or concerns you would like to share? 
 
 
 
 
 

 
20. a) How has you and your family’s ability to participate in harvesting or other land-based 

activities changed since obtaining Project employment?  (Check only one box) 
□   Very improved 
□   Improved 
□   Neutral (i.e. no effect) 
□   Worsened 
□   Very worsened 
□   Variable (i.e. both improved and worsened) 
 
b) Do you have any comments, suggestions, or concerns you would like to share? 
 
 
 
 
 

 
21. a) Overall, how has your community’s well-being been affected by the Project?  (Check only one 

box) 
□   Very improved 
□   Improved 
□   Neutral (i.e. no effect) 
□   Worsened 
□   Very worsened 
□   Variable (i.e. both improved and worsened) 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  
b) Do you have any comments, suggestions, or concerns you would like to share? 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Childcare   
 

22. Do you have children under the age of 14 in your home? 
□   Yes 
□   No 

 
23. a) Do you currently use childcare services in your community so that you can go to work?  This 

includes formal childcare that you pay for (e.g. licenced daycare) and informal childcare provided 
by others (e.g. unlicensed childcare provided by family or friends).  
□   Yes 
□   No 

 
b) If you answered ‘Yes’, do you use licenced or unlicensed childcare services currently? 
□   Licensed childcare 
□   Unlicensed childcare 

 
24. Do you feel there are sufficient options and access to childcare in your community? 
□   Yes 
□   No 

 
Thank you for your participation! 

 
Please return this survey to your Baffinland Community Liaison Officer, an 

Iqaluit Office employee, or a site-based survey administrator. 
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