ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᖏᑦ
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᕗᑦ ᑲᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ) ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓘᔮᖕᓂ ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓇᓲᑎᖓᓂ
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ
ᐊᓯᓂᓪᓗ
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ.
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᑦᑐᓪᓛᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑖᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᓇᑕ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᖁᔭᓕᕗᒍᓪᓗ ᐱᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ.
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ (5.7.3), ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓰᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓰᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᑰᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ; ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖏᑦ
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓪᓗ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᑐᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᓪᓗ
ᐊᑐᓪᓗᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ;
ᑎᓕᓯᓂᖅ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ,
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᐃᓚᖃᖏᖦᖢᑎᒡᓘᓃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᒃᑎᒍᓪᓗ, ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐊᖏᓂᓕᒃᑯᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᑐᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᓪᓗ
ᐊᑐᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑎᒍᑦ;
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᒃᑯᓪᓗ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓲᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ.
ᑕᑲᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᙵᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓇᓲᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᒪᕐᕈᐊᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕆᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᖏᑦ
ᐱᕕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒍᓪᓘᓃᑦ
ᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ,
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑕᓗ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ.
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑲᑦᑕ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᓕᐅᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ,
ᐃᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ
ᐃᓂᒋᖁᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ
ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᕐᒥ.
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓄᑦ,
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᖕᒥᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᖁᔭᐅᔪᒦᑎᓪᓗᒍ (ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ 1 ᐋᒡᒌᓯ
2019ᒥ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᕐᓘᓃᑦ ᐄ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑉ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᖓᓂ).
ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᙱᓚᒍᑦ
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ
ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 2017ᒥ
ᐊᑭᕋᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ.
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕋᑦᑕ
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ,
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑖᓕᐅᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ.
ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᙱᓚᒍᑦ
ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᓇᓱᒋᓇᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᑑᑎᓕᖕᓂᒡᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᕋᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕋᑎᒃ
ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂ
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ, ᓵᒋᐊᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᕋᓱᒋᓇᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕌᖓᑕ ᖃᖓᓗ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕌᖓᑕ. ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᐳᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐ ᑐᐊᕕᐅᑎᒋᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᓴᓇᓂᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᑎᒡᓗ
ᑭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖅᓴᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ.
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ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᓪᓚᒃᑲᑦᑎᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓃᑦ
ᓯᑯᑎᒍᑦ,
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᓗᐊᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕈᑎᒡᓘᓃᑦ
ᓯᑯᑎᒍᑦ.
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᙱᓚᒍᑦ
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ
ᓯᑯᑎᒍᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑎᒍᑦ
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᓗᑎᒃ – ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓃᑉᐸᒡᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᓱᐊᓂᓗ
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓃᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ.
ᑐᑭᓯᙱᓚᒍᑦ
ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ
ᑭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᒑᑕ
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᓇᐃᒡᓕᕆᐊᖁᒍᑦᑎᒍᑦ
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑯᒥᒃ,
ᐃᒃᐱᒋᓗᓂᒋᓪᓘᓃᑦ ᓇᑦᑎᕋᓲᓰᑦ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕌᖓᑦ (ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 15 ᑭᖑᕙᖓᓛᖑᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᕋᔭᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ
ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ).
ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐ ᐅᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅᑕᖃᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᕉᖅ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᑭᓱᓕᒫᓄᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓱᓕᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸ? ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᓯᒪᓕᕇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ,
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ. ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᙱᓚᒍᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒪᓇᓱᒋᓇᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ,
ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᓪᓗ
ᑕᐃᒎᓯᕗᑦ
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑎᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᑎᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᓕᒫᒥᒍᑦ
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑉ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖏᓐᓂ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᙱᓚᒍᑦ
ᖃᓄᖅ
ᑖᓐᓇ
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᔪᒪᓇᓲᑎ
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓚᑦᑖᓘᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᐹᕙᓐᓚᓐᓗ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓯᒪᒋᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖓᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᙵᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᑲᓐᓂᕐᓃᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᓂ
ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᑐᙵᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᖁᓪᓗᑕ ᑲᔪᓯᑏᓐᓇᕐᓗᒍᓗ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᕕᕗᑦ.
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Executive Summary
The Mittimatalik Hunters and Trappers Organization (MHTO) submits the following
comment for the Nunavut Impact Review Boards’s (NIRB) consideration as it weighs
the information provided by Baﬃnland about its Mary River Phase 2 proposal along
with comment and insights provided by the MHTO and other intervenors to the assessment process.
The MHTO received very limited participant funding to attend the technical meetings
for this process, however we had not accessed additional funding to contribute comments at any prior stage in the NIRB’s assessment, and are grateful to be in a position
to provide the following for consideration.
Per the Nunavut Agreement (5.7.3), the MHTO is responsible for the regulation of harvesting practices and techniques among members, including the use of non-quota limitations; the allocation and enforcement of community basic needs levels and adjusted
basic needs levels among members; the assignment to non-members, with or without
valuable consideration and conditions, of any portion of community basic needs levels
and adjusted basic needs levels; and generally, the management of harvesting among
members.
The following comments are based on our consideration of impacts the proposed
Phase 2 development may have on wildlife, and how these may in turn aﬀect or limit
our ability to harvest now, and our future generations’ ability to do so in the future.
We have serious concerns about the request to develop a railway, and to route it in the
location selected by Baﬃlnland at this point. As has been relayed to Baﬃnland over a
number of years, we do not support the railway in its current proposed alignment (Option 1 per August 2019 Crossing workshop or Option A per FEIS Addendum). We do
not feel adequate consideration of alternative routes or project implementation options
has been provided by Baﬃnland, and in fact the MHTO passed a motion in 2017 opposed to the development of a railway altogether.
We are concerned about impacts to caribou, from increased activity along the Tote
Road and through railway development and operations. We do not feel Baﬃnland has
adequate information about caribou, nor eﬀective monitoring and mitigation plans in
place to collect appropriate data to tell if impacts are occurring, nor to react to project
impacts if and when they do occur. It feels that Baﬃnland has rushed this development and is not prepared to answer questions about significance, impacts, and mitigation.
We also have serious concerns about shipping through ice, even limited shipping
through ice. We do not support shipping in ice without formal MHTO support to do so
- that would be at the start and end of each season. We do not understand how
Baﬃnland will respond to MHTO if we want to shorten the shipping season to support
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Inuit use of the ice, or to respect seal harvesting times (October 15th would be the latest we would approve ice breaking shipping).
Baﬃnland has continued to say there will be no impacts of significance to narwhal and
caribou and anything else - how can this be true? MHTO has already noticed significant impacts, as felt by Inuit. We do not believe Baﬃlnand has an appropriate level of
understanding of how Inuit know significance, and why our determination of significance must be considered just as important as the scientific significance it includes in
all of its FEIS Addendum documents.
We are not sure how the project proposal has come so far without MHTO being in support of these things and without Baﬃlnand having more information to adequately consider the project in a way that respects Inuit and community values.
We believe further information and assessment is needed prior to moving forward with
a project that has the potential to seriously impact the resources we depend on to survive and to maintain our sense of purpose and belonging in the world.
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Specific Technical Comments

MHTO-1:

Rail Transportation of Ore to Milne Port

References
FEIS Addendum
TSD 1 Alternatives Analysis Report
MHTO Motion, November 27 2017 AGM (Appendix A)
Summary
In November 2017, at a general meeting of our membership, we the MHTO unanimously passed a resolution opposing the rail transportation of ore.
The resolution was to be submitted to the NIRB and NPC for their respective consideration. We include it here for the information of all parties.
Baﬃnland has said it “believes” the community is in support of Option A for the railway
alignment, although as we are entirely opposed to that route, it is evident that Baﬃlnand has not consulted adequately on this project. They do not have the community
support needed to move forward.
Importance of Issue to Impact Assessment
Baﬃnland provides acceptability ratings for technical, economic, environmental, and
community for alternative options for project components, but nowhere has it demonstrated community acceptability for the overall Phase 2 development. It has presumed
we are in support of moving this forward, because Phase 2 now addresses previouslyexpressed concerns about ice breaking shipping and during the sensitive period from
March to June.
Given our opposition to the railway project activity, we are not clear how the Phase 2
proposal proceeded to the NIRB for assessment, and why we were not listened to during project planning by NIRB, NPC or Baﬃnland. Moving ahead without community
support will be to the detriment of Baﬃnland and may open the possibility for legal
challenges. We have been ignored, our concerns and requests on this monumental
project activity have been ignored.
Specific Technical Comment
Motion Number 11.27.2017.02 from the MHTO Annual General Meeting of November
27, 2017 was filed as follows:
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“Whereas Baﬃnland Iron Mines Corporation is requesting to build a railway and that
due to the project size, the project may significantly impact the land and sea environment that is used by the local harvesters.
Therefore, be it resolved that the proposed railway project be not supported, and this
recommendation be reviewed by the Nunavut Planning Commission and Nunavut Impact Review Board.” (Carried, 47 for / 0 against / 0 abstain)
Recommendation
Given the motion passed by our membership at the most recent AGM, we recommend
that the NIRB not approve the railway or additional mining at this time. We provide additional discussion in comment MHTO-2 which recommends additional information that
is required before we will be in a position to oﬀer support for the railway project.

MHTO-2:

Rail Route Alternatives

References
Phase 2 FEIS Addendum, s. 6
Phase 2 FEIS Addendum TSD 1 Alternatives Analysis Report, s. 3.5
Phase 2 FEIS Addendum TSD 4 Public Consultation Report, Table 4.1
Mary River EIS Appendix 3E Railway Study - Evaluation
Mapping provided to MHTO re August Caribou Crossing Workshop (Appendix B)
Summary
The MHTO has serious issues with Baﬃnland’s inclusion of railway route A as its preferred route, especially where it includes a deviation from the Tote Road between kilometres 57-84.5 to avoid a large hill.
MHTO does not support the current proposed railway alignment also referenced as
Option 1 in materials provided to us after the Railway Crossing Workshop held at Mary
River in August (see figures attached as Appendix B). If the railway is to be routed
across river near Kanadjuk, we do not support the project.
We ask that Baﬃnland compile and present feasibility studies and additional assessments for alternate routes, at the level of detail that was provided for the initial Mary
River project. Anything less is unacceptable.
Importance of Issue to Impact Assessment
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This railway will likely cause significant adverse and irreversible impacts to the habitat
as well as health and abundance of the Baﬃn Island caribou herd. This will have significant impacts on Inuit in the region.
Selecting a railway route that is both technically and economically feasible, and environmentally and socially acceptable, is a very challenging task. MHTO does not feel
enough eﬀort has been put into identifying the most appropriate route for a railway.
It is essential that Baﬃnland respect and incorporate the MHTO’s concerns regarding
project planning, especially as they relate to areas essential to caribou health and
longevity and Inuit travel and land use.
We suggest that community acceptability be more highly prioritized by Baﬃnland as it
progresses with the Mary River project.
Detailed Review Comment
1. Gap / Issue
We do not support the currently proposed alignment, and have had concerns since
2017 about the introduction of a railway project at all. Baﬃnland provided highly detailed information within the initial assessment for the original project and its eventual
selection of rail and port sites for the Mary River project.
TSD 1 presents Option A as preferable to Option B, and states that Option A is Acceptable for the Community Acceptability criteria, and that it represents "reduced terrestrial footprint and disturbance to land users and wildlife.” It also suggests Option A
is Acceptable from an Environmental Acceptability criteria, noting that “Habitat loss
and sensory disturbance to wildlife and land users is minimized by sharing a common
transportation corridor with the Tote Road."
For Option B, which is located to the North of the current Tote Road, and is actually
where the MHTO would prefer to see a railway built if given our choice, Baﬃnland
states under Community Acceptability that “Baﬃnland believes the community preference is Option A, but Option B would likely be acceptable if Option A was not a viable
option.” (emphasis added)
2. Disagreement with FEIS Addendum and/or Supporting Documents
The MHTO clarifies that routing at Option A is entirely unacceptable, and we will not
support a railway that is diverted around the hill between kilometres 57-84.5 with a
crossing of the river near Kanadjuk. If the railway is to be build following this alignment
(per Option 1 attached as Appendix 1), MHTO does not support Phase 2 development.
In fact, Baﬃnland’s own TSD 4 Public Consultation Report for Phase 2 quotes a community member stating “…right now when they are planning to build the railway line the
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hunters, our traditional trail was totally blocked by the railway line.” We suggest that
Baﬃnland has known for years that we do not support the current proposed location of
the rail alignment.
Baffinland’s EIS for Mary River included a railway study, commissioned following requests by the communities for additional information to support Baffinland’s line of reasoning in selecting Steensby Port and the southern railway route. The study provided
estimated costs of construction of multiple different routes which were based on average costs derived from the costs estimated for the Mary River-Steensby route in a draft
feasibility study. Costs were developed on the basis of common costs and “Reach”
specific costs for three sections (or Reaches) of approximately 50 km in length which
were to some extent also quite distinctive in terms of topography, geology and difficulty
of construction. These were used to derive average costs per kilometre for three types
of ground conditions which were then applied to each of the routes under study.
To our knowledge, no feasibility study for the railway to Mary River has been provided,
and no detailed assessment of route selection was derived or presented for our benefit.
Baﬃnland has indicated that Pond Inlet is in agreement with the railway alignment as
presented, however we as the MHTO have not been consulted and have never given
our approval for a selected route or design. Even now, we do not comment to indicate
support for a rail, but rather out of fear that the NIRB will side with Baﬃnland and allow
the project, or that the federal ministers will again force the project approval - at the
very least we need to have our opposition to this routing heard in the case a railway is
approved to move forward.
3. Reasons for Disagreement with FEIS Addendum and/or Supporting Documents
If approved, the currently proposed rail alignment would cut oﬀ an essential travel route
between our community Igloolik. We have used this route for generations. People
travel along a corridor parallel with the Tote Road and where the railway is currently
proposed. In fact, the Tote Road has already interfered with our route, crossing our
skidoo trail many times, and now the proposed railway routing threatens to eliminate
sections of our trail altogether. Not only this, but the proposed rail route crosses the
river heading at a western point near Kanadjuk, and again crosses the river further
north.
There is also a freshwater, underground spring that provides us with fresh water located near the proposed routing of Option 1. We would prefer not to have this spring affected by the rail route and/or rail dust, snow build up, etc. We have also warned
Baﬃnland about the spring, specifically that significant upwelling of water in winter
months will flood the track alignment as it currently is proposed, and may cause damage to infrastructure from ice build up, or prove to be diﬃcult in terms of ongoing maintenance of tracks in winter when water is flooding over and freezing up on the tracks.
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MHTO does not support the approval of Phase 2 development of a railway at this time.
We require additional study, consultation, and feasibility studies to be presented. We
are concerned that the Steensby Inlet route received years of study, technical considerations, feasibility studies, community engagement and consultation, and environmental assessment, yet the Northern Railway has received only a one year NIRB assessment. The level of assessment and requirement for adequate information has been
limited here, and we are not willing to approve something that has had so little eﬀort go
into its development to properly understand impacts, design infrastructure in a respectful way that limits those impacts, and that provides appropriate mitigation and monitoring plans to address whatever impacts may arise.
Recommendations
Baﬃnland must compile and submit reporting on feasibility of the preferred and alternative rail routes as well as in depth assessments of alternate routes. Baﬃnland must
also provide additional rationale for excluding options that are preferable to the community of Pond Inlet. This includes previous alternatives from Mary River including
routes and ports to the East.
Finally, Baﬃnland must undertake significantly more community consultation to reach
more than the current “we believe” statement related to community preference for railway routing.

MHTO-3:

Impacts to Caribou

References
Summary
MHTO does not find that Baﬃnland has considered the possibility that caribou may be
attracted to railway embankments and become trapped on top of the railway track
where they would be susceptible to train collisions/risk of mortality when traveling
along the railway and/or crossing embankments.
Baﬃnland’s current eﬀects predictions are based on poor survey design and weak implementation. The current protocol is not adequate to provide accurate estimates of
population abundance or distribution, nor to predict where, when, and how many animals may be aﬀected by project activities.
Importance of Issue to Impact Assessment
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We are expecting the caribou population will begin to recover on Baﬃn Island. The
MHTO has a very strong desire to ensure any industrial activities here are aware of the
caribou and are developed and operate in a way that can respond if the population increases, or if they start to decrease because of project impacts. We need good information to understand impacts of the project, and that requires Baﬃnland undertake
meaningful surveys to collect that information.
Detailed Review Comment
1. Gap / Issue
Baﬃnland has conducted caribou surveying from height of land points for approximately 15 minutes one to three times each year, and has had zero sightings of caribou
in the past number of years. Similarly, Baﬃnland has resorted to undertaking track
surveys along the Tote Road by riding in trucks during the spring time. These are not
adequate or appropriate survey methods, in terms of frequency and duration (height of
land), or eﬀective (road surveys) to properly track and sight caribou.
MHTO does not believe these eﬀorts will give accurate information and findings about
caribou in the area. MHTO also has limited certainty with regard to predictions about
how caribou may react to railway infrastructure, which is entirely new to our herd.
2. Disagreement with FEIS Addendum
As Inuit that hunt caribou, we know that to find caribou, and to understand their behaviour, long periods of observation and patience are required. Baﬃnland’s survey
programs will continue to find no caribou, because they are not looking in the right
way. If they wanted to find caribou, they would be able to find caribou.
Baﬃnland has said there are very few or even no caribou in the project area, and that
there will be no significant impact on the caribou from Phase 2 because there are so
few of them near project infrastructure and activity. We disagree with that reasoning
and conclusion.
Caribou are attracted to hills and eskers, and places of even a few degrees higher in
elevation - like possibly railway embankments - which they use to escape bugs in the
summer, find better footing during snow cover, gain a better visual of the surrounding
areas, and to escape predators.
MHTO is concerned Baﬃnland has not given adequate consideration to how or if caribou will be attracted to the raised embankments, and how they can deter animals from
remaining on the rail line if and when it is built.
Recommendations
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Baﬃnland must undertake additional monitoring of caribou and update its current effects assessment for Phase 2. Baﬃnland must employ Inuit and specifically consult
with the MHTO in the development and implementation of caribou monitoring programs. Inuit should also be trained in the interpretation of results from Baﬃnland’s
studies, and should be informing Baﬃnland on what “significant” means to Inuit in
terms of impacts to caribou or number of caribou sighted.

MHTO-4:

Ice breaking shipping

References
Phase 2 FEIS Addendum
MHTO Motions Appendix A
Summary
The Phase 2 project presents a serious conflict in desired uses for sea ice - Baﬃnland
will need to use ice breakers to open the shipping lane much earlier than the natural
melt would allow, and then to continue breaking ice in the fall time as it naturally begins
to freeze up again.
Inuit, on the other hand, wish to use the ice to support travel, subsistence harvesting,
camping, traditional pursuits, and in some cases, tourism enterprises.
Importance of Issue to Impact Assessment
MHTO has concerns with the overlap between the needs of Inuit and desires of Baﬃnland. We must recognize these for what they truly are - Inuit require the sea ice and
wildlife that live here in a very diﬀerent way than what fuels the desires for Baﬃnland to
propose the Phase 2 development. We are optimistic that we can work together to find
a mutual arrangement, however this is Inuit homeland and our grocery store; we do not
want to be displaced or disrupted from continuing on with our lives as they currently
are, able to fish and hunt with the seasons, in the places we know and trust.
It is the job of environmental assessment to determine if this overlap can exist, if not, to
limit or reject the proposed development on that basis. If it is determined that a mutual
existence can be worked out, it is up to the NIRB how the project will unfold and under
what limits the Proponent will be required to operate. This is a daunting task for the
NIRB, especially considering the incredible risk we are being asked to take in regards
to our subsistence harvesting and traditional practices.
Detailed Review Comment
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1. Gap / Issue
Without exception, MHTO does not and will not support ice breaking later than October 15, as this will impact Inuit seal harvesting. MHTO is concerned that late shipping
activities will impact our late water season activities, and at the same time, prevent ice
formation for our fall/winter use. The MHTO has concerns about Baﬃnland’s plans to
ship in until November 15th as this is outside of the timeline we will approve. The
MHTO passed a resolution at its Annual General Meeting in 2012 opposing shipping in
winter, and which disturbs animals and our harvesting (Appendix A).
We also have concerns about ice breaking in the shoulder seasons more generally, and
how Baﬃnland will deal with the possibility that the MHTO does not approve shipping
as early/late as is needed by Baﬃnland to ship more ore at one end of the season to
meet economic requirements, owing to Inuit use of ice in spring, and a desire to have
freeze up occur in fall.
MHTO is also uncertain if Baﬃnland is willing to install ice bridges or other crossings
for hunters to cross the ship ice breaking track, or to put up markers to signify where
the ice breaking lead(s) are during night and/or darker months. This was proposed for
the initial Mary River project when ice breaking shipping was considered, but a discussion on this matter with MHTO has not occurred.
We suggest that crossings at ice breaking channels should be planned to assist
hunters and travellers intending to continue utilizing the sea ice when its integrity will
be impacted by Baﬃnland’s shipping schedule. As mentioned, Inuit will use the sea ice
as soon as it possibly is safe to travel on, and we will continue to live and hunt on the
ice until the very last minute possible. We will go on the water by boat as long as we
possibly can, and as soon as it freezes we start again by snow machine and dog team.
Our use of the sea (and ice) never stops. It will become a problem if the ice breaking
and shipping of ore take precedent or impact on Inuit use of sea ice. If Inuit become
trapped because an ice breaking lead is left open or is being kept open, and the
hunters or travellers are unable to get home, this will be deeply problematic, and could
in fact, present a threat to human life (i.e. storm sets in, stuck on ice, or storm sets in,
hunters unable to see lead in ice).
Recommendations
We, the MHTO we must be consulted by Baﬃnland with regard to its shipping plans,
and will not support shipping activities that begin or persist outside of our approval
every year in the spring and fall to authorize the beginning, and to require the end of
Baﬃnland’s shipping season.
Baﬃnland must consider use of ice bridges/crossings and markers to ensure human
safety during shipping activities in ice.
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Baﬃnland must indicate how its plans to ship ore can be constrained by Inuit use of ice
and still manage to achieve production targets and economic viability. We have concerns we may be faced with a similar scenario as happened with the Production Increase Proposal, where Baﬃnland said they had to increase production or the mine
would shut down. How can we be assured Baﬃnland will not threaten mine shut down
again if operations cannot continue as it demands? We have no certainty that the
Phase 2 development will operate as Baﬃnland is stating within the FEIS Addendum,
and we are equally uncertain that promises of a seasonal shipping schedule determined by Inuit approval will hold up in the face of economic pressures on Baﬃnalnd to
move ore to market. NIRB must protect our interests and not allow additional pressure
to be put on our resources and allow Baﬃnland to ignore our desires because of mining costs and desire for profits.

MHTO-5:

Impacts from Increased Shipping

References
Mary River FEIS Appendix 3E
Phase 2 FEIS Addendum
TSD 1 Alternatives Analysis Report
TSD 2 Project Description
Summary
MHTO does not support the movement of any project related ships north through Navy
Board Inlet, or west through the Northwest Passage.
MHTO does not support any additional shipping transits through Northern Corridor
(beyond requested 12 Million tonnes per year).
MHTO is concerned that increased project ships moving through Eclipse Sound, Pond
Inlet, Milne Port corridor will interfere with our harvesting activities. They already have
at only 6 million tonnes per year. It will be double for 12 million tonnes, even more of
an impact.
MHTO is concerned that increases to project ship numbers and sizes (3-5 times larger)
will increase impacts to wildlife - seal, fish, and whale - hunters are already finding less
of them to harvest now. More ships will increase impacts and may make it harder for
hunters to catch them.
MHTO is concerned with invasive species, hull fouling, and rust contamination of ship
hulls.
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Importance of Issue to Impact Assessment
The marine environment is critical to Inuit of Pond Inlet and the North Baﬃn region. We
cannot aﬀord to have the habitat for our food sources be damaged, or to have shipping
noises and activities scare away the mammals and fish that we eat and also that many
people rely on for income.
Baﬃnand often speaks of costs associated with additional protections or slower or
smaller operations, however we remind them that they do not live on and near the sea,
or eat the animals from the sea through which it powers hundreds of ships each year.
We have a right and a need to be heard, and to have our concerns factored into any
decision about resource exploitation that has the possibility to aﬀect our wellbeing, and
our future generations’ well being. The costs to us of losing animals and the ability to
hunt far outweigh the benefits of mining in our community.
Detailed Review Comment
1. Gap / Issue
In the original Mary River FEIS, Baffinland stated that Steensby was selected as the potential port site in large part due to environmental considerations, specifically because
an important floe edge exists at the entrance to Pond Inlet, where narwhal and marine
mammals aggregate in the spring. Ice breaking through Eclipse Sound and Pond Inlet
was thought to be too disruptive to important travel and harvesting activities on the land
fast ice in close proximity to the community of Pond Inlet. The FEIS also stated that to
support the shipping of 18 MT of iron ore per year, shipping through Milne Inlet would
“require a ship frequency and size that is prohibitive due to a narrow width at Milne Inlet’s southern end.”
MHTO would like clarification whether the size of ships have changed significantly from
what was proposed in the Mary River FEIS, and if not, how the concerns raised in the
original FEIS about Milne Inlet’s navigability have been abated with the current plan.
Considering Baﬃnland has proposed cape sized vessels (3 to 5 times larger than ships
currently approved) for use in Milne Port, it is important to understand what considerations have been given to the navigation of such a limited port area and how a previous
concern about the size of ship has now been diminished.
Similarly, Bafifnland has included no significant assessment of possible impacts to marine mammals at the floe edge, and what increasing shipping through this important
area for springtime marine mammal aggregation could mean to the wildlife that depend
on it. We have serious concerns about Baﬃnland’s original FEIS presenting such a different rationale and perspective on the selection of Steensby Port over Milne Inlet, and
more importantly, that Baﬃnland has not continue with its previously approved and
preferred alternative.
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MHTO is uncertain that the Northern route can support shipping 12 Mtpa for the
project life, and we are concerned that the lack of a full assessment of this option has
rushed the NIRB decision, and rushed us as an organization, to get on board the inevitable approval of this proposal. Baﬃnland has been so certain, it ships buildings,
conveyors, and incredible volumes of materials to Milne Port ahead of the NIRB assessment, and the NIRB even approved that. We find this very disturbing, and feel that
no matter how we side on the Phase 2 assessment, the NIRB and Baﬃnland have already determined its approval to be a foregone conclusion. This is not what the
Nunavut Agreement was designed and signed to do.
It has come to our attention that Baﬃnland proposes to route project ships through
Navy Board Inlet and possibly along other routes including the Northwest Passage.
MHTO does not support the movement of any project related ships north through Navy
Board Inlet, or west through the Northwest Passage. We have not seen evidence of
any impact assessment or community consultation with our fellow Inuit to the west,
and we do not recommend any additional shipping route be approved.
MHTO is concerned that increased project ships moving through Eclipse Sound, Pond
Inlet, Milne Port corridor will interfere with our harvesting activities. They already have
at only 6 million tonnes per year. It will be double for 12 million tonnes, even more of
an impact. We do not have faith that Baﬃnland is able to accurately monitor marine
mammals and their responses to shipping - without knowing the changes that are occurring now at 6 Mtpa, besides Inuit saying it over and over again - there are fewer
seals, fewer narwhal, the yare harder to catch now than before the mine - Baﬃlnand
has not been successful at producing results from science that can tell Qallunaat answers about shipping impacts. We have no trust that 12 Mtpa can be done without
significantly impacting wildlife we depend on, and our use of the sea to pursue our
food, and no faith that Baﬃnalnd has been, or will begin, collecting information to support its assurances that nothing will be impacted by project shipping.
Finally, MHTO is concerned with the incredible increase in project ships, that the risk of
having invasive species, ballast water, hull fouling, and rust contamination from ship
hulls damage the ecosystem within the approved shipping corridor. Baﬃnland should
go above and beyond its commitment to follow regulations and take extra precaution
to ensure the ships are closely monitored to ensure compliance.
Recommendations
MHTO recommends Baﬃnland clarify how the ships size and frequency with Phase 2
are so diﬀerent from the original Mary River project that concerns about using the narrow Milne Port have been abated.
MHTO recommends that Baﬃnland be required to submit a full assessment of baseline
conditions and potential impacts of shipping and ice-breaking at the floe edge in spring
and fall, and that this be submitted and thoroughly considered, prior to NIRB's decision
being rendered.
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MHTO recommends no additional shipping routes be approved at this time.
MHTO recommends Baﬃnland undertake significantly more monitoring of marine
wildlife and ecosystem, specifically that Inuit receive on the job training to conduct
these studies, and also to interpret data and compile reporting. We would like to hear
the assurances Baﬃnland is giving us about no impacts, from an Inuk that has been
trained in the science and procedures of its monitoring and review.
MHTO recommends Baﬃnland undertake additional sampling of ship ballast water, hull
fouling, and other contaminants that may be released by ships calling to port. MHTO
also recommend that Baﬃnland consider partnering with another organization, or developing on its own, a sampling laboratory in Pond Inlet that could process limited
samples and employ local people to do so.

MHTO-6:

Impacts from Increased Road Traﬃc

References
Phase 2 FEIS Addendum
TSD 01 Alternatives Analysis Report
TSD 02 Project Description
Summary
MHTO does not support Baﬃnland’s request to include increased trucking of ore to 12
Mtpa as an approved alternative.
MHTO has been impacted when hunters are told they cannot access road. Hunters
and travellers must be compensated if they are being refused access via the public
easement tote road and/or are restricted from using any portion of the access road.
Importance of Issue to Impact Assessment
Caribou may be impacted from the current road and are likely to be further impacted
by any rail/road infrastructure combination that has been proposed as the Phase 2 development. Approving the truck haulage of 12 Mtpa of ore will most certainly present a
barrier to movement for caribou and have significant impacts on the terrestrial environment.
Detailed Review Comment
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Baﬃnland has not considered the impacts of hauling 12 Mtpa of ore along the Tote
Road. No assessment of that level of truck transits (560 per day) to caribou, on dust
generation and deposition, vegetation, or freshwater resources has been provided.
MHTO does not support this alternative being carried forward through the assessment.
Recommendations
MHTO recommends the NIRB reject the alternative option to use the Tote Road to ship
ore in excess of 6 Mtpa on the basis that no adequate assessment was provided to
support its consideration and/or approval.

MHTO-7:

Impact Predictions and Definition of Significance

References
Phase 2 FEIS Addendum
Summary
MHTO does not support Baﬃnland’s findings of “not signficant” impacts to narwhal
and caribou from predictions for Phase 2 activities.
What is significant to Inuit here is diﬀerent from how Baﬃnland interprets significance.
Its entire FEIS is based on scientific significance, not on Inuit subsistence and cultural
needs, which really are the basis for our deciding if something is “significant”.
Importance of Issue to Impact Assessment
There is no world in which an assessment decision should be based on only scientific
information. In this case, Inuit from the North Baﬃn are rich with historical context, local knowledge, and how these are applied through Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit to make
healthy decisions about our land and wildlife. Baﬃnland is likely unaware of what the
MHTO and Inuit feel is a significant concern or impact, largely because we have been
underresourced to properly participate in the ongoing technical activities associated
with the project. Our views on the project and its interaction with our environment are
very diﬀerent from those of Baﬃnland.
Detailed Review Comment
It is evident that significantly more monitoring is needed to develop an accurate picture
of the current baseline conditions, and to inform meaningful eﬀects predictions associated with Phase 2. It is critical that this monitoring incorporate Inuit knowledge, and
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Inuit interpretation of what significant impacts will look like for the species and environmental components that we know, and rely upon. Baﬃnland must work with us,
and listen to us, to understand what a significant impact means. From there we can
identify indicators and thresholds that have real meaning and value to Inuit in Pond Inlet.
Inuit also need to be informed in the manner of Qallunaat monitoring and science. We
can develop human capital to participate in the ongoing assessments and monitoring
work, only with assistance and patience and support. Baﬃnland should be continuing
to invest in Pond Inlet, and in more creative ways than just the financial dole.
Without the appropriate technical expertise and financial resources to hire an assistant,
we have largely taken the role of observer at the marine and terrestrial environment
working group meetings and through the review of technical documents and requests
for comment. Given the importance of getting project monitoring and mitigation
“right”, we appeal to the NIRB for assistance to ensure we have adequate funding going forward to participate and participate fully in these advisory groups. Furthermore,
to ensure no perspective is left oﬀ the table, we would prefer if NIRB assumed the role
of Chair of the groups, and required more transparency and accountability from Baﬃnland for its monitoring programs and plans, and ongoing mitigation and proposed
changes to monitoring become more prescriptive to ensure impacts are being addressed and monitored for adequately.
Even when the community has provided input to Baﬃnland about significance, it has
been ignored. Baﬃnland’s Community Consultation Report (TSD 4) quotes a community member as follows: “From 2005 to 2017 they gathered information on how much
wildlife had been impacted and marine mammals have been impacted greatly, even
though Baﬃnland says there has been minimal impact.
Recommendations
We recommend that Baﬃnland be required to incorporate Inuit knowledge into its determination of significance, identification of indicators and development of threholds.
We recommend that Baﬃnland’s current conclusions regarding impact significance in
the FEIS Addendum be revised to take account of Inuit needs, and that indicators and
thresholds be developed and in place prior to approving the Phase 2 development.
We recommend that Baﬃlnand develop monitoring programs in consultation with Inuit,
and that it hire and train Inuit to participate in additional scientific studies and monitoring activities, and to interpret results.
MHTO requires additional resources to manage the responsibilities associated with
participating in the highly technical and ongoing assessments of Mary River phases of
development as well as the annual monitoring and working group activities. We recommend Baﬃnland provide the MHTO with annual funding to participate more fully in
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the review and comment submissions for its increasingly complex project development. Without proper support, this project will be absent any meaningful input from
the hunters and trappers of Pond Inlet. We have not received any increases to our
funding owing to project-related demands on our time. Given that this is a Proponentdriven process, we recommend that Baﬃnland provide funding to support our ability to
participate in ongoing activities related to additional assessments and regular mitigation and monitoring programs in place for the previously approved project.
Recommend NIRB assume lead role in marine and terrestrial environment working
groups, require Baﬃnland to remain transparent and accountable, and deliver more
prescriptive direction to Baﬃnland for its ongoing mitigation measures and any proposed changes to monitoring plans.

Summary of Recommendations
MHTO recommends that the NIRB not approve the railway or additional mining, or additional alternate shipping routes at this time.
Baﬃnland must compile and submit reporting on feasibility of the preferred and alternative rail routes as well as in depth assessments of alternate routes.
Baﬃnland must provide additional rationale for excluding options that are preferable to
the community of Pond Inlet. This includes previous alternatives from Mary River including routes and ports to the East.
Baﬃnland must undertake significantly more community consultation to reach a level
of certainty that extends beyond its current “we believe” statement related to community preference for railway routing.
Baﬃnland must undertake additional monitoring of caribou and update its current effects assessment for Phase 2. Baﬃnland must employ Inuit and specifically consult
with the MHTO in the development and implementation of caribou monitoring programs. Inuit should also be trained in the interpretation of results from Baﬃnland’s
studies, and should be informing Baﬃnland on what “significant” means to Inuit in
terms of impacts to caribou or number of caribou sighted.
We, the MHTO we must be consulted by Baﬃnland with regard to its shipping plans,
and will not support shipping activities that begin or persist outside of our approval
every year in the spring and fall to authorize the beginning, and to require the end of
Baﬃnland’s shipping season.
Baﬃnland must consider use of ice bridges/crossings and markers to ensure human
safety during shipping activities in ice.
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Baﬃnland must indicate how its plans to ship ore can be constrained by Inuit use of ice
and still manage to achieve production targets and economic viability.
NIRB must protect our interests and not allow additional pressure to be put on our resources and allow Baﬃnland to ignore our desires because of mining costs and desire
for profits.
MHTO recommends Baﬃnland clarify how the ships size and frequency with Phase 2
are so diﬀerent from the original Mary River project that concerns about using the narrow Milne Port have been abated.
MHTO recommends that Baﬃnland be required to submit a full assessment of baseline
conditions and potential impacts of shipping and ice-breaking at the floe edge in spring
and fall, and that this be submitted and thoroughly considered, prior to NIRB's decision
being rendered.
MHTO recommends Baﬃnland undertake significantly more monitoring of marine
wildlife and ecosystem, specifically that Inuit receive on the job training to conduct
these studies, and also to interpret data and compile reporting.
MHTO recommends Baﬃnland undertake additional sampling of ship ballast water, hull
fouling, and other contaminants that may be released by ships calling to port and develop a sampling laboratory in Pond Inlet that could employ local people in the processing of limited samples.
MHTO recommends the NIRB reject the alternative option to use the Tote Road to ship
ore in excess of 6 Mtpa on the basis that no adequate assessment was provided to
support its consideration and/or approval.
Recommend that Baﬃnland be required to incorporate Inuit knowledge into its determination of significance, identification of indicators and development of thresholds and
revise conclusions about impact significance in the FEIS Addendum prior to NIRB approval of Phase 2.
Recommend Baﬃnland provide the MHTO with annual funding to participate more fully
in the review and comment submissions for its increasingly complex project development, else this project will be absent any meaningful input from the hunters and trappers of Pond Inlet.
Recommend NIRB assume lead role in marine and terrestrial environment working
groups, require Baﬃnland to remain transparent and accountable, and deliver more
prescriptive direction to Baﬃnland for its ongoing mitigation measures and any proposed changes to monitoring plans.
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Appendix A: MHTO Motions
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Appendix B: Mapping Images from Baﬃnland 2019 Workshop

Page 28 of 30

MHTO Final Written Submission to NIRB
for Baﬃnland’s Phase 2 Proposal

