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Executive Summary 
 
The Mary River “Phase 2 Development” Project application (the Project) proposes a modification to an 
approved iron ore mine, operated by Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation (Baffinland or the Proponent). 
The project is located on Baffin Island approximately 100 km south of Pond Inlet, Nunavut within the 
Qikiqtani Region of Nunavut. The Project is focused on an increase in production to 12 Mpta (Million 
tonnes per annum), the transportation of ore to Milne Port via the construction of a new railway 
running largely parallel to the existing Tote Road, and the construction and operation of a second ore 
dock to support increased shipping activities. 
 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) has participated in all phases of the Nunavut Impact Review Board’s 
review process for the Phase 2 Proposal. DFO participates in the NIRB proceeding by providing scientific 
and expert advice within its mandate. DFO’s Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Program (FFHPP) role is to 
ensure that works, undertakings and activities are conducted in compliance with the applicable 
provisions of the Fisheries Act (Sections 34.4(1) and 35(1)) for the continued sustainability of fish and 
fish habitat, including marine mammals and their habitat, and leads the Department’s input into the 
NIRB review process.  
 
DFO has met with Baffinland, on many occasions, since the adjournment of the November 2019 Final 
Public Hearing to develop commitments for outstanding technical comments and recommendations. 
DFO is providing the following submission as an update to DFO’s updated technical comments 
submitted to the NIRB on February 6, 2020, and noting additional information and discussions with 
Baffinland.  

 

DFO Recommendations: 

Marine Mammals 

DFO acknowledges that the proponent has asserted that icebreaking and shoulder season shipping 

activities are essential to the economic viability of the Phase 2 Development Proposal.  

To this end, DFO has worked directly with Baffinland in the development of mitigation, monitoring and  

commitments for adaptive management to reduce the impact this project may have on the 

sustainability of the marine mammal populations within the study area. 

We however note that there is uncertainty in both the efficacy of the mitigations proposed and the 

ability of current monitoring programs to detect project impacts, should they occur.  

DFO remains concerned that the impacts to marine mammals from project related shipping activities 

may not be fully mitigated or avoided. However the extent of these impacts cannot be defined.  Thus, 

robust monitoring and the commitment to adaptive management is crucial to the protection of the 

marine mammals.   

Therefore, should icebreaking and shoulder season shipping be approved, DFO recommends that 

Baffinland: apply spring transit restrictions as long as ice conditions are present, and establish 

mitigations for the fall shipping season; report on decision-factors and monitoring during the shoulder 
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seasons; work with Inuit and the Marine Environmental Working Group to develop thresholds, 

indicators, and adaptive management strategies; and monitor an additional Early Warning Indicator that 

is indicative of narwhal health and body condition. DFO has made note of certain recommendations for 

the NIRB to more fully consider as it drafts the project Terms and Conditions, should Phase 2 be 

approved. 

Ballast Water and Non-Indigenous Species 

DFO has proposed, and Baffinland has agreed, to commitments to address outstanding concerns related 

to ballast water management. Ballast water release and biofouling of vessels has high potential to 

introduce non-indigenous species and aquatic invasive species. Effective and appropriate monitoring 

plans are critical to assess the risk of management strategies proposed for ballast water and biofouling 

management. DFO has also recommended, and Baffinland has agreed, to apply preventative measures 

when practicable to reduce the risk associated with the spread of aquatic invasive species.  

DFO remains concerned that impacts from Ballast water is still possible, thus proposed mitigation and 

monitoring is crucial to the prevention of an introduction. 

DFO has made note of certain recommendations for the NIRB to more fully consider as it drafts the 

project Terms and Conditions, should Phase 2 be approved. 

Freshwater 

DFO is of the opinion that impacts on freshwater can be mitigated. Baffinland has made commitments 

to provide outstanding information to DFO during the regulatory phase, if the project is approved. 
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖓ 

 

ᓄᓘᔭᕐᓂ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ “ᓴᓇᐅᒪᓂᖓ 2 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ” ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐆᒃᑑᒪᔭᒍᑎ (ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ 

ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖓᑦ (ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑐᑦ). ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᖕᒥᑦ 100 ᑭᒫᒥᑕᐸᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᑦ 

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᐊᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖁᑖᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓗᐊᕐᑐᖅ 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᐅᖑ 12 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑕᓐᔅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ, ᐅᓯᔭᐅᕙᒡᓗᓂ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᖅ 

ᓄᓘᔮᑦ ᕿᙳᐊᑕ ᑐᓚᒃᑕᕐᕕᐊᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑖᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᑯᑖᒧᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓇᔭᕐᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᑦᑎᐊᖓᓂᒃ 

ᑑᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᐅᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᓂᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐅᓯᓕᕐᓱᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑖᓐᓇᓗ 

ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᐅᓇᔭᖅᖢᓂ. 

 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓕᒫᓂᑦ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 

ᓴᓇᐅᒪᓂᖓ 2-ᒧᑦ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ 

ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᐅᓪᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦᑕ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖓᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓂᕆᐊᖏᑦ (FFHPP) ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓪᓚᑦᑖᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᒥᒃ (ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

34.4(1) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 35(1)) ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ, 

ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒫᓂᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᑎᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 

ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2019 ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᓈᓚᖕᓃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑎᓂᒃ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᒃ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 6, 2020-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᖢᒋᑦ 

ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 
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ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖏᑦ: 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓚᕆᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᑯᒥᒃ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑐᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᖃᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᑑᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓴᓇᐅᒪᓂᖓ 2 ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᓕᓪᓗᒍ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓᓪᓚᕆᒃ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓃᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒃᖠᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐊᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒫᓂᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. 

ᐅᕙᒍᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᙱᓐᓂᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᓕᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᙱᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕋᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑕ. 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᓱᓕ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᐃᒫᓂᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ  

ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᓪᓚᕆᖕᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᐳᑎᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒫᓂᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ. 

ᑕᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᓯᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᖃᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑯᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓇᐃᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ: ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᖏᕋᔭᖕᓃᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᑯᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒧᖓ 

ᐊᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓇᒧᑦ; ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᓂᒃ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓕᔪᖃᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓃᑦ ᐋᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓴᕋᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑑᒑᓖᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑎᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕆᐊᓪᓚᒃᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᓴᓇᐅᒪᓂᖓ 2 ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ. 

 

ᐃᒥᖅ ᐃᒡᓗᕙᖅᑕᕇᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕆᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ, ᐊᖏᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕌᓂᒃᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᒥᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐃᒃᑕᖅᑯᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ. ᐃᒥᖅ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐃᒃᑕᖅᑯᑎᖓᑕ ᑯᕕᔭᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 
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ᐱᑕᖃᕕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᖔᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓛᑦ. ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᓛᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐃᒥᖅ ᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ ᐃᒃᑕᖅᑯᑎᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᐊᖅᓵᕐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒫᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓛᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᓱᓕ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑦ ᐃᒥᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ ᐃᒃᑕᖅᑯᑎ ᓱᓕ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᐊᔾᔭᐃᒃᑯᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕈᑏᑦ 

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓪᓚᕆᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑭᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕆᐊᓪᓚᒃᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᓴᓇᐅᒪᓂᖓ 2 ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ. 

ᐃᒥᑦᑎᐊᕙᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᒍᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒥᑦᑎᐊᕙᖕᒥ 

ᐱᐅᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕌᓂᒃᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᕈᓂ. 
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Sommaire 
 
La proposition de développement de la phase 2 du projet Mary River (le projet) suggère une 
modification à une mine de minerai de fer approuvée, exploitée par la Baffinland Iron Mines 
Corporation (Baffinland ou le promoteur). Le projet se déroule sur l’île de Baffin, à environ 100 km au 
sud de Pond Inlet, dans la région de Qikiqtani au Nunavut. Le projet vise une augmentation de la 
production à 12 millions de tonnes par an pour le transport du minerai jusqu’à Milne Port, par la 
construction d’un nouveau chemin de fer en grande partie parallèle à la route Tote existante et par la 
construction et l’exploitation d’un deuxième quai minéralier en vue d’accroître les activités de transport 
maritime. 
 
Pêches et Océans Canada (MPO) a participé à toutes les étapes du processus d’examen de la 
Commission du Nunavut chargée de l’examen des répercussions (CNER) pour la phase 2 de la 
proposition. Le MPO participe au processus de la CNER en offrant des conseils scientifiques et d’experts 
dans le cadre de son mandat. Le principal rôle du Programme de protection du poisson et de son 
habitat (PPPH) du MPO est de garantir que les travaux, les entreprises et les activités sont menés en 
conformité avec les dispositions applicables de la Loi sur les pêches (paragraphes 34.4(1) et 35(1)), et ce, 
en vue d’assurer la durabilité du poisson et de son habitat, y compris les mammifères marins et leur 
habitat, en plus de mener la contribution du Ministère dans le processus d’examen de la CNER.  
 
Le MPO a rencontré les responsables de Baffinland à de nombreuses reprises depuis l’ajournement de 
l’audience publique finale, qui a eu lieu en novembre 2019, dans le but d’élaborer des engagements 
pour des commentaires et des recommandations de nature technique en suspens. Le MPO soumet ce 
document à titre de nouvelle mise à jour des commentaires techniques acheminés à la CNER le 
6 février 2020, en plus de présenter des renseignements supplémentaires et d’autres discussions avec 
Baffinland.  

 

Recommandations du MPO : 

Mammifères marins 

Le MPO reconnaît que le promoteur a affirmé que les activités de déglaçage et de transport maritime 

durant les saisons intermédiaires constituent un élément essentiel de la viabilité économique de la 

proposition de développement de la phase 2 du projet.  

À ce titre, le MPO a travaillé directement avec Baffinland afin d’élaborer des mesures d’atténuation et 

de surveillance ainsi que des engagements pour une gestion adaptative en vue de réduire les 

répercussions que ce projet pourrait avoir sur la durabilité des populations de mammifères marins dans 

la zone d’étude.  

Nous remarquons cependant une incertitude quant à l’efficacité des mesures d’atténuation proposées 

et la capacité des programmes de surveillance actuels à déterminer les répercussions du projet, le cas 

échéant.  

Le MPO demeure préoccupé par le fait qu’il soit impossible d’atténuer ou d’éviter pleinement les 

répercussions sur les mammifères marins qui découlent des activités maritimes liées à ce projet. 



9 
 

L’étendue de ces répercussions ne peut toutefois être définie. C’est pourquoi une surveillance 

rigoureuse et un engagement envers la gestion adaptative sont essentiels à la protection des 

mammifères marins.  

Ainsi, si les activités de déglaçage et de transport maritime durant les saisons intermédiaires devaient 

être approuvées, le MPO recommande à Baffinland : d’appliquer des restrictions sur les déplacements 

au printemps aussi longtemps que les conditions de glace sont présentes et d’établir des mesures 

d’atténuation pour la saison de navigation d’automne; de présenter des rapports sur les facteurs de 

décision et les activités de surveillance durant les saisons intermédiaires; de travailler avec les Inuits et 

le Groupe de travail sur le milieu marin afin d’établir des seuils, des indicateurs et des stratégies de 

gestion adaptative; et de surveiller un indicateur d’alerte précoce supplémentaire qui permet de 

connaître l’état de santé et l’état corporel des narvals. Le MPO a élaboré certaines recommandations 

dont la CNER devra soigneusement tenir compte pour élaborer les conditions du projet, dans le cas où la 

phase 2 était approuvée.   

Eaux de ballast et espèces non indigènes  

Le MPO a proposé des engagements, que Baffinland a acceptés, en vue d’aborder les préoccupations 

non réglées liées à la gestion des eaux de ballast. Les rejets de ballast et l’encrassement biologique des 

navires sont très susceptibles de contribuer à l’introduction d’espèces non indigènes et d’espèces 

aquatiques envahissantes. La mise en œuvre de plans de surveillance efficaces et appropriés est 

essentielle pour évaluer le risque des stratégies de gestion proposées aux fins de la gestion des eaux de 

ballast et de l’encrassement biologique. Le MPO a aussi recommandé d’appliquer des mesures 

préventives lorsque possible en vue de réduire le risque associé à la propagation d’espèces aquatiques 

envahissantes, ce que Baffinland a accepté de faire.  

Le MPO demeure préoccupé des répercussions possibles découlant des eaux de ballast; c’est pourquoi 

les mesures d’atténuation et de surveillance proposées sont essentielles pour prévenir l’introduction de 

telles espèces. 

Le MPO a élaboré certaines recommandations dont la CNER devra soigneusement tenir compte pour 

élaborer les conditions du projet, dans le cas où la phase 2 était approuvée.    

Eau douce 

Le MPO est d’avis que les répercussions sur l’eau douce peuvent être atténuées. Baffinland s’est engagé 

à fournir les renseignements manquants au MPO au cours de la phase réglementaire, si le projet est 

approuvé. 
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 Introduction 
 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation’s (Baffinland) Phase 2 Proposal (the Project), an expansion of their 

existing Mary River Project, is currently undergoing a reconsideration process under the Nunavut Impact 

Review Board (NIRB)’s review process. Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) – Fish and Fish Habitat 

Protection Program’s (FFHPP) has participated in all phases of the reconsideration for Baffinland’s Phase 

2 Development Proposal. DFO participates in the NIRB process by providing expert science-based advice 

regarding Baffinland’s proposal modifications and identify potential impacts to fish (including marine 

mammals) and fish habitat associated with the project changes.  

 

The NIRB’s reconsideration process was initiated on October 12, 2018 with the submission of 

Baffinland’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) Addendum for the Phase 2 Proposal. DFO 

participated in the Information Request (IR) phase, provided a technical review submission in March 

2019, participated in various technical meetings and submitted a final written submission in September 

2019. DFO also participated in the adjourned Public Hearing in November 2019. Since the adjournment, 

DFO submitted Updated Technical Comments in February 2020, and participated in technical sessions, 

Community Roundtable and Pre-Hearing Conference in September. The Final Public Hearing is currently 

scheduled to resume January 25th to February 6th of 2021. 

 

Since the hearing was adjourned, DFO has continued to meet with Baffinland. Over the course of these 

meetings, DFO has proposed and Baffinland has agreed to commitments that, if fully implemented, have 

the potential to address outstanding concerns with the impacts from project activities in a number of 

areas. These commitments involve: additional avoidance or mitigation measures, additional monitoring 

or adaptive management measures, or a combination of these measures. DFO notes that in this 

submission, recommendations have differing reference numbers from our September 2019 Final 

Written Submission (FWS). These reference numbers are different because DFO consolidated remaining 

outstanding technical comments from the September 2019 FWS into our February 2020 Updated 

Technical Comments, which resulted in different reference numbers labelled as, e.g., ‘3.X.X NEW’.  

 

In the commitment tables (see Section 3), DFO’s recommendations are noted as either “resolved” or 

“outstanding”. It is important to note that a “resolved” recommendation does not necessarily mean that 

an impact will be completely avoided or mitigated. Given the remote and pristine area where the 

project is proposed, sufficient information to fully understand and predict the scale of potential impacts 

from some proposed project activities is not yet available, in particular for impacts to marine mammals. 

Furthermore, outside of Marine Protected Areas established under the Oceans Act, DFO’s regulatory 

authority over many marine activities, including shipping, is limited. In those cases, “resolved” indicates 

that Baffinland and DFO have agreed upon a commitment that we anticipate will mitigate and/or lessen 

potential impacts, and will provide information that, over time, should help us understand their efficacy 

and inform the adaptive management sections of Baffinland’s Marine Monitoring Plan. DFO 

recommends that certain commitments would further benefit from being established as or incorporated 

into Terms and Conditions within the Project Certificate to ensure that the commitments achieve their 
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intended purpose. We note those commitments here: DFO 3.2.1 NEW, 3.3.3 NEW, 3.4.3 NEW, 3.4.4 

NEW, 3.5 NEW, 3.6.3 NEW, 3.6.4 NEW, 3.6.5 NEW, and 3.6.6 NEW. 

 

An “outstanding” status indicates that DFO still has remaining concerns after further discussions with 

Baffinland. The outstanding issues presented in this submission are icebreaking and shoulder season 

shipping. DFO will provide an overview of measures that DFO is recommending be applied to address 

remaining concerns and uncertainty associated with them. DFO has committed to continue to work with 

Baffinland to try and resolve outstanding technical comments in advance of the Final Public Hearing. 

 

Many of the established and proposed commitments discussed in this updated submission rely on 

review and recommendations from the Marine Environmental Working Group (MEWG), of which DFO is 

a member. The MEWG’s intended purpose is to provide a forum for the development and 

recommendation of mitigation measures and adaptive management strategies for project effects 

identified in the marine environment. The successful function of the MEWG is imperative to the proper 

implementation of Baffinland’s commitments, for both current and reasonably foreseeable future 

operations; however several parties to the MEWG have noted that it has not met its purpose as 

currently structured.  To that end, members have been negotiating an update to the MEWG Terms of 

Reference, especially to improve how the MEWG makes recommendations and decisions and how they 

are implemented. It is, however, unclear how the recent signing of the Inuit Certainty Agreement may 

influence this initiative. 

 

A detailed description of DFO’s regulatory mandate will be found in the following section. As noted 

above, however, not all project related marine activities fall under DFO’s regulatory authority. For 

instance, icebreaking and shipping activities are subject to other legislation and regulations under which 

DFO does not have authority. DFO defers to the expertise of Transport Canada in regards to matters 

related to shipping navigation and safety for vessels that support commercial shipping activities.  

 

This submission will address DFO’s remaining outstanding technical comments and recommendations 

related to icebreaking and shoulder season shipping.  This submission will also provide an overview of 

resolved commitments related to: acoustic monitoring, marine mammal observation, ballast water and 

aquatic invasive species concerns, combined effects, and impacts to the freshwater environment. DFO 

presents them to the NIRB for consideration in the development of the Project Terms and Conditions, 

should Baffinland’s Phase 2 Proposal be approved.  

 Mandate, Relevant Legislation and Policy 
 

The Constitution Act (1982) provides the Federal Government with exclusive authority for coastal and 

inland fisheries within Canada’s territorial boundaries. DFO exercises this power through, the 

administration of the Fisheries Act and some aspects of the Species at Risk Act. Under the Fisheries Act, 

DFO is responsible for the management, protection and conservation of fish (which include marine 
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mammals as defined by the Fisheries Act) and their habitats. The Minister of Fisheries, Oceans and the 

Canadian Coast Guard is one of the competent ministers under the Species at Risk Act (SARA).  

 

DFO’s Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Program (FFHPP) undertakes the review of project proposals in 

and around fisheries waters. The FFHPP ensures that works, activities and undertakings are conducted in 

such a way that the proponents are in compliance with the applicable provisions of the Fisheries Act (see 

below). The FFHPP also serves as the lead and coordinates all of DFO’s participation in environmental 

assessments conducted under the various enabling legislation throughout Canada, including the 

Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act.  

 

Additionally, DFO, in partnership with Inuit, Parks Canada, Transport Canada, and the Government of 

Nunavut is, under Schedule 1 of the Canada National Marine Conservation Areas Act (the Act), in the 

process of establishing Tallurutiup Imanga National Marine Conservation Area (Tallurutiup Imanga 

NMCA) in Lancaster Sound; the Act, and the Tallurutiup Imanga Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement, 

provide the foundation for the framework under which Tallurutiup Imanga NMCA will be managed and 

add weight to the precautionary recommendations provided by DFO in this submission. Key elements 

include: Tallurutiup Imanga NMCA must be "protected and conserved" (s. 4(1), CNMCAA; p. 4, IIBA), 

Tallurutiup Imanga NMCA must be "managed and used in a sustainable manner that meets the needs of 

present and future generations without compromising the structure and function of the ecosystems" (s. 

4(3), CNMCAA; p. 4, IIBA), and the "principles of ecosystem management and the precautionary 

principle" will be a primary consideration (s. 9(3), CNMCAA; p.4, IIBA). Tallurutiup Imanga NMCA is 

approximately 108,000 km2 in size and includes the waters of Eclipse Sound, Milne Inlet (excluding Milne 

Port), Navy Board Inlet, and Pond Inlet. Parks Canada, Qikiqtani Inuit Association, Fisheries and 

Oceans/Canadian Coast Guard, Transport Canada, and Environment and Climate Change 

Canada/Canadian Wildlife Service and other partners will continue to work together to achieve the 

purpose and management objectives of Tallurutiup Imanga NMCA. 

 

Bill C-68  

On February 6, 2018, the Government of Canada introduced in Parliament Bill C-68, An Act to Amend the 

Fisheries Act and other Acts in Consequence. On June 21, 2019 the new Fisheries Act received Royal 

Assent and became law.  

 

The Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Provisions, of the new Act, did not come into force until August 

28th, 2019. As such this project assessment began under the older Fisheries Act (2012) but will be 

assessed in the regulatory phase under the new Fisheries Act (2019). 

 

The new Fisheries Act (2019): As of August 28th, 2019, new Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Provisions 

of the Fisheries Act came into force. From the provisions, there are two key prohibitions:  

 

 Subsection 34.4(1) of the Fisheries Act (2019) prohibits the carrying on of any work, 

undertaking or activity, other than fishing, that results in the death of fish, and 
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 Subsection 35(1) of the Fisheries Act (2019) prohibits the carrying on of any work, 

undertaking or activity that results in the harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of 

fish habitat.  

 

The new Fisheries Act (2019) includes the following definitions:  

 “fish” includes (a) parts of fish, (b) shellfish, crustaceans, marine animals and any parts of 

shellfish, crustaceans or marine animals, and (c) the eggs, sperm, spawn, larvae, spat and 

juvenile stages of fish, shellfish, crustaceans and marine animals.  

 

 “fish habitat” means water frequented by fish and any other areas on which fish depend directly 

or indirectly to carry out their life processes, including spawning grounds and nursery, rearing, 

food supply and migration areas.  

 

 “Death of Fish” means any action that results in the end of life of fish. Furthermore, No person 

shall carry on any work, undertaking or activity, other than fishing, that results in the death of 

fish. 

o “Work” means a physical thing that has been created through labour or the exercise of 

creative process that has some degree of permanency or lasting quality;  

o “Undertaking” means to take upon oneself a task;  

o “Activity” means physical task incidental to a work or undertaking as well as physical 

tasks that may not qualify as works or undertakings. 

 

 “Harmful Alteration, Disruption and Destruction of fish habitat” is defined as follows: 

o Harmful alteration of fish habitat is any permanent change to fish habitat that reduces 

its capacity to support one or more life processes of fish but does not permanently 

eliminate the fish habitat. 

o Disruption of fish habitat is any change to fish habitat occurring for a limited period that 

reduces its capacity to support one or more life processes of fish for a limited period. 

o Destruction of fish habitat is any permanent change to fish habitat that completely 

eliminates its capacity to support one or more life processes of fish. 

 

Under paragraphs 34.4(2)(b) and 35(2)(b) of the Fisheries Act, the Minister of Fisheries, Oceans and the 

Canadian Coast Guard (the Minister) may issue an authorization with terms and conditions in relation to 

a proposed work, undertaking or activity that may result in death of fish or harmful alteration, 

disruption or destruction of fish habitat. Factors that the Minister must consider prior to recommending 

to the Governor-in-Council regulations or the Minister exercising powers related to authorizations, 

permits, orders or Ministerial regulations include: 

 

(a) the contribution to the productivity of relevant fisheries;  

(b) fisheries management objectives;  

(c) whether there are measures and standards; 
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(d) the cumulative effects;  

(e) any fish habitat banks; 

(f) whether any measures and standards to offset the harmful alteration, disruption or 

destruction of fish habitat give priority to the restoration of degraded fish habitat;  

(g) Indigenous knowledge of the Indigenous peoples of Canada that has been provided to the 

Minister; and 

(h) any other factor that the Minister considers relevant.  

 

The FFHPP is guided by the new “Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Program Policy Statement (2019)”. 

This Policy provides guidance on undertaking effective measures to offset death of fish and the 

harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat, consistent with the fish and fish habitat 

protection provisions of Canada’s Fisheries Act.  

 

The “Policy for Applying Measures and Standards to Offset Impacts to Fish and Fish Habitat Under the 

Fisheries Act (2019)” was prepared by DFO to provide an overview of how to apply measures and 

standards to offset for impacts to fish and fish habitat. Furthermore this policy is intended to support 

the conservation and protection of fish and fish habitat, including objectives, guiding principles and 

types of measures; and describes step-by-step procedures for developing an offsetting plan.  

 

The Species at Risk Act (SARA) is intended to prevent Canadian indigenous species, subspecies and 

distinct populations of wildlife from being extirpated or becoming extinct. SARA facilitates the recovery 

of wildlife species that are extirpated, endangered or threatened as a result of human activity and 

manage species of special concern (to prevent them from becoming endangered or threatened). The 

Minister is the competent minister for listed aquatic species that are fish as defined in the Fisheries Act 

Section (2) and for marine plants as defined in the Fisheries Act, Section 47.  

 

Environmental and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) is responsible for the administration and 

enforcement of the pollution prevention provisions of the Fisheries Act, Sections 34 and 36-42 on behalf 

of DFO. 

 

For more information, see: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/pol/index-eng.html  

 

  

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/pol/index-eng.html
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 Technical Review Comments  

 Marine Vessel Traffic 

Review Comment 

Number 

3.1 Vessel Traffic 

Subject/Topic Proposed cumulative vessel traffic and marine operations 

References 

considered 

throughout Phase 2 

Environmental 

Assessment 

 Marine Mammal Effects Assessment (TSD 24): Appendix B, Underwater 

Acoustic Modelling Report (entire document)  

 IR Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: DFO 3.2.1 (p. 59); 

Appendix 12, Overview of Marine Operations, page 4 

 Draft Revised Project Certificate No. 005 for Phase 2, August 23, 2019, 

Project Certificate Condition No. 179a, page 87 

 Final Submission – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary River “Phase 2 

Development” Project Proposal, DFO, September 23, 2019 

 Final Written Comment Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project, 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, October 15, 2019, page 39 

 Updated Technical Comments – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary 

River “Phase 2 Development” Proposal, DFO, February 6, 2020, page 16 

 Phase 2 Comment Responses – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, February 

22, 2020, page 3  

 Operational Flexibility Assessment, Phase 2 Proposal – Baffinland Iron Mines 

Corporation, September 30, 2020, pages 4-5  

Summary DFO Updated Technical Comment 
Recommendations (Feb 6, 2020) 

Status/Commitments 

3.1.1 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland provide a brief review 

and assessment of how changing 

the limitation from the amount of 

ore to number of voyages will 

alter any of the provided 

assessments and models provided 

to this point in the assessment 

process.  

Status: Resolved  
 
No commitment proposed 
 
Baffinland’s Phase 2 Comment Response 
to DFO 3.1.1 NEW addressed the request. 
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 Marine Environment: Shipping Season 

3.1.2 NEW: DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide consideration 
for vessels, in addition to ore 
carriers, in determining the 
potential for impacts due to 
increased production. 

Status: Resolved 
 
Final Commitment: Baffinland can confirm 
that it will not surpass the number of 
vessels described and assessed in the 
Phase 2 FEIS Addendum to ship an 
additional 20% of ore over 12 Mtpa in the 
maximum operational flexibility scenario. 
For clarity, this is a limit of 176 ore 
carriers, 12 freight vessels and 12 fuel 
vessels. 

Importance of issue 

to the impact 

assessment 

Increased shipping has the potential to cause negative impacts to marine 

mammals and the marine environment. It’s important to fully understand the 

proposed vessel traffic at Milne Port, throughout Milne Inlet and along the 

shipping route, in order to adequately evaluate impacts associated with the 

project.  

Detailed Review 

Comment 

Gap/Issue  

Disagreement with 

Addendum/TSD 

conclusion 

Reasons for 

disagreement with 

Addendum 

conclusion 

DFO notes that Baffinland had provided a ‘Revised Project Certificate No. 005 

for Phase 2’ document on August 23, 2019, proposing a modification to Term 

and Condition 179a. Based on the information provided, DFO agrees that 

modification of Term and Condition 179a to a transportation limit related to the 

number of ships, rather than a production limit related to the amount of ore, is 

likely a more effective way to track the limits and potential effects of 

Baffinland’s marine shipping activities. 

 

DFO also acknowledges Baffinland’s commitment to not exceed 176 ore carriers 

(or 352 transits) in any given year, including under an operational flexibility 

scenario, and will provide further review on any additional Project Certificate 

revisions to Term and Condition 179a.  

Recommendation / 

Request 

Recommendation 3.1 NEW: Based on the information received and Baffinland’s 

subsequent commitment, DFO considers recommendations 3.1.1 NEW and 

3.1.2 NEW resolved.   

Review Comment 

Number 

3.2 Shipping Season 

Subject/Topic Timing of shipping in the shoulder seasons and associated assessments 

References 

considered 

throughout Phase 2 

 Ice Conditions Report (TSD 16), Appendix I: Ice navigation in the Canadian 

Arctic, p.1 
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Environmental 

Assessment 

 IR Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: Appendix 11, 

Commitment Register, Commitment 156 (p. 24 of 27); Appendix 12 (p.3, 

Section 4,) 

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the NIRB, March 2019, Technical 

Comment 3.3, Recommendation 3.3.1 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. March 26, 2019. Technical Comment 

Responses, Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: page 17 

 Golder Associates Ltd. May 17, 2019, Assessment of Icebreaking Operations 

during Shipping Shoulder Seasons on Marine Biophysical Valued Ecosystem 

Components (VECs), page 4 & 49 

 Knight-Piésold Consulting. May 17, 2019. Socio-economic Assessment of 

Icebreaking Operations during Shipping Shoulder Seasons: Table 2.2: Timing 

of Ice Events on the Northern Shipping Route 

 Final Submission – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary River “Phase 2 

Development” Project Proposal, DFO, September 23, 2019 

 Final Written Comment Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project, 

Baffinland, October 15, 2019, page 41 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, DFO Final Written Submission 

Disposition Table, received by DFO on October 31, 2019. 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, Phase 2 Proposal Updated Information 

Package, Attachment 2 – Commitments and terms and condition following 

the Public Hearings, January 6, 2020 

 In-person meeting between Baffinland and DFO on January 23, 2020. 

 Updated Technical Comments – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary 

River “Phase 2 Development” Proposal, DFO, February 6, 2020, page 19 

 Phase 2 Comment Responses – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, February 

22, 2020, pages 3-4  

 Phase 2 Shipping Season Description Table – Baffinland Iron Mines 

Corporation, May 6, 2020 

 Updated Phase 2 Commitment Table – DRAFT – Baffinland Iron Mines 

Corporation, September 29, 2020, page 6  

Summary DFO Updated Technical Comment 

Recommendations (Feb 6, 2020) 

Status/Commitments 

3.2.1 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland provide a summary of 

monitoring conducted during the 

opening and closing of the 

shipping season. 

 

Status: Resolved 

Final Commitment: Baffinland commits to 

provide a summary of the following 

information as part of its annual reporting 

requirements, and in preliminary field 

reports within 35 days of Spring shoulder 

season shipping activities commencing 
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and 30 days of Fall shoulder season 

activities ending:  

i. marine monitoring programs,  

ii. determinants for opening and closing 

the shipping season,  

 iii. ecological and cultural (or “Inuit use”) 

factors that influence shipping activities 

iiii. other information, as requested by 

DFO and other regulators and key 

stakeholders, relevant to the marine 

environment  

  

The requirement for, and format of, these 

reports will be included in the final Marine 

Monitoring Plan, should Phase 2 be 

approved. Additional information 

requested after submission of the 

preliminary field report is to be provided 

by Baffinland as a memo within 35 days 

and will be included in Annual Reporting.    

3.2.2 NEW:  DFO recommends 

Baffinland provide consideration 

for marine mammal behaviours or 

additional ecological factors in 

their determination of shipping 

season opening and closing, such 

as the mentioned outmigration of 

narwhal, and a commitment to 

reporting  annually on the 

determination of the opening and 

closing of the shipping season.   

Status: Resolved 

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland commits to 

updating the Draft Early Shipping Season-

Operational Guide, to better characterize 

considerations used in determining the 

nominal shipping season. See response to 

DFO 3.1.2 for the commitment to report 

on determinants of opening and closing 

the shipping season. 

 

Importance of issue 

to the impact 

assessment 

Shipping during the shoulder seasons, including ice breaking activities, has the 

potential to cause negative impacts to marine mammals. It’s important to fully 

understand when and how activities will occur over the shoulder seasons in 

order to adequately review impacts. 

Detailed Review 

Comment 

Gap/Issue  

Disagreement with 

Addendum/TSD 

conclusion 

DFO notes it’s important to understand the specific criteria that will be used to 

inform Baffinland’s decision to open or close the shipping season. Baffinland 

provided DFO with a visual representation of the current shipping season, the 

proposed shipping season, and historic ice conditions data in a Phase 2 Shipping 

Season Description Table on May 6, 2020. DFO appreciates the additional 

information Baffinland has provided in order to provide further clarity on the 
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 Marine Acoustic Modelling & Disturbances 

Reasons for 

disagreement with 

Addendum 

conclusion 

variable nature of ice conditions within the shoulder seasons and, 

subsequently, the proposed shipping season.  

 

Noting that ice conditions within the shoulder seasons are variable, DFO 

reiterates the importance of consideration of ecological factors in the decision 

to open or close the shipping season and properly documenting and reporting 

how these decisions are made. Ideally, the decision would take into 

consideration ecological factors, such as key life cycle stages for marine 

mammals that utilize the ice habitat and consideration of the risk of 

entrapment during the freeze-up period.  

 

DFO has met with Baffinland since the adjournment of the November 2019 

Final Hearing to further develop commitments to resolve outstanding technical 

comments. DFO acknowledges Baffinland’s updated commitments for DFO 

technical comments 3.2.1 NEW and 3.2.2 NEW. These commitments satisfy 

DFO’s requests for annual monitoring and reporting of shoulder season 

shipping activities and consideration of ecological and land use factors.  

Recommendation / 

Request 

Recommendation 3.2 NEW:  Based on the information received and 

Baffinland’s subsequent commitments, DFO considers recommendation 3.2.2 

NEW resolved. DFO also considers 3.2.1 NEW to be resolved, and recommends 

to the NIRB that a T&C be established in the Project Certificate that includes 

clear due dates and information requirements for the field reports and any 

supplemental reports.  

Review Comment 

Number 

3.3 Acoustic Modelling & Disturbances 

Subject/Topic Acoustic modelling and impacts due to acoustic disturbance 

References 

considered 

throughout Phase 2 

Environmental 

Assessment   

 Marine Mammal Effects Assessment (TSD 24): Appendix B, Underwater 

Acoustic Modelling Report (entire document); 

 Cumulative and Transboundary Assessment (TSD 27): Section 1.4.14 (p. 42), 

Secion 1.4.14.3 (p.44-45) 

 IR Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: DFO 3.2.1 (p. 59-60); 

Appendix 12, Overview of Marine Operations (entire document) 

 Advance Technical Comment Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River 

Project: 3.2.2 (p. 6-7) 

 Golder Associates Ltd. May 17, 2019, Assessment of Icebreaking Operations 

during Shipping Shoulder Seasons on Marine Biophysical Valued Ecosystem 
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Components (VECs), Figures D-31 & D-38; Appendix D, section D.2, Figures 

D-39 – D-76; pg. 49, p. i–ii , page 45-46, 51, 53, 71 

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the NIRB, March 2019 

 JASCO Applied Sciences. May 10, 2019. Technical Memorandum: Baffinland 

Phase 2 Acoustic Modelling: Responses to Technical Comment DFO 3.5.4; 

page 1. 

 Knight Piésold Consulting Memorandum TSD27 – Cumulative Effects 

Assessment: sections 4.3.2, 4.3.3 & 4.3.4, pg. 20-23. 

 Hemmera Envirochem Inc. (Hemmera). 2019. Review of the Mary River 

Phase 2 Assessment Conclusions on the Effects of Icebreaking to Narwhal. 

Project No. 103182-01. October 11, 2019. 

 Final Submission – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary River “Phase 2 

Development” Project Proposal, DFO, September 23, 2019, Technical 

Review Comment 3.7 (recommendations 3.7.2 and 3.7.4);  Technical Review 

Comment 3.8 (recommendation 3.8.3) 

 Final Written Comment Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project, 

Baffinland, October 15, 2019, pages 49-52 

 Final Written Comment Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project, 

Baffinland, Appendix N, Attachment 2: Technical Memo Analysis of 2018 

Narwhal Tagging Data during Fall Shoulder Season, October 15, 2019 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, Phase 2 Proposal Updated Information 

Package, Attachment 2 – Commitments and terms and condition following 

the Public Hearings, January 6, 2020 

 Updated Technical Comments – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary 

River “Phase 2 Development” Proposal, DFO, February 6, 2020, pages 26-27 

 Phase 2 Comment Responses – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, February 

22, 2020, page 5  

 Phase 2 Comment Responses, Appendix B Marine Mammal Monitoring 

Technical Memorandum – Golder, February 21, 2020, pages 27, 40, 57 

 Summary of Results for the 2019 Marine Mammal Monitoring Programs 

Technical Memorandum – Golder, May 15, 2020, page 67 

 Updated Phase 2 Commitment Table – DRAFT – Baffinland Iron Mines 

Corporation, September 29, 2020, page 6 

 Operational Flexibility Assessment, Phase 2 Proposal – Baffinland Iron 

Mines Corporation, September 30, 2020, page 5 

 

Publications: 

DFO. 2019a. Science Review of the Phase 2 Addendum to the Final 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Baffinland Mary River Project. DFO 

Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Resp. 2019/015. 



21 
 

Gervaise, C., Simard, Y., Roy, N., Kinda, B., and Ménard, N. 2012. Shipping noise 

in whale habitat: Characteristics, sources, budget, and impact on belugas in 

Saguenay-St. Lawrence Marine Park hub. J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 132(1): 76–89.  

Elliott, R.E., Raborn, S., Smith, H.R., and Moulton, V.D. 2015. Marine mammal 

aerial surveys in Eclipse Sound, Milne Inlet, Navy Board Inlet, and Pond 

Inlet, 31 August – 18 October 2013. Final LGL Report No. TA8357-3. 

Prepared by LGL Limited, King City, ON for Baffinland Iron Mines 

Corporation, Oakville, ON. 61 p. 

Lesage, V., Barrette, C., Kingsley, M.C.S., and Sjare, B. 1999. The effect of noise 

on the vocal behavior of Belugas in the St. Lawrence River Estuary, Canada. 

Mar. Mamm. Sci. 15(1): 65–84. 

NAMMCO (North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commission). 2010. Report on the 

Joint NAMMCO/JCNB Scientific Working Group – narwhal. In: NAMMCO 

Annual Report 2009. NAMMCO. Tromsø, Norway. 291–296 

NRC (National Research Council). 2003. Ocean Noise and Marine Mammals. 

National Academies Press, Washington, DC. 220 p. 

https://doi.org/10.17226/10564. 

Pine, M.K., Hannay, D.E., Insley, S.J., Halliday, W.D., and Juanes, F. 2018. 

Assessing vessel slowdown for reducing auditory masking for marine 

mammals and fish of the western Canadian Arctic. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 135: 

290–302. doi:10.1016/j.marpolbul.2018.07.031 

Radford, A.N., Kerridge, E., and Simpson, S.D. 2014. Acoustic communication in 

a noisy world: can fish compete with anthropogenic noise? Behav. Ecol. 

25(5): 1022–1030. doi:10.1093/beheco/aru029 

Thomas, T.A., Raborn, S., Elliott, R.E., and Moulton, V.D. 2015. Marine mammal 

aerial surveys in Eclipse Sound, Milne Inlet, Navy Board Inlet, and Pond 

Inlet, 1 August – 22 October 2014. Final LGL Report No. FA0024-2. Prepared 

by LGL Limited, King City, ON for Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, 

Oakville, ON. 70  

Summary DFO Updated Technical Comment 
Recommendations (Feb 6, 2020) 

Status/Commitments 

3.3.1 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland provide the committed 

to technical memorandum which 

include calculations for the LSR 

associated with the proposed 

increased transits and modelling 

in other parts of the RSA including 

Milne Inlet, Eclipse Sound and 

Koluktoo Bay, for DFO’s review.  

Status: Resolved 
 
No commitment proposed 
 
Requested information provided in Phase 
2 Comment Responses, Appendix B 
Marine Mammal Monitoring Technical 
Memorandum – Golder, February 21, 
2020  
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3.3.2 NEW: DFO recommends 

that, before the Project is 

approved, Baffinland re-evaluate 

the impact of masking on narwhal 

to a magnitude of 2. 

 

Status: Resolved  
 
No commitment proposed 
 
Update to Table 23 in Phase 2 Comment 
Responses, Appendix B Marine Mammal 
Monitoring Technical Memorandum – 
Golder, February 21, 2020 

3.3.3 NEW: DFO recommends 
Baffinland commit to collect data 
with  Autonomous Multichannel 
Acoustic Recorders (AMARs) at an 
appropriate frequency (eg. yearly) 
and develop a long term 
monitoring plan, which is provided 
to MEWG members and approved 
by DFO, prior to the start of the 
Phase 2 increased shipping 
season. 

Status: Resolved 
 
Final Commitment: Baffinland commits to 
collecting acoustic data in the RSA using 
AMARs to characterize the degree of 
conservatism in the sound propagation 
modelling, at an appropriate frequency for 
the duration of the Phase 2 construction 
and operation periods. Baffinland will 
collaborate with Inuit and DFO on the 
development of the draft program prior to 
submission to the MEWG for additional 
advice and recommendations.  
Recommendations from MEWG members 
will be treated consistent with the 
decision-making requirements as outlined 
in the forthcoming updated MEWG Terms 
of Reference. Baffinland commits to 
updating the marine monitoring plan 
(MMP) with this long-term monitoring 
plan, should Phase 2 be approved. 

Importance of issue 

to the impact 

assessment 

Increased shipping activities, including those occurring during ice conditions, 

may increase acoustic disturbances and negative impacts to marine mammals. 

Adequate modelling must be provided in order to fully assess these impacts. 

Detailed Review 

Comment 

Gap/Issue  

Disagreement with 

Addendum/TSD 

conclusion 

Reasons for 

disagreement with 

Addendum 

conclusion 

In Golder’s February 21, 2020 Marine Mammal Monitoring Technical Memo in 

Appendix B of the Phase 2 Comment Responses, Table 23 (p.57) demonstrates 

that Magnitude for residual acoustic masking effects on narwhal has been re-

evaluated at Level-II. The table also indicates that significance of this potential 

residual effects is determined to be “non-significant”, and the qualifier columns 

of probability (of effect) and certainty (of effect prediction) have no rating.  

 

Following a request from DFO to update the table to adequately and 

transparently address uncertainty, Baffinland provided an update to the Marine 

Mammal Monitoring Technical Memo on May 15, 2020. In this update, Table 22 

(p.67) demonstrates that the probability of residual acoustic masking effects 

occurring is characterized as ‘moderate’, and the certainty of the effects 

prediction is characterized as ‘medium’. 
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DFO acknowledges the underwater acoustic modelling and assessments 

Baffinland has completed throughout the Phase 2 environmental assessment, 

and that Baffinland has satisfied DFO’s requests associated with the provision of 

the Marine Mammal Monitoring Technical Memorandum and re-evaluation of 

the magnitude of masking effects for narwhal. DFO notes there still remains 

concern that noise disturbance has not been appropriately monitored, and that 

noise disturbance associated with increased Phase 2 shipping activities has not 

been adequately characterized. In DFO’s opinion, there is still a high degree of 

uncertainty that exists in the assessment.  

 

DFO does not agree with Baffinland’s assessment that effects to marine 

mammals due to noise will be ‘not significant’, as stated previously (DFO 

2019a). DFO is still unclear what information exists to suggest potential noise 

effects are fully reversible, and notes that Baffinland determined the probability 

of residual acoustic masking effects to be ‘moderate’.  

 

DFO acknowledges the amount of work that Baffinland and Golder have 

completed in support of this assessment, noting that the existing monitoring 

programs have increased data collection and will further improve the global 

understanding of underwater acoustic impacts as monitoring continues. 

However, DFO notes that narwhal are long-lived species and reiterates that 

long-term monitoring throughout the life of the project is essential to ensure 

that any potential impacts are appropriately detected, documented, and 

managed.  

 

DFO agrees with Baffinland that more research needs to be done to adequately 

determine the risk of underwater acoustic impacts on marine mammals, and 

recommends that this can be best accomplished through increased and 

improved monitoring. It’s important, with the current level of uncertainty, to 

adequately monitor the soundscape through the shipping route in the Regional 

Study Area.  

 

DFO has met with Baffinland since the adjournment of the November 2019 

Final Hearing to further develop commitments to resolve outstanding technical 

comments and remaining uncertainty. DFO acknowledges Baffinland’s updated 

commitment for DFO technical comment 3.3.3 NEW, and is of the opinion that 

implementation of this commitment will satisfy DFO’s concerns. DFO looks 

forward to further collaboration with Baffinland, Inuit, and the MEWG to 

ensure that the long term Passive Acoustic Monitoring Program is robust, 
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 Impacts to Marine Mammals: Shoulder Season Shipping and Ice-

breaking 

appropriately addresses existing data gaps, and addresses any residual 

uncertainty.  

Recommendation / 

Request 

Recommendation 3.3 NEW:  Based on the information received and 

Baffinland’s subsequent commitments, DFO considers recommendations 3.3.1 

NEW and 3.3.2 NEW.  DFO also considers 3.3.3 NEW to be resolved, and 

recommends to the NIRB that a T&C be established in the Project Certificate 

that includes a clear deadline for when Baffinland should have a draft that 

includes the frequency of monitoring with AMAR’s for the long-term acoustic 

monitoring program submitted to the MEWG for review. 

Review Comment 

Number 

3.4 Impacts to Marine Mammals: Shoulder Season Shipping and Ice-breaking 

Subject/Topic Environmental impacts to marine mammals from shoulder season shipping and 

ice-breaking activities 

References 

considered 

throughout Phase 2 

Environmental 

Assessment   

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Final Environmental Impact Statement, 

Volume 2, Table 2.3.4 

 Marine Mammal Effects Assessment (TSD 24): Section 2.5. Table 2.3 (p. 20); 

Section 2.5.2.2 (p. 26); Appendix A: Marine Mammal Baseline report (entire 

document) 

 Cumulative and Transboundary Assessment (TSD 27): Section 1.4.14 (p. 42-

46) 

 IR Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: Appendix 11, 

Commitment Register, Commitment 156 (p. 24 of 27) 

 Knight Piésold Consulting Memorandum TSD27 – Cumulative Effects 

Assessment, p. 20-21). 

 Golder Associates Ltd. November 1, 2016. Peer Review: Marine Mammal 

Aerial Surveys in Eclipse Sound, Milne Inlet and Pond Inlet, 1 August - 17 

September 2015 (15 March 2016). Report Number: 1663724-002-R-RevA 

 Golder Associates Ltd. November 15, 2016. Integration Report: Marine 

Mammals in Eclipse Sound, Milne Inlet and Pond Inlet, Table 1, p.ii. Report 

Number: 1663724-006-R-RevA 

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the NIRB, March 2019, Technical 

Comment 3.4 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. March 26, 2019. Technical Comment 

Responses, Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: DFO 3.4.4, pg. 21,  DFO 

Recommendation 3.4.1, pg. 19 
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 Golder Associates Ltd. May 17, 2019, Assessment of Icebreaking Operations 

during Shipping Shoulder Seasons on Marine Biophysical Valued Ecosystem 

Components (VECs): Section 1.3, pg. 13; p. 48; pg. 77–80,  section 5.6.3, pg. 

42; pages 50, 53, 54 & 56. 

 Knight-Piésold Consulting. May 17, 2019. Socio-economic Assessment of 

Icebreaking Operations during Shipping Shoulder Seasons: section 5.6.3, pg. 

13 & pg. 42,  pg. 46-47, pg. 50 

 Draft Baffinland Early Shipping Season – Operational Guide. August 20, 

2019: section 5.2, page 9 

• Hemmera Envirochem Inc. (Hemmera). 2019. Review of the Mary River 

Phase 2 Assessment Conclusions on the Effects of Icebreaking to Narwhal. 

Project No. 103182-01. October 11, 2019. 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, DFO Final Written Submission 

Disposition Table, received by DFO on October 31, 2019. 

 Final Submission – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary River “Phase 2 

Development” Project Proposal, DFO, September 23, 2019, Technical 

Review Comment 3.5 (recommendation 3.5); Technical Review Comment 

3.6 (recommendations 3.6, 3.6.2, 3.6.5) 

 Final Written Comment Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project, 

Baffinland, October 15, 2019, pages 42, 46, 48 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, Phase 2 Proposal Updated Information 

Package, Attachment 2 – Commitments and terms and condition following 

the Public Hearings, January 6, 2020 

 Updated Technical Comments – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary 

River “Phase 2 Development” Proposal, DFO, February 6, 2020, pages 28-41 

 Phase 2 Comment Responses – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, February 

22, 2020, pages 6-8   

 Phase 2 Comment Responses, Appendix B Marine Mammal Monitoring 

Technical Memorandum – Golder, February 21, 2020, pages 49, 57 

 Summary of Results for the 2019 Marine Mammal Monitoring Programs 

Technical Memorandum – Golder, May 15, 2020, page 67 

 Early Warning Indicators for Marine Mammals Technical Memorandum – 

Golder, August 20, 2020, page 16 

 

Publications: 

Brueggeman, J.J., Malme, C.I., Grotefendt, R.A., Volsen, D.P., Burns, J.J., 

Chapman, D.G. Ljungblad, D.K., and Green, G.A. 1990. 1989 Walrus 

monitoring program: The Klondike, Burger, and Popcorn prospects in the 

Chukchi Sea. Prepared by Ebasco Environmental for Shell Western E&P, Inc. 

Houston, TX. 121 p. + appendices. 
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DFO. 2015. Abundance estimates of narwhal stocks in the Canadian High Arctic 

in 2013. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis. Rep. 2015/046. 

DFO. 2019. Science Review of the Phase 2 Addendum to the Final 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Baffinland Mary River Project. DFO 

Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Resp. 2019/015. 

 DFO. 2019. Science Review of Additional Documents Submitted June 18–

August 29, 2019 for the Final Environmental Impact Statement Addendum 

for the Baffinland Mary River Project Phase 2. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. 

Resp. 2019/038. (Erratum: March 2020). 

Fay, F.H., Kelly, B.P., Gehnrich, P.H., Sease, J.L., and Hoover, A.A. 1984. Modern 

populations, migrations, demography, trophics, and historical status of the 

Pacific walrus. In Outer Continental Shelf Environmental Assessment 

Program: Final Report of Principal Investigators 37. NOAA, U.S. Department 

of Commerce, Washington, DC. pp. 231−376. 

Ferguson, S.H., Young, B.G., Yurkowski, D.J., Anderson, R., Willing, C., and 

Nielsen, O. 2017. Demographic, ecological, and physiological responses of 

ringed seals to an abrupt decline in sea ice availability. PeerJ doi: 5:e2957; 

DOI 10.7717/peerj.2957.  

Garlich-Miller, J., MacCracken, J.G., Snyder, J., Meehan, R., Myers, M., Wilder, 

J.M., Lance, E., and Matz, A. 2011. Status review of the Pacific walrus 

(Odobenus rosmarus divergens). US Fish and Wildlife Service, Marine 

Mammals Management, Anchorage, AK. vi + 155 p. 

Marcoux, M., Montsion, L.M., Dunn, J.B., Ferguson, S.H., and Matthews, C.J.D. 

2019. Estimate of the abundance of the Eclipse Sound narwhal (Monodon 

monoceros) summer stock from the 2016 photographic aerial survey. DFO 

Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Res. Doc. 2019/028. iv + 16 p. 

Matthews, C.J.D., Hornby, C.A., Ferguson, S.H., and Marcoux, M. 2019. 

Evaluation of LGL visual aerial survey data for estimating narwhal 

abundance in Eclipse Sound during the open water season 2013–2015. DFO 

Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Res. Doc. 2019/029. iv + 23 p 

McFarland, S.E., and Aerts, L.A.M. 2015. Assessing disturbance responses of 

Pacific Walrus (Odobenus rosmarus divergens) to vessel presence in the 

Chukchi Sea (Abstract). Chukchi Sea Environmental Studies Program 

(CSESP), Olgoonik-Fairweather, Fairweather Science, Anchorage, AK. 

Thomas, T.A., Raborn, S., Elliott, R.E., and Moulton, V.D. 2015. Marine mammal 

aerial surveys in Eclipse Sound, Milne Inlet, Navy Board Inlet, and Pond 

Inlet, 1 August – 22 October 2014. Final LGL Report No. FA0024-2. Prepared 

by LGL Limited, King City, ON for Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, 

Oakville, ON. 70 p. 

Watt, C.A., Marcoux, M., Dunn, J.B., Hodgson, R., Moore, R., and Ferguson, S.H. 

2019. Effect of the 2015 narwhal (Monodon monoceros) entrapment on the 
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Eclipse Sound narwhal stock. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Res. Doc. 2019/030. 

iv + 12 p. 

Wilson, S.C., Trukhanova, I., Dmitrieva, L., Dolgova, E., Crawford, I., 

Baimukanov, M., Baimukanov, T., Ismagambetov, B., Pazylbekov, M., Jüssi, 

M., and Goodman, S.J. 2017. Assessment of impacts and potential 

mitigation for icebreaking vessels transiting pupping areas of an ice-

breeding seal. Biol. Conserv. 214: 213–222.Yurkowski, D.J., Young, B.G., 

Dunn, J.B., and Ferguson, S.H., 2018. Spring distribution of ringed seals 

(Pusa hispida) in Eclipse Sound and Milne Inlet, Nunavut: implications for 

potential ice-breaking activities. Arctic Science. https://doi.org/10.1139/as-

2018-0020 

Yurkowski, D.J., Young, B.G., Dunn, J.B., and Ferguson, S.H. 2019b. Spring 

distribution of ringed seals (Pusa hispida) in Eclipse Sound and Milne Inlet, 

Nunavut: implications for potential ice-breaking activities. Arctic Sci. 5(1): 

54–61. 

Summary DFO Updated Technical Comment 

Recommendations (Feb 6, 2020) 

Status/Commitments 

3.4.1 NEW: DFO recommends that 

Baffinland prepare a monitoring 

plan, with an appropriate survey 

methodology, for the purpose of 

documenting and reporting any 

impacts due to icebreaking and 

shoulder season shipping 

activities, which includes the 

indicators Baffinland intends to 

use and rationale for the selection 

of said indicators. Baffinland 

should provide this plan or an 

adequate outline of the proposed 

plan to DFO for review and 

approval prior to any addition of 

ice breaking activities.  

 

Status: Resolved 
 
Final Commitment:  Baffinland commits to 

update the Marine Monitoring Plan 

(MMP) to include a specific section 

relevant to icebreaking and shoulder 

season shipping activities in advance of 

the 2021 shipping season. Through the 

ICA, Baffinland is also committed to the 

development initial Indicators for the 

MMP in collaboration with QIA by 

December 2020. These initial OITR’s will 

then be subject to review by Inuit 

(through the Inuit Committee) and 

regulators (through the MEWG) before 

finalization (no later than August 30, 

2021). 

In advance of the 2021 shipping season, 

BIM can also commit to providing an 

updated draft MMP that will include a 

placeholder for a dedicated section 

specific to icebreaking and shoulder 

season activities. A full update to the 

MMP will occur following receipt of a 
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positive decision from the Minister. 

Updates to the MMP will be actively 

worked on with the MEWG in 2021 

(following a decision). A final MMP would 

then be in place for the 2022 shipping 

season. Recommendations from MEWG 

members on survey methodologies and 

initial indicators will be treated consistent 

with the decision-making requirements as 

outlined in the forthcoming updated 

MEWG Terms of Reference. 

3.4.2 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland provide consideration 

for the re-evaluation of the 

magnitude and the reversibility of 

the impacts of ice entrapment on 

narwhals. 

 

Status: Resolved 

Final Commitment: Baffinland recognizes 

that DFO disagrees with the certainty 

assigned to the potential for ice 

entrapments of marine mammals in the 

Phase 2 FEIS Addendum. To address DFO’s 

concerns about uncertainty, Baffinland has 

committed to run annual end of season 

clearance surveys (DFO 3.6.2) and develop 

a response plan for the potential event of 

an ice entrapment (DFO 3.4.3 NEW). 

3.4.3 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland commit to producing a 

response plan in the event of ice 

entrapments, as determined by 

the committed to multi-year aerial 

surveys. This plan should include 

action level triggers and 

associated outlined response 

actions, in the event of an ice 

entrapment and subsequently an 

increase in frequency of ice 

entrapments. This plan should be 

developed in discussion with DFO 

and other parties and provided to 

DFO for review and approval. 

Status: Resolved 

Final Commitment: Baffinland commits to 

run an annual end of season clearance 

survey. The survey will occur within 7 days 

following the close of the shipping season. 

Determination on the need for the end of 

season surveys will be where ice 

conditions warrant the survey, and in 

collaboration with MHTO and DFO. 

Baffinland commits to provide GIS 

coordinates and a description of group 

size(s) of narwhal along the aerial survey 

tracks. In addition, Baffinland will 

document ice conditions along the aerial 

survey tracks in order to inform changes in 

ice conditions and/or areas of greater risk 

for entrapment. This data will be provided 

to DFO as part of the fall shoulder season 
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shipping reports as committed to under 

DFO 3.2.1 (NEW).   

A reporting structure will be determined 

in collaboration with MHTO, DFO, and 

other relevant boards and organizations in 

the event an ice entrapment is observed 

during the annual end of season clearance 

survey, as will procedures for determining 

if the event is a natural or project-related 

event, and associated response actions. 

This reporting structure is essential to 

determine the best course of action 

should an ice entrapment occur. After five 

years of annual end of season clearance 

surveys once Phase 2 shipping is 

operational, Baffinland and DFO will 

collaborate to analyze the data acquired 

from these surveys to determine what has 

been learned about any potential ice 

entrapments, and if the annual surveys 

should continue to proceed. 

3.4.4 NEW: Overall, DFO reiterates 

the recommendation that 

Baffinland implement the most 

conservative mitigation measure 

and avoid shipping during the 

shoulder seasons and ice-breaking 

activities; only ship during the 

open water season. 

Status: Outstanding, but DFO is actively 

working with Baffinland on the 

development of a commitment; see 

further discussion in the “Detailed 

Review Comment” section 

Importance of issue 

to the impact 

assessment 

Shipping and icebreaking activities on the shoulder seasons are likely to cause 

negative impacts to marine mammals. 

Detailed Review 

Comment 

Gap/Issue  

Disagreement with 

Addendum/TSD 

conclusion 

Reasons for 

disagreement with 

Throughout the Phase 2 Environmental Assessment, DFO has indicated concern 

regarding the proposed increase in shoulder season shipping and icebreaking 

activities, and disagrees with Baffinland’s conclusions that overall the impacts 

will not be significant. As discussed throughout the DFO Science review, 

Baffinland has not provided information, references, data and/or analyses to 

support the “Not Significant” rating (DFO 2012a,b, DFO 2014, DFO 2019a).   
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Addendum 

conclusion 

DFO acknowledges that Baffinland has committed to engaging in end-of-season 

aerial clearance surveys in the fall shoulder season and to developing a 

response plan for potential ice entrapment events. DFO agrees that further 

development and implementation of these measures may help to address 

residual uncertainty associated with icebreaking and shoulder season shipping 

activities and potential ice entrapment events. However, as noted above, it will 

be important for robust monitoring and ongoing re-evaluation of this plan to 

ensure its effectiveness for the duration of the project. DFO notes that the ice 

entrapment response plan should be implemented if an ice entrapment event is 

detected either during aerial surveys or at any time along the shipping route 

when Baffinland’s vessels are active in the Regional Study Area, and must 

include coordination with DFO, the Mittimatalik Hunters and Trappers 

Organization, wildlife boards, and other relevant organizations.  

  

The most conservative mitigation measure to reduce potential impacts from 

icebreaking and shipping in the shoulder season is to avoid icebreaking and 

shoulder season shipping activities. However, Baffinland asserts that these 

activities are integral components that would affect the viability of the Phase 2 

Development Proposal if they were prohibited. Therefore, DFO recommends 

that, at minimum, additional mitigation and monitoring measures are required 

to ensure that any impacts from icebreaking and shoulder season shipping 

activities are adequately detected, documented, and managed.  

 

DFO notes that Baffinland’s spring transit restriction mitigations were initially 

established to address concerns related to noise disturbance, and are applied 

from July 1st to July 30th of any given year. These mitigations currently do not 

cover the entire period of navigation through ice conditions identified by 

Baffinland as causing disturbance to narwhal. DFO recommends that spring 

transit restriction mitigations be applied as long as relevant ice conditions 

persist along the shipping route, and that similar mitigations be developed and 

applied to the fall shipping season to address noise disturbance to narwhal.  

 

DFO notes that Marine Wildlife Observers are currently only permitted on the 

MSV Botnica and that there are limitations to visibility during the shoulder 

season that would influence detection of ship strikes or injury during 

icebreaking and shoulder season shipping activities. DFO notes that Baffinland 

has committed to undertake a pilot program using remote technology to 

monitor for ship strikes, as per the commitment for DFO 3.5 NEW. 

Implementation of this pilot program during icebreaking and shoulder season 

activities would increase confidence that potential ship strikes with marine 

mammals are appropriately detected and documented. This would allow 
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Baffinland to initiate adaptive management strategies and additional 

mitigations to address these impacts. 

 

DFO is currently a member of the Marine Environmental Working Group 

(MEWG), and reviews monitoring plans and reports as they become available.  

DFO indicated that it would be useful to have the results of the marine mammal 

monitoring programs interpreted and integrated together and has proposed a 

comprehensive monitoring framework in section 3.1 of Science Response 

2019/038. This would allow for DFO and other MEWG members make more 

effective and targeted recommendations for mitigation and adaptive 

management strategies.  

 

Baffinland has indicated that adaptive management strategies will be 

implemented in the event that project effects exceed predictions. DFO is of the 

opinion that adaptive management strategies should be identified in advance of 

potential impacts, such that any adaptive management strategies are 

implemented quickly and effectively to limit potential negative impacts on the 

marine environment. DFO recommends that Baffinland work with MEWG 

members and Inuit to establish and review thresholds, indicators, and adaptive 

management strategies related to the marine environment  These thresholds, 

indicators, and strategies should be established in advance of Phase 2 shipping 

operations. A proactive approach to adaptive management would increase 

DFO’s confidence that any potential impacts from icebreaking and shoulder 

season shipping activities will be adequately addressed and mitigated.  

 

DFO acknowledges that Baffinland has committed to further develop the 

Passive Acoustic Monitoring Program and undertake long-term acoustic 

monitoring, as per the commitment established for DFO 3.3.3 NEW. DFO 

recommends that this program be expanded to include acoustic monitoring at 

the floe edge. Baffinland has previously acknowledged “Narwhal is particularly 

sensitive when congregating at the floe edge in July” (Socio-economic 

Assessment of Icebreaking Operations, p. 50). However, Baffinland does not 

expect narwhals to be negatively impacted. Noise pollution and habitat 

destruction is highly likely to lead to displacement of narwhals during this 

sensitive time. Expansion of passive acoustic monitoring at the floe edge would 

increase confidence that impacts to narwhal from icebreaking and shoulder 

season shipping activities are appropriately monitored and adaptively managed. 

 

DFO acknowledges that Baffinland provided an Early Warning Indicators (EWIs) 

for Marine Mammals Technical Memorandum, completed by Golder, on August 

20, 2020. Page 16 of the technical memorandum indicates that ‘change in 
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 Marine Mammal Observation  

calving rate’ has been selected for further development as an EWI for narwhal. 

DFO is concerned that selection of only one EWI is insufficient to actually detect 

early warning signs that potential adverse impacts may be occurring. DFO 

recommends that Baffinland consider monitoring of an additional EWI. This 

indicator could be focused on narwhal body and health condition to ensure that 

the EWIs capture the full suite of potential impacts on narwhal. 

 

DFO has shared these recommendations with Baffinland, and is currently 

working with Baffinland to develop commitments that will satisfy DFO’s 

concerns. 

Recommendation / 

Request 

Recommendation 3.4 NEW: DFO is concerned about the impacts to marine 

mammals from shoulder season shipping and ice-breaking, and is currently 

working with Baffinland to develop commitments that will satisfy DFO’s 

concerns. 

3.4.1 NEW: DFO considers this technical comment resolved. 

3.4.2 NEW: DFO considers this technical comment resolved.  

3.4.3 NEW:  DFO considers this technical comment resolved, and recommends 

to the NIRB that a T&C be established in the Project Certificate that includes a 

clear timeframe being established for the clearance survey; due dates and 

information requirements for the data Baffinland has committed to provide to 

DFO; and a reporting structure for narwhal ice entrapments should they be 

observed.   

3.4.4 NEW: Outstanding; DFO is still engaging in discussion with Baffinland to 

reach an agreeable commitment to satisfy DFO’s concerns related to 

icebreaking and shoulder season shipping. DFO recommends to the NIRB that a 

T&C be established in the Project Certificate for icebreaking and shoulder 

season shipping activities that includes measures that are protective of the 

marine environment.  

Review Comment 

Number 

3.5 Marine Mammal Observation 

Subject/Topic Marine Mammal Observation and Ship-board observation programs 

References 

considered 

throughout Phase 2 

 Marine Mammal Effects Assessment (TSD 24):; Section 2.3 (p. 14-15)  

 TSD28, Appendix V, Section 5.3, Table 2, p. 166; Draft Shipping and Marine 

Wildlife Management Plan, p. 72 
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Environmental 

Assessment   

 IR Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: GN 67 (p. 29)  

 Advance Technical Comment Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River 

Project: 3.2.3 (p. 6-7) 

 Golder Associates Ltd. November 15, 2016. Integration Report: Marine 

Mammals in Eclipse Sound, Milne Inlet and Pond Inlet, Table 1, p.ii. Report 

Number: 1663724-006-R-RevA 

 Nunavut Impact Review Board Mary River Project Certificate 005 – 

Amended October 31, 2018, Term and Condition No. 106, page 53 

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the NIRB, March 2019, Technical 

Comment 3.7, recommendation 3.7.1 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. March 26, 2019. Technical Comment 

Responses, Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: DFO 3.7.1, pg. 

 Golder Associates Ltd. May 17, 2019, Assessment of Icebreaking Operations 

during Shipping Shoulder Seasons on Marine Biophysical Valued Ecosystem 

Components (VECs): pg. 70; Shipping Mitigation Measures 

 Knight-Piésold Consulting. May 17, 2019. Socio-economic Assessment of 

Icebreaking Operations during Shipping Shoulder Seasons: pg. 14 

 Final Submission – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary River “Phase 2 

Development” Project Proposal, DFO, September 23, 2019, Technical 

Review Comment 3.3 (recommendation 3.3); Technical Review Comment 

3.9 (recommendation 3.9.1) 

 Hemmera Envirochem Inc. (Hemmera). 2019. Review of the Mary River 

Phase 2 Assessment Conclusions on the Effects of Icebreaking to Narwhal. 

Project No. 103182-01. October 11, 2019. 

 Final Written Comment Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project, 

Baffinland, October 15, 2019, pages 39-40, 52-53 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, Phase 2 Proposal Updated Information 

Package, Attachment 2 – Commitments and terms and condition following 

the Public Hearings, January 6, 2020 

 Updated Technical Comments – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary 

River “Phase 2 Development” Proposal, DFO, February 6, 2020, pages 41-48 

 Phase 2 Comment Responses – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, February 

22, 2020, pages 8-9 

 Literature Review of New and Developing Ship-Based Technologies to 

Detect Marine Mammal Species – Golder, April 29, 2020, pages 4-5. 

Reference No. 1663724-189-TM-Rev-1-38000 

 

Publications: 

DFO. 2019a. Science Review of the Phase 2 Addendum to the Final 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Baffinland Mary River Project. 

DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Resp. 2019/015. 
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Higdon, J.W., and Ferguson, S.H. 2009. Loss of Arctic sea ice causing punctuated 

change in sightings of killer whales (Orcinus orca) over the past century. 

Ecol. Appl. 19(5): 1365–1375. 

Higdon, J.W., Hauser, D.D.W., and Ferguson, S.H. 2011. Killer whales in the 

Canadian Arctic: distribution, prey items 
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Summary 

 

DFO Updated Technical 

Recommendation (Feb 6, 2020) 

Status/Commitments 

3.5 NEW: DFO reiterates if 

having Marine Wildlife 

Observers (MWOs) present for 

the entire shipping season on all 

project related vessels (e.g., 

icebreakers, escort vessels, ore 

carriers) is not logistically 

possible, DFO recommends an 

alternative plan should be 

developed by Baffinland to 

monitor presence, behavior and 

potential ship strikes of marine 

mammals. 

Status: Resolved 
 
Final Commitment: Baffinland has indicated 

that it is only feasible to have Marine 

Wildlife Observer’s present on the MSV 

Botnica. Noting that having MWO’s present 

on ships may not be feasible at all times due 

to safety concerns, and that certain 

environmental conditions may limit visibility, 

Baffinland commits to develop a pilot 

project using remote technology to monitor 

for ship strikes along the shipping route 

within the Nunavut Settlement Area. The 

intent of the pilot project is to determine 

the efficacy of mitigation to prevent ship 

strikes and of monitoring to detect ship 

strikes and any near misses. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/mms.12745
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To solicit early feedback from DFO in 

advance of developing and submitting the 

methodology and parameters for the 

monitoring program to the MEWG, DFO will 

provide reports from all comparable studies 

conducted by DFO 8 months in advance of 

the start of the program and will identify 

what aspects of these programs DFO is 

recommending Baffinland integrate into the 

program design.  Where relevant, Baffinland 

will incorporate the guidance provided by 

DFO into the study design prior to 

distributing it to the MEWG for review.  

Methodology and parameters for the 

monitoring program will be submitted to the 

MEWG (of which DFO is a member) for 

review and recommendations. 

Recommendations from MEWG members 

will be treated consistent with the decision-

making requirements as outlined in the 

forthcoming updated MEWG Terms of 

Reference. 

The monitoring program will run for three 

years, and will begin one year in advance of 

Phase 2 shipping operations, with a report 

submitted to DFO and MEWG members 

each year the program is implemented. The 

report will include the following 

information:  

1. The number of hours and ships on 

which the program ran 

2. Types and size of vessels on which 

the program ran 

3. Timing during the shipping season 

when the program was run 

4. The number of vessels that were 

called to Milne Port relative to 

Project certificate limits 
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5. If distance of animals to the vessels 

can be calculated, a discussion of 

relative CPAs.  

6. Relevant environmental conditions 

that may affect detection or 

increase potential likelihood of an 

encounter with marine mammals  

7. If the program is collecting 

information related to Project 

effects on the marine environment 

that is not otherwise being collected 

through other programs.  

8. Discussion of cost/value of the 

Project.  

After the third year, Baffinland will submit 

an overview report on the program, to the 

MEWG for review. This report will document 

and discuss the benefits of the project and 

any challenges faced.  

If the pilot program confirms ship strikes 

and/or near misses are occurring the project 

will be extended and included as a 

component of the MMP, in consultation 

with the MEWG, of which DFO is a member. 

Otherwise, the program will be discontinued 

as a permanent component of the MMP 

based on the above listed factors, though 

the program may be implemented again 

periodically based on advice from the 

MEWG or Inuit.  

Importance of issue 

to the impact 

assessment 

It is important to have experienced Marine Mammal Observers aboard ore 

carriers to monitor reactions and provide localized measures of marine 

mammal densities along the shipping route. 

Detailed Review 

Comment 

Gap/Issue  

Disagreement with 

Addendum/TSD 

conclusion 

DFO continues to be concerned that the proposed increase in shipping activities 

could likely increase in the risk and incidence of injury and mortality to 

bowhead whale from vessel traffic, and that Baffinland’s current monitoring 

efforts are insufficient to actually detect ship strikes.  

 

Baffinland provided DFO with a Literature Review of New and Developing Ship-

Based Technologies to Detect Marine Mammal Species, dated April 29, 2020 
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Reasons for 

disagreement with 

Addendum 

conclusion 

and completed by Golder. The literature review states: “Given the very low 

likelihood of a vessel-bowhead interaction (due to the slow vessel speed of 9 

knots), and the relatively high ability to detect bowhead whales (given the 

substantial dedicated, ad hoc monitoring effort of the area) the need to 

undertake additional monitoring of potential vessel-bowhead whale strikes, as 

requested by DFO, is considered low and precautionary in nature.” 

 

However, the literature review also provides the following commentary: 

“Studies show that data collected from MMOs are often underestimations, as 

visual observers are highly impacted by a multitude of factors including observer 

experience, environmental factors (e.g., fog, rain, high sea states), observer 

fatigue, and availability and perception bias (Verfuss et al., 2018). The former is 

described as the presence of animals to are not able to be detected (e.g., under 

ice cover, fog), therefore underestimating species abundance (Pyc et al. 2015). 

The latter refers to bias occurring when the animal is present, but human error 

causes it to be missed (i.e., observer fatigue, low observer skillset)(Pyc et al. 

2015). Visual observations are also often limited by the need for optimal 

weather conditions, sea state, and high light conditions. Visual observers are 

also limited by animal behaviours, as the can only detect marine mammals that 

demonstrate obvious behavioural cues such as surfacing or blowing (Verfuss et 

al., 2018). By developing and improving old technologies, researchers can 

alleviate the need to train personnel, and can improve the ability to collect data 

in poor environmental conditions.” 

DFO acknowledges that there are limitations to having Marine Wildlife 

Observers present on vessels, and appreciates that Baffinland has continued 

the Ship-Board Observer program to ensure there are observers onboard 

icebreaking vessels during the shoulder seasons. However, as noted in the April 

29, 2020 Literature Review of New and Developing Ship-Based technologies to 

Detect Marine Mammal Species (pages 4-5), there are many factors that 

influence the ability for Marine Mammal Observers to detect vessel interactions 

with marine mammals. As well, the logistical constraint of placing observers 

only on icebreaking vessels leaves a significant gap in reporting and detection of 

ship-strikes throughout the remainder of the open-water shipping season. 

 

DFO also acknowledges that Baffinland has implemented a 9-knot speed 

restrictions for project-related vessels within the Regional Study Area. There is 

still is a risk of ship strike and mortality related to strikes with vessels travelling 

at this speed or lower. Recent model simulations completed by Kelley et al 

(2020) indicate that strike-interactions between large ships and whales could 

still result in mortality regardless of speed restriction mitigations. Therefore, 
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DFO notes the slow down mitigation may reduce the risk of mortality but does 

not eliminate it. 

 

Narwhal would be expected to be less vulnerable to ship strikes than bowhead 

whales, given their smaller size. However, there is still a risk particularly given 

the increases in voyages, ship size and expansion of the shipping season into 

the shoulder seasons when whales have begun their migrations. In addition, as 

the ice environment continues to change from climate change, the removal of 

sea-ice choked points means that other whales are venturing farther north into 

the Canadian Arctic, including Baffin Bay to take the advantage of the 

productive summer months (e.g., Killer whale, Sperm whale, Fin whale) (Higdon 

and Ferguson 2009, Higdon et al. 2011, Sheldon et al. 2017). The Baffinland 

shipping corridor crosses perpendicularly to the migration corridor for many of 

these summer species. 

 

DFO acknowledges Baffinland’s commitment to develop a pilot project using 

remote technology to monitor for ship strikes along the shipping lane within the 

Nunavut Settlement Area to address residual uncertainty and ensure detection 

of ship strikes.. The intent of the pilot project would be to determine the 

efficacy of mitigation to prevent ship strikes and of monitoring to detect ship 

strikes. Once developed, this program should be submitted to the MEWG for 

review and recommendations. The development and ongoing review of the 

program will consider the following factors: the number of hours and ships on 

which the program ran; the types and size of vessels on which the program ran; 

timing during the shipping season when the program was run; the number of 

vessels utilized, relative to the maximum allowed through the Project 

Certificate; any near misses and distance from the ship; if there are other 

factors potentially influencing detection or influence the likelihood of 

encounters with marine mammals; if the program is collecting other valuable 

information related to the marine environment not captured through other 

monitoring programs; and cost. 

DFO has worked extensively with Baffinland on the development of this 

commitment to ensure that ship strikes with marine mammals are adequately 

detected and reported, and is of the opinion that development and 

implementation of this pilot program should sufficiently address outstanding 

concerns related to ship strikes. 

Recommendation / 

Request 

Recommendation 3.5 NEW:   DFO considers this technical comment resolved, 

and recommends to the NIRB that a T&C be established in the Project 

Certificate that includes clear timelines for the pilot project, the factors to be 
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 Marine Environment: Ballast Water and Non-indigenous Species 

considered throughout the life of the program, and the parameters surrounding 

discontinuation of the program. 

Review Comment 

Number 

3.6 Ballast Water and Non-indigenous Species 

 

Subject/Topic Impacts of increased shipping related to aquatic invasive species (AIS) and non-

indigenous species (NIS) 

References 

considered 

throughout Phase 2 

Environmental 

Assessment   

 Marine Environmental Effects Assessment (TSD 17): Section 3.7.3 (p. 65) 

 TSD 21, Risk Assessment for Introduction of Aquatic Invasive Species from 

Ballast Water, Summary; Section 4 

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the NIRB, March 2019, Technical 

Comment 3.8 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. March 26, 2019. Technical Comment 

Responses, Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: DFO 3.8.1, DFO 3.8.2, 

DFO 3.8.3, 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. March 31, 2019. Ballast Water 

Management Plan: Section 4, pg. 13–14, pg. 8; pg. 7; Section 2, pg. 9; 

Section 3.2, pg. 13 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. May 13, 2019. Draft Shipping and 

Marine Wildlife Management Plan (SMWMP): Page 11; Section 6.6, pg. 76 

 Final Written Comment Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project, 

Baffinland, Appendix N, Attachment 3: Golder Associates Ltd. 2019. 

Technical Report - Ballast Water Dispersion Modelling - Ballast Water 

Model Validation. Submitted to Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. 

1663724-154-R-Rev0. 09 October 2019.  

 Final Submission – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary River “Phase 2 

Development” Project Proposal, DFO, September 23, 2019, Technical 

Review Comment 3.10 (recommendations 3.10.1, 3.10.2, 3.10.3, 3.10.4, 

3.10.5, 3.10.6)  

 Final Written Comment Responses Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project, 

Baffinland, October 15, 2019, pages 53-54  

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, DFO Final Written Submission 

Disposition Table, received by DFO on October 31, 2019. 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, Phase 2 Proposal Updated Information 

Package, Attachment 2 – Commitments and terms and condition following 

the Public Hearings, January 6, 2020 



40 
 

 Updated Technical Comments – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary 

River “Phase 2 Development” Proposal, DFO, February 6, 2020, pages 48-61 

 Phase 2 Comment Responses – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, February 

22, 2020, pages 9-13 

 

Publications: 

Casas-Monroy, O., Linley, R.D., Adams, J.K., Chan, F.T., Drake, D.A.R., and Bailey, 

S.A. 2014. National risk assessment for introduction of aquatic 

nonindigenous species to Canada by ballast water. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. 

Res. Doc. 2013/128. vi + 73 p. 

Chan, F.T., Bronnenhuber, J.E., Bradie, J.N., Howland, K.L., Simard, N., and 

Bailey, S.A. 2012. Risk assessment for ship-mediated introductions of 

aquatic nonindigenous species to the Canadian Arctic. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. 

Sec. Res. Doc. 2011/105. 

Chan, Farrah & MacIsaac, Hugh & Bailey, Sarah. (2015). Chan et al. 2015 CJFAS. 

DFO. 2015b. Risk assessment of alternate ballast water exchange zones for 

vessel traffic to the eastern Canadian Arctic. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. 

Advis. Rep. 2015/019. 

DFO. 2019c. Science Review of Additional Documents Submitted June 18-

August 29, 2019 for the Final Environmental Impact Statement Addendum 

for the Baffinland Mary River Project Phase 2. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. 

Resp. 2019/038. 

Drolet, D. A. Locke, M.A. Lewis and J. Davidson.. 2014 User-friendly and 

evidence-based tool to evaluate probability of eradication of aquatic non-

indigenous species. Journal of Applied Ecology 51: 1050–1056. 

Goldsmit, J., Nudds, S.H., Stewart, D.B., Higdon, J.W., Hannah, C.G., and 

Howland, K.L. 2019. Where else? Assessing Zones of Alternate Ballast Water 

Exchange in the Canadian Eastern Arctic. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 139:74–90. 

Laget, F. 2017. Transport d’espèces de dinoflagellés non-indigènes dans 

l’Arctique Canadien, suite au déversement des eaux de ballast par un navire 

domestique. M.Sc. Thesis. Université du Quebec à Rimouski. 130 p. 

Locke, A., Mandrak, N.E., and Therriault, T.W. 2011. A Canadian rapid response 

framework for Aquatic Invasive Species. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Res. Doc. 

2010/114. vi + 30 p. 

Stewart, D.B., Nudds, S.H., Howland, K.L., Hannah, C.G., and Higdon, J.W. 2015. 

An ecological and oceanographical assessment of alternate ballast water 

exchange zones in the Canadian eastern Arctic. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. 

Res. Doc. 2015/037. vi + 75 p. 

Tremblay, P. 2017. Évaluation du risque potentiel d’introduction d’espèces non-

indigènes de mésozooplancton suite au déversement des eaux de ballast 
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d’un navire domestique dans l’Arctique Canadien. M.Sc. Thesis. Université 

du Quebec à Rimouski. 126 p. 

Summary 

 

DFO Updated Technical 

Recommendation (Feb 6, 2020) 

Status/Commitments 

3.6.1 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland provide clarification 

on where vessels have been 

discharging ballast to date and 

how Baffinland validates/tracks 

this information. 

Status: Resolved 
 

No commitment proposed. Clarification 

provided in Baffinland’s February 22, 2020 

Phase 2 Comment Responses on pages 9-10. 

 

3.6.2 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland commit to including 

discharge coordinates in ballast 

reporting. 

 

Status: Resolved 

 

Final Commitment:  Baffinland commits to 

record the Milne Port anchorage and 

associated coordinates where compliance 

testing and discharge occurs in the ballast 

water testing forms, completed by 

Baffinland’s environmental monitors. A 

dataset with discharge coordinates will be 

provided to MEWG members as part of 

annual reporting requirements. 

3.6.3 NEW: DFO recommends 

that Baffinland make a 

commitment that exchange will 

be carried out prior to 

treatment for all vessels 

conducting exchange plus 

treatment procedures. 

Status: Resolved 

 

Final Commitment:  Baffinland will require 

all vessels calling on Milne Port that treat 

their ballast under the D2 Standard to also 

perform a ballast water exchange prior to 

treatment. For ships unable to conduct 

exchange as specified in Canadian Ballast 

Water Regulations (e.g. ships on Canadian 

domestic trips), exchange is to be conducted 

as specified in revised ABWEZs for Eastern 

Arctic as per DFO CSAS advice (see DFO 

2015, Stewart et al. 2015 and Goldsmit et al. 

2019). This updated commitment will be 

reflected in the 2020 Standing Instructions 

to Masters. 

3.6.4 NEW: DFO recommends 

that Baffinland clarify what 

would trigger Baffinland to 

Status: Resolved 

 

Final Commitment:  Baffinland will consider 

discontinuing exchange plus treatment 



42 
 

discontinue exchange plus 

treatment practices 

 

requirements should treatment systems 

efficacy reach a point that makes the 

benefits of an exchange plus treatment 

system negligible. This decision will be made 

in consultation with TC and DFO, and will be 

based on a consideration of factors outlined 

in DFO 2019 (i.e. if ballast water organism 

concentration or composition, 

environmental conditions, shipping 

patterns, proportion of voyages meeting the 

D-2 standard, or available data describing 

these conditions change in the future, and 

relevant updates to global research on 

ballast treatment systems). In this event 

Baffinland will update ballast water 

dispersion modelling to more accurately 

reflect the spectrum of salinity, 

temperature, and discharge volumes that 

can be expected to be discharged at Milne 

Port under Phase 2 operations if prior 

exchange were to be discontinued. 

3.6.5 NEW: DFO recommends 

that Baffinland provide 

clarification on how Baffinland 

intends to monitor ballast water 

discharges for compliance with 

D2 regulations 

 

Status: Resolved via a joint 

recommendation between DFO and 

Transport Canada 

 

Final Commitment: Transport Canada 

appreciates the efforts by BIM to ensure 

current regulations are followed with 

respect to their plans for ballast water 

management. Given the learning curve 

associated with use of ballast water 

treatment systems, for Phase 2, Transport 

Canada (TC) in consultation with Fisheries 

and Oceans Canada (DFO), recommends, in 

conjunction with present sampling and 

testing protocols being proposed/adopted 

[NTD - will be summarized in complete 

package] by BIM, that BIM implement a 

ballast water compliance sampling plan 

based on a risk-based targeting 

methodology to be developed in 
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consultation with DFO and TC. Such a risk-

based methodology should be applied to 

evaluate the risk of all vessel ballast water 

management (D1, D2) with subsequent 

salinity and D-2 biological compliance 

sampling conducted on vessels identified as 

high or very high risk. The respective risk-

based methodology and associated ballast 

water compliance sampling plan will be 

developed in consultation with DFO and TC 

following completion of DFO’s Project-

specific sampling conducted on a subset of 

vessels calling to Milne Port. The risk-based 

methodology and associated ballast water 

compliance sampling plan should include a 

consideration of other compliance initiatives 

or research being undertaken elsewhere by 

TC relative to implementation of the D-2 

standard. Sampling conducted that supports 

building a body of knowledge for D-2 

treatment systems, beyond biological 

compliance sampling conducted on high risk 

and very high risk tanks, should not 

compromise Baffinland’s ability to transport 

annual ore quantities as approved under a 

modified Project Certificate No 005. 

Understanding that the rationale for this 

program is tied to a learning curve 

associated with the use of ballast water 

treatment systems, the compliance sampling 

program and risk based methodology will be 

adapted as deemed necessary based on the 

results of the program. 
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3.6.6 NEW: DFO recommends 

that Baffinland make a 

commitment to develop of a 

biofouling sampling program, 

approved by DFO and 

completed prior to increase 

shipping activities for Phase 2, 

which specifically includes 

physical collection of organisms 

in a representative, 

standardized and 

comprehensive manner 

(sampling of hull and niche 

areas) that will allow for 

identification of non-native 

species that may be transported 

through project shipping.  

Status: Resolved 

 

Please see detailed final commitment in 

Section 4 (English) and Section 5 (Inuktitut).  

 

3.6.7 NEW: DFO recommends 

that Baffinland make a  

commitment to update the 

monitoring plan, to include 

more intensive sampling, which 

includes greater seasonal and 

spatial coverage, increased 

sample sizes to address concern 

related to statistical power for 

detection, clear protocols for 

determining identity and status 

of species (native, non-

indigenous or cryptogenic).  

Status: Resolved  

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland commits to 

updating the marine monitoring plan (MMP) 

in consultation with MEWG members and 

this will be completed prior to the start of 

the Phase 2 increased shipping season. The 

updated MMP will detail the revised MEEMP 

sampling design which includes greater 

seasonal and spatial coverage and increased 

sampling effort and sample sizes to address 

DFO concerns related to achieving sufficient 

statistical power for detection of project 

effects (≥0.8) (as per recommendations in 

DFO 2020, pages 4-7). 

3.6.8 NEW: DFO recommends 

that Baffinland provide an 

assessment of potential 

biological and ecological effects 

of ballast discharge and 

identification of the high risk 

species or groupings of species 

of concern. These species may 

include, but not be limited to 

Status: Resolved 

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland continues to 

maintain that the identification of high-risk 

biological species or groupings of species of 

concern is the primary responsibility of DFO. 

Despite this, Baffinland is committed to 

supporting the development of a trigger list 

of species and associated response plans 
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any NIS/AIS that have been 

detected in the course of past 

AIS/MEEMP monitoring, and 

should be updated in the event 

that new NIS/AIS are detected in 

future monitoring. 

through the process outlined in response to 

DFO 3.6.9 and  3.6.10, and to refining that 

list with DFO following Phase 2 approval. 

DFO 3.6.9 NEW: DFO 

recommends Baffinland commit 

to develop an appropriate early 

response plan with a clear 

sequence of events to be 

followed in the event that a 

nonindigenous species is 

introduced and/or becomes 

established. 

Status: Resolved 

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland commits to 

follow the most updated version of DFO’s 

AIS Rapid Response Framework in the event 

that a nonindigenous species is introduced 

and/or becomes established. 

3.6.10 NEW: DFO recommends 

that Baffinland commit to 

develop taxa-specific response 

plans for high risk species or 

groups of species identified 

through species level risk 

assessments. These could be 

informed by known vessel 

origins prior to arrival at the 

project. 

Status: Resolved  

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland commits to 

work with the MEWG and DFO to establish 

species-specific Rapid Response Plans. Rapid 

Response Plans will be developed for species 

identified as high risk through ongoing NIS 

monitoring in the receiving environment, 

the ROV (or any other future) biofouling 

monitoring program, results yielded from 

the 2021 biological ballast water sampling 

pilot program (and any ongoing ballast  

monitoring), examination of existing invasive 

species databases and lists in key ecoregions 

where vessels calling originate from (as per 

Goldsmit et al., 2020 Global Change 

Biology), and based on ranking of potential 

risk using the Canadian Marine Invasive 

Screening Tool. 

Importance of issue 

to the impact 

assessment 

Introduction of aquatic invasive species may result in high risk negative impacts 

to the natural environment including fish and marine mammals and their 

habitat, and it’s important to adequately assess and mitigate the risks of 

spreading unwanted species to the project area. 

Detailed Review 

Comment 

Gap/Issue  

Throughout DFO’s review of Baffinland’s Phase 2 Development Proposal, DFO 

has been concerned that increased shipping activities pose substantial risk of 

AIS invasion, particularly through ballast water release and hull biofouling, 
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Disagreement with 

Addendum/TSD 

conclusion 

Reasons for 

disagreement with 

Addendum 

conclusion 

which are important vectors for the transfer of non-indigenous species.  DFO 

notes that more intensive sampling is required to effectively assess, mitigate, 

and manage risk associated with AIS, and if more intensive sampling cannot be 

undertaken due to logistical or operational constraints, more preventative 

measures are required to proactively reduce risk. 

 

DFO acknowledges the considerable progress made with Baffinland since the 

adjournment of the November 2019 Final Hearing to further develop 

commitments to resolve outstanding technical comments related to ballast 

water and aquatic invasive species (AIS) concerns.  The implementation of the 

above-listed commitments should be sufficient to address risk associated with 

ballast water management and ship hull biofouling by ensuring that associated 

AIS risk is properly mitigated, monitored, and adaptively managed as required. 

The intent of the commitments is to ensure that preventative mitigation 

measures are applied where possible, management plans are established in 

advance of AIS establishment, and robust monitoring is undertaken to ensure 

early detection of AIS and determine the species and vessels that pose the 

greatest risk for AIS spread.  

 

DFO notes that effective resolution of DFO’s outstanding technical comments 

related to biofouling required an extensive detailed commitment from 

Baffinland. This detailed commitment is located in Section 4 of this updated 

submission for ease of reading.  

Recommendation / 

Request 

Recommendation 3.6 NEW: Based on the information received and Baffinland’s 

subsequent commitments, DFO considers all recommendations under 3.6 NEW 

as resolved. 

 

DFO considers 3.6.3 NEW resolved, and recommends to the NIRB that this 

commitment be established as a T&C in the Project Certificate that includes 

specifying procedures for ballast water management. 

 

DFO considers 3.6.4 NEW resolved, and recommends to the NIRB that a T&C be 

established in the Project Certificate that includes specifying the parameters of 

discontinuation of exchange plus treatment practices, including factors for 

consideration and updates to the ballast water dispersion modelling. 

 

DFO considers 3.6.5 NEW resolved, and recommends to the NIRB that a T&C be 

established in the Project Certificate that include clear timelines, information 

requirements, and considerations for the risk-based methodology and 

associated ballast water compliance sampling plan.    
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 Marine Cumulative Effects 

DFO considers 3.6.6 NEW resolved, and recommends to the NIRB that a T&C be 

established in the Project Certificate that include clear requirements for 

biofouling management guidelines and practices; timelines and parameters for 

biofouling monitoring, including biological sampling; and parameters for the 

biofouling risk assessment and risk-based sampling plan. The T&C should also 

include that both these programs should be developed with input from DFO.  

Review Comment 

Number 

3.7 Cumulative Effects 

Subject/Topic Cumulative effects assessment and impacts resulting from cumulative project 

impacts 

References 

considered 

throughout Phase 2 

Environmental 

Assessment   

 TSD 27  

 Knight Piésold Consulting’s Memorandum to TSD27 – Cumulative Effects 

Assessment, Section 4.3, p. 19–23. 

 Disposition Table from the June 2019 Technical Meeting for the Mary 

River Project Phase 2 Development 

 Revised Addendum to Technical Supporting Document 27 - Cumulative 

Effects Assessment. August 26, 2019. Section 4.3.3, Pg. 36 

 DFO. 2019a. Science Review of the Phase 2 Addendum to the Final 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Baffinland Mary River Project. 

DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Resp. 2019/015. 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. August 15, 2019. Animation of 

Simulated Vessel Movements with Estimated Sound Field 

 Updated Technical Comments – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation 

Mary River “Phase 2 Development” Proposal, DFO, February 6, 2020, 

pages 61-64 

 Phase 2 Comment Responses – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, 

February 22, 2020, pages 13   

 Phase 2 Comment Responses, Appendix B Marine Mammal Monitoring 

Technical Memorandum – Golder, February 21, 2020, pages 57 

 Summary of Results for the 2019 Marine Mammal Monitoring Programs 

Technical Memorandum – Golder, May 15, 2020, page 67 

Summary 

 

DFO Updated Technical Comment 

Recommendation (Feb 6, 2020) 

Status/Commitments 

3.7 NEW:  DFO recommends that 

Baffinland conduct a thorough 

analysis and assessment 

Status: Resolved  

Final Commitment: Baffinland recognizes 

that DFO disagrees with the 
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examining all the combined 

impacts of all the Project activities 

inside and outside the study areas. 

determinations of the Combined Effects 

Assessment located in Table 22 of 

Baffinland’s Marine Mammal Monitoring 

Technical Memorandum updated in May 

2020 (document # 1663724-186-TM-Rev2-

38000). DFO is concerned that the 

combined effects assessment does not 

adequately consider uncertainty and 

potential interactions between combined 

effects, nor does it consider combined 

effects outside of the Regional Study Area.  

To account for residual uncertainty in the 

effects assessment, Baffinland has made 

several commitments related to the 

strengthening of monitoring programs, as 

well as the implementation of pilot 

projects to better detect and monitor 

effects of the project on the marine 

environment. Implementation of these 

commitments will be developed in 

collaboration with DFO, Inuit, and relevant 

organizations to ensure that all 

recommendations and concerns are 

addressed and accounted for. If results of 

the monitoring programs indicate that 

there are significant or meaningful 

impacts to the marine environment, 

Baffinland commits to undertake 

investigations to determine the cause of 

the impact, and will identify any 

mitigations or other adaptive 

management strategies to address the 

impact for review and recommendations 

by Inuit and the MEWG. 

Recommendations from MEWG members 

will be treated consistent with the 

decision-making requirements as outlined 

in the forthcoming updated MEWG Terms 

of Reference. 
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Importance of issue 

to the impact 

assessment process 

It’s important to have a cumulative combined impact assessment on marine 

mammals, to fully understand and review project impacts. 

Detailed Review 

Comment 

Gap/Issue  

Disagreement with 

conclusion 

Reasons for 

disagreement with 

conclusion 

Throughout the Phase 2 Environmental Assessment, DFO has indicated concern 

that the existing combined effects assessment does not not adequately 

consider uncertainty and potential interactions between combined effects, nor 

does it consider combined effects outside of the Regional Study Area. 

Baffinland provided a Marine Mammal Monitoring Technical Memo, completed 

by Golder, in Appendix B of their February 21, 2020 Phase 2 Comment 

Responses. Table 23 (p.57) indicates that significance of residual effects and 

residual combined effects to marine mammal VECs (valued ecosystem 

components) are determined to be “non-significant”, and the qualifier columns 

of probability (of effect) and certainty (of effect prediction) have no rating.  

Baffinland provided an update to the Marine Mammal Monitoring Technical 

Memo on May 15, 2020 following a request from DFO to update the table to 

adequately and transparently address uncertainty. In this update, Table 22 (p. 

67) clearly demonstrates Baffinland’s determinations of probability of effects 

occurring, and the certainty of the effects prediction.  

  

DFO has engaged in discussions with Baffinland since the adjournment of the 

November 2019 Final Hearing, and has developed (and is continuing to develop) 

commitments related to the marine environment intended to address residual 

uncertainties, improve and expand existing monitoring programs, develop 

additional programs to improve the monitoring and address data gaps, and 

ensure that preventative mitigations measures are applied where feasible. DFO 

is confident that implementation of the recommendations contained in this 

updated written submission and related Baffinland commitments will address 

and reduce uncertainty.  

 

Further development of programs will occur in collaboration with DFO, Inuit, 

relevant organizations and working groups. Baffinland will be required to work 

with DFO, Inuit, and other relevant stakeholders to determine adaptive 

management strategies to ensure the continued protection of the marine 

environment, if the integrated results of the monitoring programs indicate that 

there are significant or meaningful impacts to the marine environment, or that 

the applied mitigation and monitoring measures are not as effective as 

intended.  

Recommendation/ 

Request 

Recommendation 3.7 NEW: DFO considers this technical comment resolved.  
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 Freshwater Watercourse Crossings 

Review Comment 

Number 

3.8 Watercourse crossings 

Subject/Topic Locations and types of proposed watercourse crossings  

References 

considered 

throughout Phase 2 

Environmental 

Assessment   

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the Nunavut Impact Review Board 

(NIRB), March 7, 2019. Technical comments 3.10.1 and 3.10.3. 

 Updated Application for Amendment No. 2 of Type A Water Licence, 

Attachment 13.2: North Railway Freshwater Habitat Survey, Appendix 1, 

Table A1-1  

 Updated Application for Amendment No. 2 of Type A Water Licence, 

Attachment 13.1, Appendix 2: List of North Rail Infrastructure Interactions 

with Fresh Water, Table A2-1 

 Updated Application for Amendment No. 2 of Type A Water Licence, 

Attachment 13.3: North Railway Catchments 

 Updated Application for Amendment No. 2 of Type A Water Licence, 

Attachment 13.1 appendices: Project Infrastructure Interactions With Fresh 

Water Streams and Ponds 

 Updated Application for Amendment No. 2 of Type A Water Licence, 

Attachment 13.8: North Railway Bridge Drawings, pg. 7-10 of 32 (Adobe 

PDF) 

 DFO Information Requests (IRs) to the Nunavut Water Board (NWB), May 

14, 2019. DFO IR 1b. 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Technical Meeting No. 2 Disposition Table as of July 3, 

2019, Appendix A of the July 4, 2019 correspondence to NIRB. DFO 3.10.3, 

page 8 of 23 (Adobe PDF) 

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the NWB, July 2019, Technical 

Comment 3.1, recommendation 3.1.1 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. August, 2019. Technical Comment 

Responses, Application to Amend Type A Water Licence 2AM‐MRY1325, 

Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: DFO 3.1.1 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. January 6, 2020. Phase 2 Proposal 

Updated Information Package, Section 2.2.2. 

 Updated Technical Comments – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary 

River “Phase 2 Development” Proposal, DFO, February 6, 2020, pages 64-67 

 Phase 2 Comment Responses – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, February 

22, 2020, pages 13   

Summary 

 

DFO Updated Technical Comment 

Recommendation (Feb 6, 2020) 

Status/Commitments 
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 Freshwater Fish Passage 

3.8 NEW:  If the Project is 

approved, DFO recommends 

Baffinland provide decision 

criteria and decision matrix for the 

selection of water crossing 

methods for fish bearing 

watercourses in support of any 

regulatory applications made to 

DFO. 

Status: Resolved 

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland will provide 
decision criteria and decision matrix for 
the selection of water crossing methods 
for fish bearing watercourses in support of 
any regulatory permit applications made 
to DFO. 
 

Importance of issue 

to the impact 

assessment process 

Watercourse crossings of fish bearing waters have the potential to create a 

harmful alteration, disruption or destruction (HADD) of fish habitat.    

Detailed Review 

Comment 

Gap/Issue  

Disagreement with 

conclusion 

Reasons for 

disagreement with 

conclusion 

DFO acknowledges Baffinland’s commitment to provide decision criteria and 

decision matrix for the selection of water crossing methods for fish-bearing 

watercourses submitted in support of any future DFO Requests for Review or 

Applications for Authorization. DFO has robust regulatory mechanisms to 

manage freshwater fish habitat impacts associated with the construction of 

watercourse crossings, DFO is confident that concerns related to impacts to fish 

habitat can be addressed during DFO’s regulatory process. 

 

Recommendation/ 

Request 

Recommendation 3.8 NEW: DFO considers this technical comment resolved. 

Review Comment 

Number 

3.9 Fish Passage 

Subject/Topic Watercourse crossings: high velocity predictions and impacts to fish passage  

References 

considered 

throughout Phase 2 

Environmental 

Assessment 

 Surface Water Assessment (TSD 13): Section 2.5.2. (p. 16); Section 2.5.3 (p. 

19); Section 2.6 (p. 21 Appendix D, (p. 1 -6; D-1 to D-6); Appendix D, Figure 1 

(p. D-7); Appendix D, Appendix A, Figures A9-A12 (pages D-18 to D-21); 

Appendix D, Appendix B (p. B-1 to B-2) 

 Freshwater Biota and Habitat Assessment (TSD 14): Section 2.2.2 (p. 7-8); 

Section 2.5, Table 2-3 (p. 14); Section 2.5.1.2 (p. 19- 24); Appendix 1: Table 

2-1 (p. 7); Section 4.2.3.2 (p. 31-32); Attachment 3, Table A3-1 (p. 117 to 

120)  

 Conceptual Freshwater Offsetting Plan (TSD 15): Section 5.3.2 (p. 19)  

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the Nunavut Impact Review Board 

(NIRB), March 7, 2019. Technical comments 3.10.4 and 3.11.2. 
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 Baffinland Iron Mines Technical Comment Responses, March 25, 2019. DFO 

3.10.4 on page 40, DFO 3.11.2 on page 42, DFO 3.10.1 on page 37. 

 Email Correspondence from Baffinland to the Nunavut Water Board, April 30, 

2019. 

 Updated Application for Amendment No. 2 of Type A Water Licence, 

Attachment 7.2: North Railway Design Criteria, page 23, sections 7.1.1, 

7.2.1.5, 7.2.1.6, and 7.2.3. 

 Updated Application for Amendment No. 2 of Type A Water Licence, 

Attachment 13.7: North Railway Arch Bridges Hydraulic Assessment, section 

8.6, page 32 

 DFO Information Requests (IRs) to the Nunavut Water Board (NWB), May 

14, 2019. DFO IR 1a. 

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the NIRB, March 2019, Technical 

Comment 3.10, recommendation 3.10.4 

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the NWB, July 2019, Technical 

Comment 3.1, recommendation 3.2.1, DFO 3.2.4 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. August, 2019. Technical Comment 

Responses, Application to Amend Type A Water Licence 2AM‐MRY1325, 

Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: DFO 3.2.1, DFO 3.2.4 

 Updated Technical Comments – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary 

River “Phase 2 Development” Proposal, DFO, February 6, 2020, pages 67-71 

 Phase 2 Comment Responses – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, February 

22, 2020, pages 13-14 

Summary 

 

DFO Updated Technical 

Recommendation (Feb 6, 2020) 

Status/Commitments 

3.9.1 NEW: DFO recommends 

that Baffinland analyze 

monitoring reports related to 

the Tote Road existing 

watercourses crossings and 

provide comprehensive “lessons 

learned” report (for the Tote 

Road crossings) that would 

include strategic analysis of 

what will be done differently to 

ensure the fish-passage issue 

will be avoided, mitigated and 

addressed. 

Status: Resolved  

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland will analyze 
monitoring reports related to the Tote Road 
existing watercourses crossings and provide 
comprehensive lessons learned report (for 
the Tote Road crossings) that would include 
strategic analysis of what will be done 
differently to ensure the fish-passage issue 
will be mitigated, avoided and 
addressed. This report will be included as 

part of any regulatory applications made to 

DFO. 
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 Freshwater Water Withdrawal 

3.9.2 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland provide updated 

hydrological assessment of 

proposed watercourses 

crossings that includes, but is 

not limited to, crossing selection 

and design criteria, flow rates, 

velocities and discharge, and 

fish passage. 

Status:  Resolved  

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland will provide 
an updated hydrological assessment of 
proposed watercourses crossings that 
includes, but is not limited to, crossing 
selection and design criteria, flow rates, 
velocities and discharge, and fish passage. 
This content will be included as part of any 
regulatory permit applications made to DFO. 

Importance of issue 

to the impact 

assessment process 

Fish require access to habitat and the ability to move among habitat types to 

complete one or more life processes, as such, it’s important that all crossings or 

other structures allow for fish passage, for all flow scenarios and all life stages.  

Detailed Review 

Comment 

Gap/Issue  

Disagreement with 

conclusion 

Reasons for 

disagreement with 

conclusion 

DFO acknowledges Baffinland’s commitment to provide a ‘lessons learned’ 

report on the Tote Road, as well as updated hydrological assessments 

submitted in support of any future DFO Requests for Review or Applications for 

Authorization. Noting that DFO has robust regulatory mechanisms to manage 

freshwater impacts associated with the construction of watercourse crossings, 

DFO is confident that concerns related to impacts to fish habitat and fish 

passage can be addressed during DFO’s regulatory process. 

 

Recommendation/ 

Request 

Recommendation 3.9 NEW: DFO considers technical comments 3.9.1 NEW and 

3.9.2 NEW resolved. 

Review Comment 

Number 

3.10 Water Withdrawal 

Subject/Topic Proposed new water withdrawal sites from various lakes and streams along the 

North Railway 

References 

considered 

throughout Phase 2 

Environmental 

Assessment 

 FEIS addendum, Surface Water Assessment (TSD 13); Sections 2.1.1, 2.4, 2.5 

& 4.0 of Appendix C 

 FEIS addendum, Surface Water Assessment (TSD 13); Appendix D, Figure 1, p. 

D-7 

 DFO Technical Review Comments to the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB), 

March 7, 2019. Technical comment 3.12.2 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Technical Comment Responses, March 25, 2019. DFO 

3.12.2, page 43 

 Fresh Water Supply, Sewage, and Wastewater Management Plan, attachment 

23 of the Updated Application for Amendment No. 2 of Type A Water Licence, 

Document #: BAF-PH1-830-P16-0010. Section 4.2, pg. 18. 
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 DFO Technical Review Comments to the NWB, July 2019, Technical 

Comment 3.1, recommendation 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 3.3.4 

 Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation. August, 2019. Technical Comment 

Responses, Application to Amend Type A Water Licence 2AM‐MRY1325, 

Phase 2 Proposal – Mary River Project: DFO 3.3.2, DFO 3.3.3, DFO 3.3.4 

 Updated Technical Comments – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation Mary 

River “Phase 2 Development” Proposal, DFO, February 6, 2020, pages 71-75 

 Phase 2 Comment Responses – Baffinland Iron Mines Corporation, February 

22, 2020, pages 14 

Summary 

 

DFO Updated Technical 

Recommendation (Feb 6, 2020) 

Status/Commitments 

3.10.1 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland provide detailed 

water withdrawal plan that 

includes an in-depth risk analysis 

informed by site specific fish and 

fish habitat features for the 

waterbodies chosen for water 

withdrawal as part of any DFO 

Request for Review submission. 

Status:  Resolved  

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland will provide a 

detailed water withdrawal plan that includes 

an in-depth risk analysis informed by site 

specific fish and fish habitat features for the 

waterbodies chosen for water withdrawal as 

supplemental information to water licensing 

and any DFO Request for Review submission. 

3.10.2 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland conduct a thorough 

localized assessments on the 

waterbodies selected for water 

withdrawal in order to 

adequately assess the potential 

impacts on the fish habitat 

resulting from 20% of the 10-

year dry unit runoff water 

withdrawal on fish-bearing 

watercourses and connecting 

waterbodies. This assessment 

should include, but not be 

limited to, an assessment of the 

effects to littoral/shore/riparian 

areas from the proposed water 

withdrawal, the specific 

withdrawal locations proposed 

for each waterbody including 

fish habitat in the area and 

updated rationale on how this 

Status:  Resolved  

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland will conduct a 
thorough localized assessment on the 
waterbodies selected for water withdrawal in 
order to adequately assess the potential 
impacts on the fish habitat resulting from 
20% of the 10-year dry unit runoff water 
withdrawal on fish-bearing watercourses and 
connecting waterbodies. This assessment will 
include an assessment of the effects to 
littoral/shore/riparian areas from the 
proposed water withdrawal, the specific 
withdrawal locations proposed for each 
waterbody including fish habitat in the area 
and updated rationale on how this level of 
withdrawal will be an environmentally 
protective threshold. This content will be 
included as supplemental information to 
water licensing and regulatory permit 
applications made to DFO. 
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 Additional References 

 Cott, P. and Hanna, B. 2005. Monitoring Explosive-Based Winter Seismic Exploration in Waterbodies, 

NWT 2000-2002. Department of Fisheries and Oceans. Offshore Oil and Gas Environmental Effects 

Monitoring: Approaches and Technologies. P. 493-510. 

 DFO (Fisheries and Oceans Canada). (2010). DFO Protocol for Winter Water Withdrawal from Ice-

Covered Waterbodies in the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. 3 p.  

 DFO. 2013. Framework for Assessing the Ecological Flow Requirements to Support Fisheries in Canada. 

DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis. Rep. 2013/017. 

level of withdrawal will be 

environmentally protective 

threshold. 

3.10.3 NEW: DFO recommends 

Baffinland provide additional 

rationale/assessment to support 

the assertion that 40% of the 

10-year dry unit runoff water 

withdrawal from non-fish-

bearing streams will not 

negatively affect downstream 

fish-bearing waterbodies. 

Status:  Resolved  

 

Final Commitment: Baffinland will provide 
additional rationale/ assessment to support 
the assertion that 40% of the 10-year dry unit 
runoff water withdrawal from non-fish-
bearing streams will not negatively affect 
downstream fishbearing waterbodies. This 
content will be included as supplemental 
information to water licensing and regulatory 
permit applications made to DFO. 

Importance of issue 

to the impact 

assessment process 

Water withdrawal from water bodies has the potential to cause a HADD to fish 

and fish habitat. 

Detailed Review 

Comment 

Gap/Issue  

Disagreement with 

conclusion 

Reasons for 

disagreement with 

conclusion 

DFO acknowledges Baffinland’s commitments to provide additional assessments 

related to freshwater water withdrawals submitted in support of any future DFO 

Requests for Review or Applications for Authorization. Noting that DFO has 

robust regulatory mechanisms to manage freshwater impacts associated with 

water withdrawals, DFO is confident that concerns related to impacts to fish 

habitat and fish passage can be addressed during DFO’s regulatory process. 

 

Recommendation/ 

Request 

Recommendation 3.10 NEW: DFO considers technical comments 3.10.1 NEW, 

3.10.2 NEW, and 3.10.3 NEW resolved.  
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 DFO. 2019a. Science Review of the Phase 2 Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Baffinland Mary River Project. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Resp. 

2019/015. 

 DFO. 2019b. Science Review of Additional Documents submitted May 13–June 17, 2019 for the 

Second Technical Review of the Final Environmental Impact Statement Addendum for the 

Baffinland Mary River Project Phase 2. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Resp. 2019/031. 

 DFO. 2019c. Science Review of Additional Documents Submitted June 18–August 29, 2019 for the 

Final Environmental Impact Statement Addendum for the Baffinland Mary River Project Phase 2. DFO 

Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Resp. 2019/038. 

 IMO (International Marine Organization). Adopted on July 15, 2011. ANNEX 26, RESOLUTION 

MEPC.207(62). 2011 Guidelines for the Control and Management of Ships’ Biofouling to Minimize the 

Transfer of Invasive Aquatic Species. 25 p.



 
 

 English Summary of Recommendations, Commitments and Status 
 

ID Recommendation Commitment Status 

3.1.1 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide a brief 
review and assessment of 
how changing the limitation 
from the amount of ore to 
number of voyages will alter 
any of the provided 
assessments and models 
provided to this point in the 
assessment process. 

Baffinland’s Phase 2 Comment Response 
to DFO 3.1.1 NEW addressed the request 

Resolved 

3.1.2 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide 
consideration for vessels, in 
addition to ore carriers, in 
determining the potential 
for impacts due to 
increased production. 

Baffinland can confirm that it will not 
surpass the number of vessels described 
and assessed in the Phase 2 FEIS 
Addendum to ship an additional 20% of 
ore over 12 Mtpa in the maximum 
operational flexibility scenario. For 
clarity, this is a limit of 176 ore carriers, 
12 freight vessels and 12 fuel vessels. 

Resolved 

3.2.1 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide a 
summary of monitoring 
conducted during the 
opening and closing of the 
shipping season 

Baffinland commits to provide a 
summary of the following information as 
part of its annual reporting 
requirements, and in preliminary field 
reports within 35 days of Spring shoulder 
season shipping activities commencing 
and 30 days of Fall shoulder season 
activities ending:  
i. marine monitoring programs,  
ii. determinants for opening and closing 
the shipping season,  
 iii. ecological and cultural (or “Inuit 
use”) factors that influence shipping 
activities 
iiii. other information, as requested by 
DFO and other regulators and key 
stakeholders, relevant to the marine 
environment  
  
The requirement for, and format of, 
these reports will be included in the final 
Marine Monitoring Plan, should Phase 2 
be approved. Additional information 
requested after submission of the 
preliminary field report is to be provided 

Resolved 
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by Baffinland as a memo within 35 days 
and will be included in Annual Reporting. 

3.2.2 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide 
consideration for marine 
mammal behaviours or 
additional ecological factors 
in their determination of 
shipping season opening 
and closing, such as the 
mentioned outmigration of 
narwhal, and a commitment 
to reporting  annually on 
the determination of the 
opening and closing of the 
shipping season. 

Baffinland commits to updating the Draft 
Early Shipping Season-Operational 
Guide, to better characterize 
considerations used in determining the 
nominal shipping season. See response 
to DFO 3.1.2 for the commitment to 
report on determinants of opening and 
closing the shipping season. 

Resolved 

3.3.1 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide the 
committed to technical 
memorandum which 
include calculations for the 
LSR associated with the 
proposed increased transits 
and modelling in other 
parts of the RSA including 
Milne Inlet, Eclipse Sound 
and Koluktoo Bay, for DFO’s 
review. 

Requested information provided in 
Phase 2 Comment Responses, Appendix 
B Marine Mammal Monitoring Technical 
Memorandum – Golder, February 21, 
2020. 

Resolved 

3.3.2 
NEW 

DFO recommends that, 
before the Project is 
approved, Baffinland re-
evaluate the impact of 
masking on narwhal to a 
magnitude of 2. 

Update to Table 23 in Phase 2 Comment 
Responses, Appendix B Marine Mammal 
Monitoring Technical Memorandum – 
Golder, February 21, 2020 addresses this 
recommendation 

Resolved 

3.3.3 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland commit to collect 
data with  Autonomous 
Multichannel Acoustic 
Recorders (AMARs) at an 
appropriate frequency (eg. 
yearly) and develop a long 
term monitoring plan, 
which is provided to MEWG 
members and approved by 
DFO, prior to the start of 
the Phase 2 increased 
shipping season. 

Baffinland commits to collecting acoustic 
data in the RSA using AMARs to 
characterize the degree of conservatism 
in the sound propagation modelling, at 
an appropriate frequency for the 
duration of the Phase 2 construction and 
operation periods. Baffinland will 
collaborate with Inuit and DFO on the 
development of the draft program prior 
to submission to the MEWG for 
additional advice and recommendations.  
Recommendations from MEWG 
members will be treated consistent with 
the decision-making requirements as 

Resolved 
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outlined in the forthcoming updated 
MEWG Terms of Reference. Baffinland 
commits to updating the marine 
monitoring plan (MMP) with this long-
term monitoring plan, should Phase 2 be 
approved. 

3.4.1 
NEW 

DFO recommends that 
Baffinland prepare a 
monitoring plan, with an 
appropriate survey 
methodology, for the 
purpose of documenting 
and reporting any impacts 
due to icebreaking and 
shoulder season shipping 
activities, which includes 
the indicators Baffinland 
intends to use and rationale 
for the selection of said 
indicators. Baffinland 
should provide this plan or 
an adequate outline of the 
proposed plan to DFO for 
review and approval prior 
to any addition of ice 
breaking activities. 

Baffinland commits to update the 
Marine Monitoring Plan (MMP) to 
include a specific section relevant to 
icebreaking and shoulder season 
shipping activities in advance of the 2021 
shipping season. Through the ICA, 
Baffinland is also committed to the 
development initial Indicators for the 
MMP in collaboration with QIA by 
December 2020. These initial OITR’s will 
then be subject to review by Inuit 
(through the Inuit Committee) and 
regulators (through the MEWG) before 
finalization (no later than August 30, 
2021). 
 
In advance of the 2021 shipping season, 
BIM can also commit to providing an 
updated draft MMP that will include a 
placeholder for a dedicated section 
specific to icebreaking and shoulder 
season activities. A full update to the 
MMP will occur following receipt of a 
positive decision from the Minister. 
Updates to the MMP will be actively 
worked on with the MEWG in 2021 
(following a decision). A final MMP 
would then be in place for the 2022 
shipping season. Recommendations 
from MEWG members on survey 
methodologies and initial indicators will 
be treated consistent with the decision-
making requirements as outlined in the 
forthcoming updated MEWG Terms of 
Reference. 

Resolved 

3.4.2 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide 
consideration for the re-
evaluation of the 
magnitude and the 
reversibility of the impacts 

Baffinland recognizes that DFO disagrees 
with the certainty assigned to the 
potential for ice entrapments of marine 
mammals in the Phase 2 FEIS 
Addendum. To address DFO’s concerns 
about uncertainty, Baffinland has 
committed to run annual end of season 

Resolved 
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of ice entrapment on 
narwhals. 

clearance surveys (DFO 3.6.2) and 
develop a response plan for the 
potential event of an ice entrapment 
(DFO 3.4.3 NEW). 

3.4.3 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland commit to 
producing a response plan 
in the event of ice 
entrapments, as 
determined by the 
committed to multi-year 
aerial surveys. This plan 
should include action level 
triggers and associated 
outlined response actions, 
in the event of an ice 
entrapment and 
subsequently an increase in 
frequency of ice 
entrapments. This plan 
should be developed in 
discussion with DFO and 
other parties and provided 
to DFO for review and 
approval. 

Baffinland commits to run an annual end 
of season clearance survey. The survey 
will occur within 7 days following the 
close of the shipping season. 
Determination on the need for the end 
of season surveys will be where ice 
conditions warrant the survey, and in 
collaboration with MHTO and DFO. 
Baffinland commits to provide GIS 
coordinates and a description of group 
size(s) of narwhal along the aerial survey 
tracks. In addition, Baffinland will 
document ice conditions along the aerial 
survey tracks in order to inform changes 
in ice conditions and/or areas of greater 
risk for entrapment. This data will be 
provided to DFO as part of the fall 
shoulder season shipping reports as 
committed to under DFO 3.2.1 (NEW).   

A reporting structure will be determined 
in collaboration with MHTO, DFO, and 
other relevant boards and organizations 
in the event an ice entrapment is 
observed during the annual end of 
season clearance survey, as will 
procedures for determining if the event 
is a natural or project-related event, and 
associated response actions. This 
reporting structure is essential to 
determine the best course of action 
should an ice entrapment occur. After 
five years of annual end of season 
clearance surveys once Phase 2 shipping 
is operational, Baffinland and DFO will 
collaborate to analyze the data acquired 
from these surveys to determine what 
has been learned about any potential ice 
entrapments, and if the annual surveys 
should continue to proceed. 

Resolved 

3.4.4 
NEW 

Overall, DFO reiterates the 
recommendation that 
Baffinland implement the 
most conservative 

 Outstanding 
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mitigation measure and 
avoid shipping during the 
shoulder seasons and ice-
breaking activities; only ship 
during the open water 
season. 

3.5 
NEW 

DFO reiterates if having 
Marine Wildlife Observers 
(MWOs) present for the 
entire shipping season on 
all project related vessels 
(e.g., icebreakers, escort 
vessels, ore carriers) is not 
logistically possible, DFO 
recommends an alternative 
plan should be developed 
by Baffinland to monitor 
presence, behavior and 
potential ship strikes of 
marine mammals. 

Baffinland has indicated that it is only 
feasible to have Marine Wildlife 
Observer’s present on the MSV Botnica. 
Noting that having MWO’s present on 
ships may not be feasible at all times due 
to safety concerns, and that certain 
environmental conditions may limit 
visibility, Baffinland commits to develop 
a pilot project using remote technology 
to monitor for ship strikes along the 
shipping route within the Nunavut 
Settlement Area. The intent of the pilot 
project is to determine the efficacy of 
mitigation to prevent ship strikes and of 
monitoring to detect ship strikes and any 
near misses. 
 
To solicit early feedback from DFO in 
advance of developing and submitting 
the methodology and parameters for the 
monitoring program to the MEWG, DFO 
will provide reports from all comparable 
studies conducted by DFO 8 months in 
advance of the start of the program and 
will identify what aspects of these 
programs DFO is recommending 
Baffinland integrate into the program 
design.  Where relevant, Baffinland will 
incorporate the guidance provided by 
DFO into the study design prior to 
distributing it to the MEWG for review. 
Methodology and parameters for the 
monitoring program will be submitted to 
the MEWG (of which DFO is a member) 
for review and recommendations. 
Recommendations from MEWG 
members will be treated consistent with 
the decision-making requirements as 
outlined in the forthcoming updated 
MEWG Terms of Reference. 
 

Resolved 
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The monitoring program will run for 
three years, and will begin one year in 
advance of Phase 2 shipping operations, 
with a report submitted to DFO and 
MEWG members each year the program 
is implemented. The report will include 
the following information:  

1. The number of hours and ships 
on which the program ran 

2. Types and size of vessels on 
which the program ran 

3. Timing during the shipping 
season when the program was 
run 

4. The number of vessels that were 
called to Milne Port relative to 
Project certificate limits 

5. If distance of animals to the 
vessels can be calculated, a 
discussion of relative CPAs.  

6. Relevant environmental 
conditions that may affect 
detection or increase potential 
likelihood of an encounter with 
marine mammals  

7. If the program is collecting 
information related to Project 
effects on the marine 
environment that is not 
otherwise being collected 
through other programs.  

8. Discussion of cost/value of the 
Project.  

After the third year, Baffinland will 
submit an overview report on the 
program, to the MEWG for review. This 
report will document and discuss the 
benefits of the project and any 
challenges faced.  
 
If the pilot program confirms ship strikes 
and/or near misses are occurring the 
project will be extended and included as 
a component of the MMP, in 
consultation with the MEWG, of which 
DFO is a member. Otherwise, the 
program will be discontinued as a 
permanent component of the MMP 
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based on the above listed factors, 
though the program may be 
implemented again periodically based on 
advice from the MEWG or Inuit.  

3.6.1 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide 
clarification on where 
vessels have been 
discharging ballast to date 
and how Baffinland 
validates/tracks this 
information. 

No commitment proposed. Clarification 
provided in response to DFO’s February 
2020 Updated Technical comments. 

Resolved 

3.6.2 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland commit to 
including discharge 
coordinates in ballast 
reporting. 

Baffinland commits to record the Milne 
Port anchorage and associated 
coordinates where compliance testing 
and discharge occurs in the ballast water 
testing forms, completed by Baffinland’s 
environmental monitors. A dataset with 
discharge coordinates will be provided 
to MEWG members as part of annual 
reporting requirements. 

Resolved 

3.6.3 
NEW 

DFO recommends that 
Baffinland make a 
commitment that exchange 
will be carried out prior to 
treatment for all vessels 
conducting exchange plus 
treatment procedures. 

Baffinland will require all vessels calling 
on Milne Port that treat their ballast 
under the D2 Standard to also perform a 
ballast water exchange prior to 
treatment. For ships unable to conduct 
exchange as specified in Canadian Ballast 
Water Regulations (e.g. ships on 
Canadian domestic trips), exchange is to 
be conducted as specified in revised 
ABWEZs for Eastern Arctic as per DFO 
CSAS advice (see DFO 2015, Stewart et 
al. 2015 and Goldsmit et al. 2019). This 
updated commitment will be reflected in 
the 2020 Standing Instructions to 
Masters. 

Resolved 

3.6.4 
NEW 

DFO recommends that 
Baffinland clarify what 
would trigger Baffinland to 
discontinue exchange plus 
treatment practices. 

Baffinland will consider discontinuing 
exchange plus treatment requirements 
should treatment systems efficacy reach 
a point that makes the benefits of an 
exchange plus treatment system 
negligible. This decision will be made in 
consultation with TC and DFO, and will 
be based on a consideration of factors 
outlined in DFO 2019 (i.e. if ballast water 
organism concentration or composition, 
environmental conditions, shipping 
patterns, proportion of voyages meeting 

Resolved 
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the D-2 standard, or available data 
describing these conditions change in 
the future, and relevant updates to 
global research on ballast treatment 
systems). In this event Baffinland will 
update ballast water dispersion 
modelling to more accurately reflect the 
spectrum of salinity, temperature, and 
discharge volumes that can be expected 
to be discharged at Milne Port under 
Phase 2 operations if prior exchange 
were to be discontinued. 

3.6.5 
NEW 

DFO recommends that 
Baffinland provide 
clarification on how 
Baffinland intends to 
monitor ballast water 
discharges for compliance 
with D2 regulations. 
 

Transport Canada appreciates the efforts 
by BIM to ensure current regulations are 
followed with respect to their plans for 
ballast water management. Given the 
learning curve associated with use of 
ballast water treatment systems, for 
Phase 2, Transport Canada (TC) in 
consultation with Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada (DFO), recommends, in 
conjunction with present sampling and 
testing protocols being 
proposed/adopted [NTD - will be 
summarized in complete package] by 
BIM, that BIM implement a ballast water 
compliance sampling plan based on a 
risk-based targeting methodology to be 
developed in consultation with DFO and 
TC. Such a risk-based methodology 
should be applied to evaluate the risk of 
all vessel ballast water management (D1, 
D2) with subsequent salinity and D- 2 
biological compliance sampling 
conducted on vessels identified as high 
or very high risk. The respective risk-
based methodology and associated 
ballast water compliance sampling plan 
will be developed in consultation with 
DFO and TC following completion of 
DFO’s Project-specific sampling 
conducted on a subset of vessels calling 
to Milne Port. The risk-based 
methodology and associated ballast 
water compliance sampling plan should 
include a consideration of other 
compliance initiatives or research being 
undertaken elsewhere by TC relative to 

Resolved via a 
joint 
recommendation 
between DFO 
and Transport 
Canada 
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implementation of the D-2 standard. 
Sampling conducted that supports 
building a body of knowledge for D-2 
treatment systems, beyond biological 
compliance sampling conducted on high 
risk and very high risk tanks, should not 
compromise Baffinland’s ability to 
transport annual ore quantities as 
approved under a modified Project 
Certificate No 005. Understanding that 
the rationale for this program is tied to a 
learning curve associated with the use of 
ballast water treatment systems, the 
compliance sampling program and risk 
based methodology will be adapted as 
deemed necessary based on the results 
of the program. 

3.6.6 
NEW 

DFO recommends that 
Baffinland make a 
commitment to develop of 
a biofouling sampling 
program, approved by DFO 
and completed prior to 
increase shipping activities 
for Phase 2, which 
specifically includes physical 
collection of organisms in a 
representative, 
standardized and 
comprehensive manner 
(sampling of hull and niche 
areas) that will allow for 
identification of non-native 
species that may be 
transported through project 
shipping.  
 

BIM commits to ensuring that vessels 

arriving to Milne Port and Steensby Port 

are following IMO International 

Guidelines for Biofouling Management 

(and any associated updates to these 

Guidelines) by including adherence to 

these Guidelines as a requirement in 

vessel procurement contracts.  

 Baffinland will include in its 

contracts with ship owners a 

requirement to follow IMO 

Guidelines for Biofouling 

Management 

 Baffinland will require each 

vessel to maintain a Biofouling 

Management Plan and Biofouling 

Record Book consistent with 

Appendix 1 and 2 of the IMO 

Guidelines 

 Baffinland will provide a copy of 

the management plans and 

record books for each vessel in its 

Annual Report to the MEWG.  

 Initiation of this commitment will 

begin in 2021. 

 

BIM will develop a robust monitoring 
program design with input from DFO and 

Resolved 
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other relevant parties that describes its 
plan for conducting ROV surveys of 
vessels to evaluate the extent of 
biofouling on ship hulls arriving in Milne 
Port prior to the 2022 shipping season.  
The sampling design will include 
appropriate sampling effort (with 
respect to number of vessels and 
coverage of each vessel) to evaluate 
differences in extent of biofouling across 
vessels with different biofouling 
management measures and histories to 
provide data for risk assessments to 
guide future monitoring and 
management of high risk vessels. Targets 
for sampling efforts will be established in 
consultation with DFO and submitted for 
review  and recommendations from Inuit 
and the MEWG. Recommendations from 
MEWG members will be treated 
consistent with the decision-making 
requirements as outlined in the 
forthcoming updated MEWG Terms of 
Reference. 
 
This monitoring program will also be 

applied to vessels calling at Steensby Port 

as soon as shipping commences for the 

southern route. 

 

 

Based on new information gathered 
through vessel biofouling monitoring, a 
review of vessels Biofouling 
Management Plans and Record Books 
and, where known, a review of vessels 
sailing history relative to variables that 
could influence the extent of hull fouling 
and have already been well described in 
the literature (e.g., Coutts 1999; Coutts 
& Taylor 2004; Ruiz & Smith 2005), BIM 
will develop a risk assessment and 
establish a risk-based sampling plan to 
guide future monitoring and 
management of high risk vessels.  This 
risk assessment and risk-based sampling 
plan will be developed in consultation 
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with DFO, and submitted to the MEWG 
(of which DFO is a member) for review 
and recommendations. 
Recommendations from MEWG 
members on survey methodologies and 
initial indicators will be treated 
consistent with the decision-making 
requirements as outlined in the 
forthcoming updated MEWG Terms of 
Reference. 
 

Biological sampling (i.e., collection of 
genetic material, tissue samples, and/or 
whole organisms) of vessel biofouling 
would contribute to the identification 
and monitoring of aquatic invasive or 
non-indigenous species that have the 
potential to propagate in northern 
waters as a result of the Project’s 
shipping activities. BIM will revisit the 
state of technology and methods used to 
assess and conduct biological sampling 
of vessel biofouling and submit a report, 
to the MEWG by the end of 2021, on 
options that exist to conduct this work. It 
is not expected that this report will 
consider diving as a means to conduct 
the biological sampling. 

 Once a feasible and safe 
technology or method has 
been determined with the 
MEWG, a pilot program will 
be run during the next 
shipping season to 
determine if it is suitable. If 
it is not, the report will be 
revisited and a new 
technology or method will 
be selected for another pilot 
program to be implemented 
during the next shipping 
season.  

 Based on the results of the 
pilot program, it will be 
confirmed with the MEWG 
whether a technically and 
economically feasible 
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technology or methods exist. 
If the MEWG agrees by 
consensus that the program 
stands to provide valuable 
data, BIM will update its 
MMP to include a biological 
sampling component for 
biofouling in advance of the 
next shipping season. The 
updated monitoring plan will 
be provided to the MEWG 
for review and comment 
before it is finalized.  

 BIM will revise and update 
its risk assessment and risk-
based sampling plan (see 3, 
above) once a robust set of 
biological data has been 
collected. This will be 
reviewed by the MEWG 
prior to the next shipping 
season. Recommendations 
from MEWG members on 
survey methodologies and 
initial indicators will be 
treated consistent with the 
decision-making 
requirements as outlined in 
the forthcoming updated 
MEWG Terms of Reference. 

 
Any feasible technology or method for 
biological sampling applied at Milne Port 
will also be applied at Steensby Port. 
 
In the event that modifications to 
biofouling management practices are 
proposed, Baffinland will consult with 
DFO and other relevant parties to 
determine if updates to the risk 
assessment and risk-based sampling plan 
are required. Updates to the assessment 
and the sampling plan will be submitted 
to the MEWG for review and 
recommendations prior to 
implementation. Recommendations 
from MEWG members on survey 
methodologies and initial indicators will 
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be treated consistent with the decision-
making requirements as outlined in the 
forthcoming updated MEWG Terms of 
Reference. 

3.6.7 
NEW 

DFO recommends that 
Baffinland make a  
commitment to update the 
monitoring plan, to include 
more intensive sampling, 
which includes greater 
seasonal and spatial 
coverage, increased sample 
sizes to address concern 
related to statistical power 
for detection, clear 
protocols for determining 
identity and status of 
species (native, non-
indigenous or cryptogenic). 

Baffinland commits to updating the 
marine monitoring plan (MMP) in 
consultation with MEWG members and 
this will be completed prior to the start 
of the Phase 2 increased shipping 
season. The updated MMP will detail the 
revised MEEMP sampling design which 
includes greater seasonal and spatial 
coverage and increased sampling effort 
and sample sizes to address DFO 
concerns related to achieving sufficient 
statistical power for detection of project 
effects (≥0.8) (as per recommendations 
in DFO 2020, pages 4-7). 

Resolved 

3.6.8 
NEW 

DFO recommends that 
Baffinland provide an 
assessment of potential 
biological and ecological 
effects of ballast discharge 
and identification of the 
high risk species or 
groupings of species of 
concern. These species may 
include, but not be limited 
to any NIS/AIS that have 
been detected in the course 
of past AIS/MEEMP 
monitoring, and should be 
updated in the event that 
new NIS/AIS are detected in 
future monitoring. 

Baffinland continues to maintain that 
the identification of high-risk biological 
species or groupings of species of 
concern is the primary responsibility of 
DFO. Despite this, Baffinland is 
committed to supporting the 
development of a trigger list of species 
and associated response plans through 
the process outlined in response to DFO 
3.6.9 and  3.6.10, and to refining that list 
with DFO following Phase 2 approval. 

Resolved 

3.6.9 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland commit to 
develop an appropriate 
early response plan with a 
clear sequence of events to 
be followed in the event 
that a nonindigenous 
species is introduced and/or 
becomes established. 

Baffinland commits to follow the most 
updated version of DFO’s AIS Rapid 
Response Framework in the event that a 
nonindigenous species is introduced 
and/or becomes established. 

Resolved 

3.6.10 
NEW 

DFO recommends that 
Baffinland commit to 
develop taxa-specific 

Baffinland commits to work with the 
MEWG and DFO to establish species-
specific Rapid Response Plans. Rapid 

Resolved 



DFO File Number: 07-HCAA-CA7-00050 

 

70 
 

response plans for high risk 
species or groups of species 
identified through species 
level risk assessments. 
These could be informed by 
known vessel origins prior 
to arrival at the project. 

Response Plans will be developed for 
species identified as high risk through 
ongoing NIS monitoring in the receiving 
environment, the ROV (or any other 
future) biofouling monitoring program, 
results yielded from the 2021 biological 
ballast water sampling pilot program 
(and any ongoing ballast  monitoring), 
examination of existing invasive species 
databases and lists in key ecoregions 
where vessels calling originate from (as 
per Goldsmit et al., 2020 Global Change 
Biology), and based on ranking of 
potential risk using the Canadian Marine 
Invasive Screening Tool 

3.7 
NEW 

DFO recommends that 
Baffinland conduct a 
thorough analysis and 
assessment examining all 
the combined impacts of all 
the Project activities inside 
and outside the study areas. 

Baffinland recognizes that DFO disagrees 
with the determinations of the 
Combined Effects Assessment located in 
Table 22 of Baffinland’s Marine Mammal 
Monitoring Technical Memorandum 
updated in May 2020 (document # 
1663724-186-TM-Rev2-38000). DFO is 
concerned that the combined effects 
assessment does not adequately 
consider uncertainty and potential 
interactions between combined effects, 
nor does it consider combined effects 
outside of the Regional Study Area. 
  
To account for residual uncertainty in 
the effects assessment, Baffinland has 
made several commitments related to 
the strengthening of monitoring 
programs, as well as the implementation 
of pilot projects to better detect and 
monitor effects of the project on the 
marine environment. Implementation of 
these commitments will be developed in 
collaboration with DFO, Inuit, and 
relevant organizations to ensure that all 
recommendations and concerns are 
addressed and accounted for. If results 
of the monitoring programs indicate that 
there are significant or meaningful 
impacts to the marine environment, 
Baffinland commits to undertake 
investigations to determine the cause of 
the impact, and will identify any 

Resolved 
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mitigations or other adaptive 
management strategies to address the 
impact for review and recommendations 
by Inuit and the MEWG. 
Recommendations from MEWG 
members will be treated consistent with 
the decision-making requirements as 
outlined in the forthcoming updated 
MEWG Terms of Reference. 

3.8 
NEW 

If the Project is approved, 
DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide decision 
criteria and decision matrix 
for the selection of water 
crossing methods for fish 
bearing watercourses in 
support of any regulatory 
applications made to DFO. 

Baffinland will provide decision criteria 
and decision matrix for the selection of 
water crossing methods for fish bearing 
watercourses in support of any 
regulatory permit applications made to 
DFO. 
 

Resolved 

3.9.1 
NEW 

DFO recommends that 
Baffinland analyze 
monitoring reports related 
to the Tote Road existing 
watercourses crossings and 
provide comprehensive 
“lessons learned” report 
(for the Tote Road 
crossings) that would 
include strategic analysis of 
what will be done 
differently to ensure the 
fish-passage issue will be 
avoided, mitigated and 
addressed. 

Baffinland will analyze monitoring 
reports related to the Tote Road existing 
watercourses crossings and provide 
comprehensive lessons learned report 
(for the Tote Road crossings) that would 
include strategic analysis of what will be 
done differently to ensure the fish-
passage issue will be mitigated, avoided 
and addressed. This report will be 
included as part of any regulatory 
applications made to DFO. 

Resolved 

3.9.2 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide updated 
hydrological assessment of 
proposed watercourses 
crossings that includes, but 
is not limited to, crossing 
selection and design 
criteria, flow rates, 
velocities and discharge, 
and fish passage. 

Baffinland will provide an updated 
hydrological assessment of proposed 
watercourses crossings that includes, but 
is not limited to, crossing selection and 
design criteria, flow rates, velocities and 
discharge, and fish passage. This content 
will be included as part of any regulatory 
permit applications made to DFO. 

Resolved 

3.10.1 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide detailed 
water withdrawal plan that 
includes an in-depth risk 
analysis informed by site 

Baffinland will provide a detailed water 
withdrawal plan that includes an in-
depth risk analysis informed by site 
specific fish and fish habitat features for 
the waterbodies chosen for water 

Resolved 
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specific fish and fish habitat 
features for the 
waterbodies chosen for 
water withdrawal as part of 
any DFO Request for 
Review submission. 

withdrawal as supplemental information 
to water licensing and any DFO Request 
for Review submission. 

3.10.2 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland conduct a 
thorough localized 
assessments on the 
waterbodies selected for 
water withdrawal in order 
to adequately assess the 
potential impacts on the 
fish habitat resulting from 
20% of the 10-year dry unit 
runoff water withdrawal on 
fish-bearing watercourses 
and connecting 
waterbodies. This 
assessment should include, 
but not be limited to, an 
assessment of the effects to 
littoral/shore/riparian areas 
from the proposed water 
withdrawal, the specific 
withdrawal locations 
proposed for each 
waterbody including fish 
habitat in the area and 
updated rationale on how 
this level of withdrawal will 
be environmentally 
protective threshold. 

Baffinland will conduct a thorough 
localized assessment on the waterbodies 
selected for water withdrawal in order 
to adequately assess the potential 
impacts on the fish habitat resulting 
from 20% of the 10-year dry unit runoff 
water withdrawal on fish-bearing 
watercourses and connecting 
waterbodies. This assessment will 
include an assessment of the effects to 
littoral/shore/riparian areas from the 
proposed water withdrawal, the specific 
withdrawal locations proposed for each 
waterbody including fish habitat in the 
area and updated rationale on how this 
level of withdrawal will be an 
environmentally protective threshold. 
This content will be included as 
supplemental information to water 
licensing and regulatory permit 
applications made to DFO. 

Resolved 

3.10.3 
NEW 

DFO recommends 
Baffinland provide 
additional 
rationale/assessment to 
support the assertion that 
40% of the 10-year dry unit 
runoff water withdrawal 
from non-fish-bearing 
streams will not negatively 
affect downstream fish-
bearing waterbodies 

Baffinland will provide additional 
rationale/assessment to support the 
assertion that 40% of the 10-year dry 
unit runoff water withdrawal from non-
fish-bearing streams will not negatively 
affect downstream fishbearing 
waterbodies. This content will be 
included as supplemental information to 
water licensing and regulatory permit 
applications made to DFO. 

Resolved 
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 Inuktitut Summary of Recommendations, Commitments and Status 
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕ

ᖅ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ 

3.1.1 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᖔᖅ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᐅᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓯᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᐅᑉ 

ᖃᔅᓯᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᐃᓪᓗᕋᑕᐅᒐᔭᒪᖔᕐᓗ 

ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᓯᕐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᒪᔭᖓ 2 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕕᓃᑦ 

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓄᑦ 3.1.1 ᓄᑖᖅ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕕᓂᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.1.2 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓴᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒥᓱᖑᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓛᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ 2−ᒥ FEIS 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ 20%−ᒥᒃ 

ᓴᕕᑦᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 12 Mtpa 

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖅᐸᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑎᒋᓗᒍ. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᐊᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᒍ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᖅ 

176−ᖑᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓯᔩᑦ, 12−ᖑᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

12−ᖑᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖅᓴᕐᕖᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.2.1 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑎᓕᓯᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 

ᑐᓴᕋᒃᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ 35 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ 

ᐊᓂᒍᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 30 ᐅᓪᓗᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᒋᓗᒍ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ:  

i. ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ,  

ii. ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑏᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᒋᖃᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ,  

 iii. ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑕ ᓯᓚᑎᖏᑕᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ “ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖓ”) ᐱᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

iiii. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ 

ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ  

  

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ, ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ 2. 

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓂᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᖢᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ 

ᑐᓂᓯᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᒥ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
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ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ 35 ᐊᓂᒍᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓕᒫᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᒥ. 

3.2.2 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ 

ᐃᓗᓯᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑕ ᓯᓚᑎᖏᑕᓗ 

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ, ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑉᐸᒍᓐᓃᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᑕᐅᓰᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓂᕋᖅᐳᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖓᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᓯᕋᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

− ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᑲᓐᓂᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ. 

ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 3.1.2 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑐᔭᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᑉ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.3.1 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᕗᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓖᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ LSR 

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᖑᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᕝᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

RSA−ᒥ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒍ ᕿᖑᐊ, 

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒐᔭᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ. 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔫᑉ 2 ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᓕᒃ 

B−ᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ – ᒎᓪᑐ, ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 21, 2020. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.3.2 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᖁᓪᓗᒍ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒍᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ, 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓕᖅᑭᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ 

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᕐᓂᐅᓂᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ. 

ᓄᑕᐅᓯᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 23 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔫᑉ 2 ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᓕᒃ 

B−ᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ – ᒎᓪᑐ, ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 21, 2020 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.3.3 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᓖᑦ ᐃᕗᒥᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ (AMARs) 

ᓈᒻᒪᒡᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᖅᓴᐅᕕᖓ (ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ) ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᓪᓗ 

ᓯᕕᑐᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ, 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂᓗ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᖁᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᓖᑦ 

ᐃᕗᒥᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ RSA−ᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ AMARs−ᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᒍᑎᒋᓗᒍ 

ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᕗᒥᔭᖅᑐᖃᖅᐸᖕᒪᖔᖅ, 

ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᓴᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ 2 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖓᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ 

ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖏᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖓᖅᓯᒪᔫᑉ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ 
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ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒍᒪᔪᖅ 2 

ᐊᒥᓱᖑᐃᒋᐊᕈᒪᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᓱᕋᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᓛᖅᑐᒥᒃ MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᑕ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᒫᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᒃ (MMP) 

ᓯᕕᑐᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ, 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ 2. 

3.4.1 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᓴᐃᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐱᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᒃ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓯᑯᐃᔭᕐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᒋᓗᒍ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᓃᑦ, 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒫᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑎᒋᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂᓗ 

ᐃᓚᓯᔪᖃᖏᓐᓂᐊᓂ 

ᓯᑯᐃᔭᕐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᓂᒃ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᓄᑕᐅᓰᒍᒫᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᒃ (MMP) 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ 

ᓯᑯᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᒋᓗᒍ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᖓᓂ 2021 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓂ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑑᑉ. ᐅᕘᓇ ICA, 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒍᒫᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓂᖓᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖓᐅᑏᑦ MMP−ᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ 

QIA−ᑯᑦ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2020 ᒥᒃᓵᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓖᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ OITR’s ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑎᒍᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓃᑦ (MEWG−ᑯᑎᒍᑦ) 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᓚᐅᖏᓂᕐᒥᓂᐅᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ 

(ᑐᖔᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 30, 2021). 

 

ᓯᕗᖓᓂ 2021−ᒥ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑑᑉ, ᑖᓐᓇ BIM 

ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᒍᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ MMP−ᒥᒃ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᓯᑯᐃᔭᕐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᒋᓗᒍ ᐅᓯᑲᑕᕐᓗᓂ. ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ MMP−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᑑᑎᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒥᓂᓯᑕᒧ. 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑏᑦ MMP−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᓛᑐᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ MEWG−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ 2021−ᒥ 

(ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ). ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᓗᓂ MMP 

ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓛᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 2022−ᒥ 

ᐅᓯᑲᑦᑕᕐᓇᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ. ᐊᑐᔨᖁᔭᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔾᔨᔪᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᓰᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.4.2 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᑭᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᑎᕐᔫᒥᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓯᑯᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᑯᒥ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ 

ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔫᒦᒃᖢᓂᒃ 2−ᒥ FEIS−ᒧᑦ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᓄᖑᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 3.6.2) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᖕᒥᒃ ᓯᑯᒧᑦ 
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ᐊᔪᖅᓯᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 3.4.3 

ᓄᑖᖅ). 

3.4.3 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᓯᑯᒧᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓯᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒥᓱᐊᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓂᕐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕆᐊᓖᒃ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ, ᓯᑯᒧᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓯᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒥᓲᙴᖅᓯᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᓯᑯᒧᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓯᒃᐸᒃᑐᑦ. ᑕᓐᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒐᒃᓴᕆᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒋᓗᒍ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᓄᖑᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓯᑲᑕᕐᓇᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᑦ ᓄᖅᑲᐅᓯᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ 7 

ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᑭᖒᒪᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓂᖃᕈᒫᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑰᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑲᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒍᑦ MHTO−ᐅᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᓪᓗ. ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 

ᑐᓂᓯᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ GIS−ᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕐᓗᓂᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖏᓂᖓ(ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ) ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐅᑉ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᒃᖢᒍ 

ᖃᖓᑕ˙ᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓃᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑰᑉ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᒃᖢᒍ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓃᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᒋᒐᔭᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓯᑰᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓂᖅ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᓂᓗ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓇᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ ᐅᓯᑲᑕᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 3.2.1 

(ᓄᑖᖅ).   

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒋᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓕᖅᐸᑕ 

MHTO−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓᓕᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᓯᑯᒧᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᖃᓕᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕕᓂᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑕᒫᖅ 

ᐃᓱᓕᖕᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᕈᑎᒥᒃ, 

ᐱᔾᔪᓯᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓯᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᓯᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᐳᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖅᐹᒃᑯᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᑯᒧᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓯᔪᖃᕋᔭᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ 

ᓄᖑᐊᓂ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ 

ᐱᖏᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ 2 ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕈᑕᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ, 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒐᔭᖅᑑᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑎᒥᕕᓃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓇᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᕝᕕᐅᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑎᑯᒧᑦ 

ᐊᔪᖅᓯᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.4.4 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᒃᑲᓂᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᒥ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᒐᔭᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ 

 ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ 
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ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐅᓯᑲᑦᑕᖅᑕᐃᓕᓗᑎᓪᓗ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᒐᓱᐊᒃᑲᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ; 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᓯᑯᖃᕈᓐᓃᕋᐃᑉᐸᑦ. 

3.5 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕆᐊᒃᑲᓂᖅᐳᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᑕᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖃᖅᐸᑦ (MWOs) 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓇᐅᓂᓕᒫᖓᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ., 

ᓯᑯᓯᐅᑏᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒧᑦ 

ᐅᓯᔾᔪᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ, 

ᒪᓕᒃᑏᑦ, ᐅᓯᔩᑦ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ) 

ᑎᑎᕋᐅᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,  

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐳᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐊᑕᐃ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᓄᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᑕᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ 

ᐅᕙᓃᓪᓗᓂ MSV Botnica. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑎᑕᖃᖅᖢᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᑕᖃᖅᐸᑦ MWO’s−ᒥᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ 

ᐃᑭᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖃᑦᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᖕᒪᑦ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥ 

ᐊᐳᐳᖅᓯᔪᖃᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᐊᖅᑯᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ. ᑖᔅᓱᒪ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᒍᑎ ᐊᐳᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖁᓇᒋᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᒃ ᐊᐳᖅᓯᔪᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓐᓂᖏᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 

 

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᖓᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂ 

ᑐᓂᓯᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓪᓕᓖᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒧᑦ MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓂᓕᒫᑦ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓᓕᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᐅᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᓂ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖓᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒐᔭᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ. ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᓯᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐅᑉ 

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐱᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᑐᓂᓯᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᓴᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ (oᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓚᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᖓᑦ) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᒧᓪᓗ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᒐᖃᕐᕕᖓᑦ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᑦ MEWG−ᑯᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᓐᓃᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᒍᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ MEWG−ᒧᑦ ᑐᑮᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᓪᓗ. 

 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ, ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦᓴᒪᐅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
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ᐊᕐᕌᒍ ᓯᕗᖓᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ 2 ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥᒃ 

ᑐᓂᓯᔪᖃᖅᐸᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᓗᓂ:  

1. ᐃᖃᕐᕋᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕕᓃᑦ 

2. ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᒥᓃᑦ 

3. ᓈᒻᒪᓈᕐᓂᒥᓃᑦ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᒥᓃᑦ 

4. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᖃᐃᖁᔭᒥᓃᑦ 

ᕿᖑᐊᓂ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐃᑦ 

5. ᐅᖓᓯᒃᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ, ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒎᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ CPAs−ᓄᑦ.  

6. ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᓱᐃᓪᓕᖓᒍᒍᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᓪᓕᔭᖃᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᔪᖃᖅᐸᑦ 

ᑕᕆᐅᒥ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ  

7. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᒃᐸᑦ 

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒍᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ 

ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᕙᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑎᒍᑦ.  

8. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑮᑦ/ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ.  

ᑭᖑᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᖓᔪᐊᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᑐᓂᓯᐸᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᖐᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, 

MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖑᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ.  

 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᐳᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐋᒥᑦᑎᔪᖃᖅᐸᒃᐸᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 

ᐃᓚᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ MMP−ᒧᑦ, 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ MEWG−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᖓ ᑖᓐᓇ. 

ᐅᓱᐃᓪᓛᒃ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓃᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᑎᓗᓂ MMP−ᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒃᐱᒃᑯᐊ 

ᖁᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕈᕋᐃᒃᐸᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ.  

3.6.1 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ. 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆᒥ 2020 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
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ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ 

ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᒍ/ᖃᐅᔨᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪ

ᖔᒍ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓯᖅᑕᐃᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒥᓃᑦ. 

3.6.2 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒦᓪᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐸᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᕿᙳᐊᓂ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᑭᓴᕐᕕᖓᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᒃᖢᐊᓗᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᓂᒧᓪᓗ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᖅᑕᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᑐᐃᕕᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.6.3 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᑭᖑᕝᕕᐅᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᓴᓇᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑭᖑᕝᕕᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒋᐊᕆᐊᓕᓪᓗ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᕿᙳᐊᓅᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᐃᑎᓕᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ D2−ᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᐃᑎᓕᓐᓂᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᖅᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕆᖃᓕᖅᐸᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᓐᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ,. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ), ᑕᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ 

ᓄᑕᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ABWEZs−ᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒥ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

CSAS−ᖏᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

(ᑕᑯᓗᒍᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 2015, ᓯᑑᕗ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ. 

2015 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒎᑦᓯᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ 2019). ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᒍᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ 2020 

ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.6.4 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᑦᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᐅᔾᔨᒍᓐᓃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᑭᖑᕝᕕᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒋᐊᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᓪᓗ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓃᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒋᐊᖅᑐᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐅᖅᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕋᐃᖕᒪᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒋᐊᖅᑐᖃᕋᐃᖕᒪᓪᓗ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ, 

ᑐᖓᕕᖃᕋᔭᖅᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑲᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ 2019 (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᒧᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖃᐅᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᐃᒫᓅᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑦ, 

ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ D-2−ᒥ 

ᐊᑐᐊᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᓂᕐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᓪᓗ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒃᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᓄᑦ). 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
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ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒃᓯᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ 

ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖑᓃᑦ, ᓂᕈᒥᓐᓂᖅ 

ᓂᒡᓕᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᕿᙵᐊᓂ 

ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕕᖕᒨᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᐸᖕᒪᖔᖅ 

ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᐱᖏᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ 2 ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

ᑕᐅᖅᓰᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕐᐸᑦ. 

3.6.5 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᑦᓯᐊᖅᓯᒪᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ 

D2−ᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ. 

 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖁᔭᒋᔭᖃᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ BIM−ᑎᒍᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ  

ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓄᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑐᓴᕈᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓴᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕆᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᑦ, 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᒧᑦ 2−ᒧᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ  

(TC) ᑐᓴᕆᖃᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO), ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ, ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 

ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕌᖑᔪᑦ/ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ [NTD - 

ᓈᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᑎᒃ] BIM−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ, 

that BIM−ᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ−ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᓯᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

TC−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ−ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᓯᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ. (D1, D2) 

ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ ᑕᕆᐅᖑᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᒐᕐᒪᑕ 

ᐅᓗᕆᓇᖅᑐᒦᒻᒪᖓᑕ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓪᓚᕆᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ. 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ−ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᓯᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᐃᑎᓄᑦ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ  ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᖑᓂᖓᒍᑦ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ−(ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᕿᙳᐊᓄᑦ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕕᒻᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐃᕙᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᖁᔭᐅᒐᐃᒍᑎᒃ. 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ−ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᓯᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ − ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᓯᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᐃᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓᑕ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᐅᑉ 

ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ 

ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ TC−ᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᐸᑕ D-2−ᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ  D-2−ᒥ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᕝᕕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗ

ᓂᓗ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 
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ᑲᒪᔾᔪᓯᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓃᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ  

ᐅᓗᕆᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᓪᓚᕆᒃᐸᑕ 

ᐅᖅᓱᖃᐅᑎᖏᑦ,  ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑕᒫᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖁᑎ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 005. ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᕗᖅ 

ᐃᓕᒍᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓴᖑᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᐃᑎᓖᑦ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔾᔪᓯᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖓᓂ. 

3.6.6 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᓯᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᐊᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᕿᒪᐃᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓗᓂ, ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᒥᓱᖑᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

2−ᒧᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ 

ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ 

ᐅᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓗᓖᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ 

ᒥᒃᑖᓐᓄᑦ) 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗ

ᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᐊᓯᐊᓃᖔᕈᔾᔭᐅᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓯᔭᒥᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᖓᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

 

BIM−ᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ 

ᑎᑭᖦᖢᓂᒃ ᕿᙳᐊᓂ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ IMO−ᒥ 

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐊᕈᓰᑦ ᐃᒫᓅᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᒃ 

ᑕᐅᖅᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᓕᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᑳᓐᑐᕌᑦᑎᒍᑦ.  

 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑳᓐᑐᕌᖅᐸᒃᑕᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᔪᐊᖁᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ IMO−ᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ  

 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒨᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᐸᑦᑐᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥ 1−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2−ᒥ 

IMO−ᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᓂ 

 ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᒫᖅᓯᐅᖕᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᒥ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ.  

 ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ 

ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕕᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᒫᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 2021. 

 

BIM−ᑯᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦᓴᒥᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ROV−ᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒦᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᙳᐊᓂ 

ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕐᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 2022−ᒥ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃ (ᐃᖅᑲᒋᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ) 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒦᖓᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᖕᓂᕐᒪᖔᖅ 

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓂᖅᑕᖃᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᕕᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᕕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓅᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ MEWG−ᑯᓄᓪᓗ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᓕᕋᐃᒃᐸᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ. 

 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐅᓯᖁᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᑐᐊᖅᐸᑦ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ. 

 

ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒨᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂ, ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᕕᓃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ 

ᐊᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓯᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᒫᓅᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᒌᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑰᑦᔅ  1999; 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑰᑦᔅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᓗ 2004; 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᕉᐃᔾ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᒥᔅ 2005), BIM-ᑯᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ−ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᖕᒥᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ−ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ  

(ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᕕᖓᑦ) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᒧᓪᓗ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓰᑦ 

ᒥᒃᓵᓄᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ 
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ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ. 

 

ᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓇᑭᖔᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᖏᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ) 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒧᑦ ᐅᓯᔭᒥᓂᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒫᓅᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᑦ 

ᐋᓪᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᒃᓴᔭᕆᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᓄᑦ. BIM−ᑯᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᔪᐊᒦᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒨᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ, 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖑᐊᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ 

2021, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᔪᒧᒃ. 

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᐊᖅᑲᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐊᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 

 ᐊᑐᕋᒃᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ 

ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᓕᖅᐸᑦ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᓯᑲᑦᑕᕐᓇᐅᓛᖅᑐᒥ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᖕᒥᒃ 

ᓈᒻᒪᒐᔭᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᑕᒫᓂᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ. 

ᐊᑲᐅᓈᖏᑉᐸᑦᒪ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ 

ᑕᑯᓇᒃᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑕᒥᒃ 

ᓴᓇᕐᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᓯᕐᒥᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒧᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ 

ᐅᓯᑲᑕᕐᓇᐅᓕᕐᒥᒃᐸᑦ.  

 ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᕕᓃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑕ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᖏᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᓅᖓᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᓰᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᐅᓪᓗᒥ. MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᖅᐸᑕ 

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ 

ᐊᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ, 

BIM−ᑯᑦ ᓄᑕᐅᓰᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 
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MMP−ᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᓅᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓯᕗᖓᓂ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᒍᒫᖅᑑᑉ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒐᑦᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᕕᐅᓗᓂᓗ 

ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.  

 BIM−ᑯᑦ ᓄᑕᐅᓰᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅ

ᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ 3, 

ᑕᑉᐱᑲᓂ ᖁᓛᓂᑦᑐᒥ) 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᕕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᐃᕕᒃᓴᒥᒃ 

ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᓕᖅᐸᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ 

ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᒍᒫᖅᑐ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᓰᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 

ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕈᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᐸᑕ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ MEWG−ᑯᑦ 

ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ. 

                             ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ   ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᓛᖅᑐᒥ MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ. 

 

ᓇᓕᐊᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᓖᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᓯᕐᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᓅᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᑕᒧᑦ ᕿᙳᐊᓂ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕕᖕᒥ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᒃᐱᑭᑦᑐᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕕᖕᒥ. 

 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒫᓄᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᓯᖅᑎᒍᑦ, 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᓄᑕᐅᓯᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ 
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ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᖕᒥᒃ 

ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖃᕐᒪᖔᖅ. ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒃᓯᒍᑏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᔭᐅᔪᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ MEWG−ᑯᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᒐᔭᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓰᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐊᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᒃᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ. 

 

 

3.6.7 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖕᓂᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ 

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ, 

ᐊᒥᓱᙳᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᑎᖏᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ 

ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅ 

ᓇᓂᓯᒍᑎᑎᒍᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᒦᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

(ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᒃᓴᔭᐅᒻᒪᖔᑕ, 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᒃᓴᔭᕆᔭᐅᖏᒻᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ). 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᑕᐅᓯᕐᓗᒍ 

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᒃ (MMP) 

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᓚᐅᕐᓗᒍ MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᖢᓂ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ 2 

ᐊᒥᓱᖑᕆᐊᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ. 

ᓄᑕᐅᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ MMP ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᑕᐅᓯᖅᓯᒪᔪᒦᖔᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᙵᑦ 

MEEMP ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᖑᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓯᑲᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᓴᒋᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᙳᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᓈᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ (≥0.8) (ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 2020, ᒪᑉᐱᒐᐃᑦ 4−ᒥᒃ 7−ᒧᑦ). 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.6.8 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᓂᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓇᔪᒐᖏᑕ ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᑕᓗ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᒍᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᖅᑭᑦᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᕆᖕᒪᔾᔪᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ,  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᓐᓂ 3.6.9 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3.6.10, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ 2 

ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 



DFO File Number: 07-HCAA-CA7-00050 

 

86 
 

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᑎᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓄᑦ 

NIS/AIS ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐅᑯᑎᒎᓇ 

AIS/MEEMP ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑕᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ 

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᑖᑦ NIS/AIS 

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᑉᐸᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑎᓐᓂ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ. 

3.6.9 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᖕᒥᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᖓᓂ 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᒃᓴᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐃᓕᑕᕐᓇᖅᓯᒃᐸᑕ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

ᓄᑖᖑᓂᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

AIS−ᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐆᒪᔪᒃᓴᔭᕆᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᖃᖅᐸᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕐᓇᖅᓯᒃᐸᑕ.  

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.6.10 

ᓄᑖᖅ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᐊᓂᐊᖅᑕᒧᑦ−ᑐᕌᖓᓗᓂ 

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥ. 

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᖔᖅᑐᕕᓃᑦ 

ᑎᑭᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ MEWG−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ − ᑐᕌᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 

ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ 

NIS−ᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑖᓐᓇ 

ROV (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ) ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒫᓅᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ, 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2021−ᒥ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᓃᖔᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒡᓗᕙᕇᒃᑯᑎᒦᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ), ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑕᒫᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᒃᓴᔭᕆᔭᐊᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᒍᑎᕕᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐃᖁᔭᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ 

(ᒎᑦᓯᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ., 2020 ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᓂᕕᓃᑦ 

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᑕᕆᐅᒥ ᐃᓂᑖᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖓᑕ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.7 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑕᒌᔪᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑕ 

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 22−ᒥ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᑕᐅᓯᖅᑕᐅᕕᓂᕐᓂ 

ᒪᐃᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2020 (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 

1663724-186-TM-Rev2-38000). 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᕖᓂᖅᑕᖃᖏᖕᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
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ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᓂ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂ, ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᓂᓗ 

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂ. 

  

ᓴᒻᒥᔭᒃᓴᐅᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᕿᒪᑦᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖓ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕕᓖᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓴᙱᑦᑎᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓄᑦ, 

ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᐊᕆᐊᒧᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂᒃ. 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᔪᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑉᐸᑕ, ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ MEWG−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ  

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᖕᓂᖓᓂᓪᓗ 

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᑕᐅᓰᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

MEWG−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ. 

 

3.8 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᐸᑦ, 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒻᒥᒃ 

ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐱᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᖢᒍ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓯᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᑳᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᖢᒍ 

ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒋᒋᐊᓖᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.9.1 ᓄᑖᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᒥᓂᕐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᕙᒃᖢᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓯᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖑᓂᖏᑕ (ᐅᓯᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
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ᐅᓯᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᑳᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

“ᐃᓕᑕᓂᓃᑦ” ᐅᓂᒃᑲᒥ 

(ᐅᓯᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑯᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᑳᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ) ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᓂ 

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᖢᓂ 

ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖓᒍᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᒃᓯᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ−ᐊᖅᑯᑏᑦ 

ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᖁᓇᒋᑦ, 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᖃᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ) 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂ 

ᖃᓄᐃᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖓᒍᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ−ᐊᖅᑯᑏᑦ 

ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᖁᓇᒋᑦ, ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᖃᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᐅᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ. 

3.9.2 NEW ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ  

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᒥ ᑕᒧᑐᒧᖓᓗ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᒃ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᓚᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᑳᖃᑦᑕᕐᕕᐅᒍᒪᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᓂ, ᐃᑳᕐᕕᒋᒍᒪᓗᒍ 

ᓂᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐅᒋᐊᓕᐅᑉ, ᐃᒪᐅᑉ 

ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓄᑦ 

ᓱᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒫᓅᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᑳᖃᑦᑕᕐᕕᐅᒍᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 

ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᑎᒃ, ᐃᑳᕐᕕᒋᒍᒪᓗᒍ ᓂᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ, ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ, 

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓄᑦ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᒫᓅᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. 

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓗᓕᓕᒃ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ 

ᓇᓪᓕᐊᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.10.1 

ᓄᑖᖅ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᐸᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐃᑎᔪᒥ−ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓘᒃ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓘᑉ ᐃᓂᖏᑕ 

ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᑕᓗ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓂ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᐸᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᑎᔪᒥ−ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒥᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓘᒃ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓘᑉ ᐃᓂᖏᑕ ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᑕᓗ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ 

ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ 

ᐊᑐᖅᐸᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᒃᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒥᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓚᐃᓴᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓕᐊᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ 

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

3.10.2 

ᓄᑖᖅ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ  ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ 

ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ 

ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ 

ᐃᓂᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 2%−ᒥᑦᑐᕕᓂᖅ 

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᖁᓕᓂ ᐃᒪᔭᐃᑎᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᕕᓂᕐᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓱᒃᓴᐅᕗᖅ, 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᓂ 

ᐅᑯᓄᖓ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒋᐅᖅᑲᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ 

ᑕᒪᐅᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ/ᓯᔾᔭᖓ/ᑰᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᐃᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᒃᖢᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᓪᓗ 

ᑲᒪᕝᕕᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᑕᐅᓯᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 

ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ 

ᓴᐳᔾᔨᒍᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᖅ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᖃᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ 

2%−ᒥᑦᑐᕕᓂᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᖁᓕᓂ ᐃᒪᔭᐃᑎᒨᖓᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᕕᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᓗ 

ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᐸᖕᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐃᒋᐅᖅᑲᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᐅᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ/ᓯᒡᔭᖓ/ᑰᒃᑐᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ, 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᐃᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ 

ᓯᓚᖃᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᕕᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᑕᐅᓯᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ 

ᐃᒪᐃᔭᕐᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᒍᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᖅ 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓗᓕᖓ 

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓂᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ 

ᐃᒥᕐᒨᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᓚᐃᓴᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒥᒃ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒥᒃ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ. 

3.10.3 

ᓄᑖᖅ 

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᓐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ 

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᒐᔭᖅᖢᓂᒃ  

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓂᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ/ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂ

ᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

40%−ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᖑᑦ ᖁᓕᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒥᒨᖓᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᑰᒃᑐᓂ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒐᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑰᑦᑐᓂ 

ᐃᖃᓗᖃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ. 

ᐹᕙᓐᓛᓐᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ  

ᑐᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓂᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ/ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒪᒐᔭᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 40%−ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᖑᑦ ᖁᓕᑦ 

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒥᒨᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᓂᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂ 

ᑰᒃᑐᓂ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ 

ᐃᒥᒨᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᓚᐃᓴᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒥᒃ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ. 

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 

 

 


