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Introduction of Participants

Oceans North

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. .
Qikigtani Inuit Association .
Government of Nunavut .
Government of Canada .

Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs
Canada

Environment and Climate Change Canada
Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Health Canada

Natural Resources Canada

Parks Canada

Transport Canada

Canadian Transportation Agency

Various GOC coordination departments (CanNor,
NPMO, Justice Canada)

* World Wildlife Fund of Canada .
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bLI"7*6* D0 [0*"Co°
PP CPN*DP>DOAN 17,2023 Directed that:

Responsible Ministers “the Board host a multi-party workshop in order to establish the
decision October 17, 2023

components and set the parameters of a comprehensive cumulative
. effects assessment of the Mary River Project... This cumulative
bir*ar*a *Dg* > No effects assessment framework will set an agreed-upon scope and
g\‘_“.q . . methodology for an assessment which, once completed will be used
ustainable Operations Project . ) ) ] . . .
to update mitigation and monitoring plans with consideration of any
Project Certificate related amendments that may be required.”

N >*D% AL=q.
"BNLAC be?NNCB>*>C birbec >~ Acn bCP>Ya* Acn b g-5a <PsrL NNl Nk
Aot GHP AL SN PPy D>o <1 Do A B>N<FIN bN<< <o
LD oY BT o3 0 Acn <SR, Crdd bN<<e <R <PDAG™ ¢ B>MPN>
G#PePLaL GHP o< D% PPN L a*La ADP o> B>r o< Nk, Ao CP<C
D CPo<I*D% HC=Y*NA >Nt LDASI*CACNTNE™ IS DAY oI5 <*a >N
ACLN#> 5N Acn <ot asa A*dCaS G#PP<IPNo-c IDC>Yn<I—>o-C."
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Overview of Workshop Objectives
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Summary of activities to date

* From the Minister’s direction, NIRB
asked for parties’ input at the
Project Certificate Workshop
November 3, 2023

* Parties suggested:
* in-person workshop in Igaluit,

e supportive summaries of assessments
and information

* Parties also provided feedback on
the agenda for this in-person
workshop
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Overview of Workshop Objectives
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Summary of next steps:
* In-person workshop to be

completed over next 2 days

* To reflect the issues raised by

parties and the discussions and
outcomes of the workshop, a
summary report, including
additional guidance in relation to a
CEA Framework will be issued by
the NIRB

* The Board expects the additional

guidance to be incorporated by
parties into future monitoring and
assessments associated with the
Mary River Project
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Day 1
NIRB Welcome and Opening Remarks

* Introduction of Participants

* Overview of Workshop Objectives
* Review of Agenda

* Housekeeping

Presentations from NIRB, Proponent, and Parties

Day 2

Question/Response and Roundtable Discussion
Summaries from Proponent

Review of outstanding issues

Next Steps and Review of timelines

Closing Remarks
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Cumulative Effects Assessment Workshop
for the Mary River Project
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Previous Cumulative
Effects Guidance
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Cumulative Effects are defined as...

* The impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions (Tilleman, 2005).

* Cumulative impacts can also result from the collection of individually minor
impacts that can collectively account for a significant impact.

Impacts <ONRE DEYGHC S
from  Acn<ende
qun‘lc [><0%(,C Proposed
P N>a Project <PDONNC D<e*,C
A <1JadAS PS>0 N[ Acn<®h€
Impacts from A’YNS | Impacts from

Past Projects Future Projects

bK< <°

Cumulative
Impact

Original Mary River
Project — Other

Impacts <q’>P< <A RNC
Impact Statement pacts Q¢ TDASN '

- - bN<<-<N€ < DO*CPg¢ ACCP>>< AL*a....
Guidelines for < oo o

. o <PDACL ALND><N*PDS PDATDIA*a *aC boADPC>Vo< Ac YL <P e oC
cumu |at|Ve effects PYUoN=oC, L al, onP> NI Do /20N> boAcP>L*Na < (Tilleman, 2005).

¢ BN <N <PDAT DV NPP YCP>Y*a TYC bN*ACCP>N 0 Ao™ 0 ANIY™ D o
<DIA'NCP Ao b bNPJCH>LHN® Bra® Il <POA'NCP>RY o
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PJo<Nea, bNLAC a e A% >*>C >da*L AN

A PLY® AALN®D>PN b H<So*La® b>AhG U
bN<<-<No® <* D*!on7><o°

In the past, the Board identified the following items the
Proponent should take into consideration in their
assessment of Cumulative Effects

PecD>CCDYLY®, A5 <A D%/ LYoC
B>RNAD>N®, BN HNE LD CP>Na©
b oAP>PCP>RNTC Py P>roS;

<do Do K* ID*CP>cP>b*oI®* D%

APLNSDPNP 5 PYo NS, Loa I° VSt 1< \
Acn RS * A larger Spatial Boundary, such as the
B>ALNS T E P M ® AN/ acC reg_lqn_al StUdy area, to assess I.mpacts of

b oAc*LoDYoS o<dlLYa > dDAGD>YeC aCt|V|t|eS. that may Cross JUflSdlCtlonaI
Do boundaries;

ALLPYD< 5N ALLAD LY YE BLob® < o WL C e A Ionger temporal Scale_ to consider paSt,
A S S <AL > ALLADPYEYE A SPS *UY oS- present and future prOjeCtS,'

q S Je aQNC. L
LPCarlte s Ao <L * Analysis of alternative development

@A AT 5o ac BCH<L g scenarios and potential cumulative effects
ADA*a A <dbSa* oo >'ASa Sa* o > of eaCh,'

bN*<-c<INo® <L DATP>IA*andc* 0" . . .
BdoL_> JELEN<TMEIE <L abSAC * Consideration of Valued Ecosystemic
DOAC Components and Valued Socioeconomic

Components; and
* Identifying and predicting the likelihood and

significance of potential cumulative effects
including direct, indirect and residual effects

002l ARNc ., bNLA*MC | Nunavut Impact Review Board 10



bNLAS aa A%/ > D>da*l ANCP>YaC DYGHD% ALY <.
The Board ldentified the Following Factors the Proponent Must
Consider...

e <PIDANNC PN A<c<INC>Y.0C AP e o * _EffeCT:S'Of future _development of other
o o ASCDILY0C dbA™ o bolbo identified deposits at or near Mary
boMro 5*6C o570 River;

o DANCDYE D*CPYa Son b Lo d*dNdCoc ¢ Effects of an increased lifespan for the

QL DPCA> 0 ALACL—*<E 5N Acn<I® railway and port facilities resulting from
PP PP CB DA <P N J; pOSSIble PrOjeCt expansion,

o <DARNE Acn IS ANCD SN >R 5gC * Effects of the Project causing or '
AbICD> 5N <ID*C>'¥N o <M o8 o° contributing to the use of larger marine
DI<IN<PIE ot C>NE <I*dN* oS transportation corridors;

« <IDANNC alDAa S M o*, Doe M <L * Effects on the distribution, abundance
LYot C><DC CLA0* palP>Co® <L and harvesting of both terrestrial and
ALTD>Co® BL¥So* N4P<<-<IDA*a * Do marine wildlife resulting from escalated
Acn<a?, project activities,

«  <DANNS Do PR PDoc G*PrLinc ¢ Effects related to different temporal
<> *NC>"YNoS; scenarios for shipping;

© BN PO*CPo e b IHCoo e * Cumulative effects monitoring
Acn<S; <L programs; and

* AALNHBANC ST CE-MYB>OIA*an<de AoAC  Consideration of potential CE on human
boA™ NP a0, Pa Py DG < a5, health, economy, culture of the nearby
Ac®d/n7P>< 0 6o D0 pac 0" communities and the region.
<A lLon7D>¥ 1.
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@ Ha A®CDPLIC NPC>a D <L b>pNPPC
|dentified Objectives and Methodologies

Aa < bR oL A7¥Nbe H<IC 5>
bN*<-c<INo® <L D*Yan7P>Yo® A-H>]IC"o°
VEC-I7D>~o/VSEC-YD>Y oS,

\SPNSN 0~ asa A% N <o o <L
<G*PrrLonb o P o bN<<-<W.o°
LPDACEIE B>

B>o>rP/oNc asnaA“HSMh<o oP<nyS Acn<o€,
A0 oP<*CP>rALYoD boAP>PNDLS
bN<*<-<Noc <*ID*CP>o1c b>rNoo;

>bbNPINT I As<L*CA-NNoT B>*DG>NC
Acn’SNo LPBLA*aPMPhoc D <IN a ™M <0N°,
Ac >N APLADPRC bN<<e<IN® <°ONNS; <o

Aa¥PL¥® Aavd aSocllMo® AavbeCig<q®>
aaA®’ILoo I o® bLM7*KNb* Do
Acn®NMo® TP P<I*N“NNLo 1"
<O*Pona7*C*o® IACP>N*d o CLd]
<O*Pon7P>N @ Ha ATCP*<C b*'>NPLoN°
<KN*eon7C D>MCoC.

The Proponent’s assessment should emphasize the cumulative effects
on the main VECs/VSECs;

Present a justification for the spatial and temporal boundaries for the
cumulative effects assessment;

Discuss and justify the choice of projects, components and selected
activities for the cumulative effects assessment;

Discuss the mitigation measures that are technically and economically
feasible, along with significance of the cumulative effects; and

The Proponent shall make best efforts to identify other responsible
parties to mitigate the impact collectively if impacts are identified
beyond their capacity.
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DA P> YT s
PDACEI NNGHALo N\
>IN =LAy 5P

L—SN<Coc 1S AML—DPCDY oS In subsequent assessments,
' the Board continued to use

bN<*<-<DA*an<c* original EIS Guidelines as the
<*DAcPa 7% Acndd€ basis for conformity
>bD>/D>AL*T ¥ bl ™ oC determinations;
A bCP>N o P <1JC . .
>N C >t dC e Potential CEs of the PrOJect

: have also been discussed by

_ * PP¥Co AoATbI"rBNIMS several parties through
Cumulative Effects * 0a2>°D*"™LA" subsequent assessments
A[3JeNCPKS®e

e Qikigtani Inuit Association

Assessment - Guidance

and Consideration AN
. * pac o bIRBNNS <!LL-’ e Government of Canada;
duri Nng assessments o LD D bD"rbNNe .

e Nunavut Tunngavik Inc.

Community
Organizations; and

e Non-governmental
Organizations
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oo Acn<dd® & o> >*D I D>otb®
Original Mary River Project Hearing Report

o 5 5%—ANdS A ya Ac D>®DC g e  Baffinland noted that no significant CEs would
bN<<e—<dia® <MY abb*Leg*L o result from the Project;
Aen<drs; * Effects associated with the mining of additional

. Deposits and the Separation Lake hydroelectric
° b ([« b C QQ Q@ % |C
LOATDRE Lo B7G oI a™ ] project were not considered, as the Proponent

Ac7P>*br0® 00 <L QA PLo™ CATC correctly identified that these additional

A.L%JC Acn<¢ AHLP?DLD%PLLC, projects and activities would be required to
Cra Aa¥’/Li® a ba APV P> Cd< undergo assessments if proposed in future;
ACA TR boACBL ™ * The Board heard from Elders i d
B>MPCD>YN LBGy D DGH<LC , barties an

Intervenors that cumulative effects had not

CNMa C.
r>oN~cS; been fully accounted for in the Final Impact
3 o Statement including:
* bNLrC DN P®*DOC A*a™*o €, AcPYo€, &
AcPrNo'DH bN<-<N® <" DAgP<* D * Changes to migration patterns and
>/ NI P> LC PI-<T ¢ distribution of animals;
<DOAc™ I Bo®bl © AcP-oN": « Changes in impacts over time and space;
o AP N ' CSorA<PCHMC Ao << g M i>|_€c; e Ballast water releases over the life of
o QYARDC PIACD> <D b b <e—<da*L o PrOJect;
Ao P<*CM oo 0; * Inclusion of development projects in
< AL® JANCD>HC*D* Acn<® <D Lo Nunavik; and
. gﬁf‘D"’D—’n" AReINCE Acnd® 0o & * The increased shipping levels should be
viewed in the context of climate change
o DINBY I NE PrPY> 5D Y >< .
AP eda Lo PdA>. and receding ice levels.

002l RNt bNLA*MC | Nunavut Impact Review Board 14



oo Acn<dd® & o> >*D I D>otb®
Original Mary River Project Hearing Report

o <J'L_5CP>* bNLpAC e Ultimately, the Board
DG >* <DOA<I—>g-C proposed recommended
LP<de™o <o Acn<bSd-_oNc Terms and Conditions to
a5a Do AFLSCPYT_3+o-C address uncertainty or
AN bN<<-—<IV o€ concern related to
<*DAc D>V, cumulative effects.

e bNLAC A%®ba Ay NN D> C e The Board also employed a
AYAL DT ®RC J*P \AATTC more stringent formulation
> S5na®2DbdaJd, DWGHNEC of the precautionary
BN PCPI<IbrodroT < <L approach, proposing more
by/ NI € AMPDN<R—<oS ¢ baseline monitoring and
<> “No I calling for ongoing adaptive
<‘aPNcP>*Nea.oTc. management planning.
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Pa >y *CnyD>R-c<h*D 0 Acn-<o-51° DNNNo-T >o*b®
Early Revenue Phase Hearing Report

. . [ ]
037¢ oCIN<T*N N P>*>C P Bb*CH* o€
bN*<-<IN® <P DAT ™I B>, I bd-Hd
AcP<*CPNTC Qo< 4-5 B7Gr oM™ ¢

Baffinland updated the temporal boundaries
of the cumulative effects assessment to
reflect the addition of approximately 4-5
years of mining

(G D

AaxPLI® a Da A®Pc D> o C* NN g °
Ore-I* oar/P>N*d< DYG*a<I°A*T < Milne Port- ¢

<P *NCP>o*Lo> 3.5Mt-I"* Ore-T"*
Acn<hO<IYa 7 o*Lo® ACHBIOA*anIb Ho

bN* <IN <L ID*’on 7> Do

bNLAS CI>DPC™MJS, bNole DY Gra<Ivg-> 1< ppe ®
ERP-T"S Acn<l=s> Acn %Gy %< 365 Mt-T<

Pa >y di™ II#CI>E #1-T< <IGJo¢ 15-16- o
Cd=oJ <CJoE 21~ o DYG o< 4>~
<DP=a S <IGAMy Loc PS> T Acn<Ire,

bNLrC AALONB D>*>C Clea. <> <®DAT*L °
AAPYD>a Yo Lo <PD®*CP>Y o nac™ oS
NP ® oo a Al <I®*/LYo® ASBNIMo° )
LPCa /<ol AbvNot. IP—*CP>o<1N°, bNLAC
Ac P/ D>*>C <D Pbro1*C*Lo®

boAc*La*Lot 179 (0):

o T&C 179 (c): DPYSrodsg® AN
CLA®c®  <*CPDALNTC A n<PH[ ¢
PabycJNc<I D  I/GPN, b oM¢
Ao e NOG7PHAC DG o QLPNC
Pa P edA\* I<KeC><IC  H1 , b*LDA*Q®
D o/DANC QGdIc DrLCondb™ M ¢
18 <™ C*A,

0a 2l ARNc .t bNLA*MC | Nunavut Impact Review Board

The Proponent indicated that the
transportation of Ore by trucks from the
mine site to Milne Port and the shipment of
3.5Mt of Ore would be the only activities to
have the potential for Cumulative Effects;

In the Board’s view, the combined minin

rates between the ERP and the origina
Project would exhaust the 365 Mt of Ore in
Deposit #1 in approximately 15-16 years
compared to the 21-year mine life predicted
in the Original Project.

The Board expressed concern that this ripple
effect would be felt through the impacted
communities and could create shortened
socio-economic benefits. To compensate,
the Board added Term and Condition 179 (c):

o T&C 179 (c): When mining commences
under both the Approved Project and
the Early Revenue Phase Proposal, the
total volume of ore mined from
Deposit #1 in any given calendar year
shall not exceed 18 million tonnes.
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AcL’3P® 2 AR-—<IN=_5J DNNNa-T D>obb®
Phase 2 Development Hearing Report

Acnr® AlL5Na* a e A% >>C AN 5J &L o e
Aa¥PLIE bN<<c<RE DA™ B>MFC>Ya; ALl
Q50 Ao T a'La *PL M Do ANc=a-C B>M T
£ I“DAGP>Ye DD o ALT>Ceno®l;

B>APNS IA®AC>*DC Ctd< Baffinland—d< b>rhae
a'LEDre APLNLMC B ACP>DA*an<b®* Do DDA
CN<La =0 CL*PS o< <*dNIC* o <L oM <lo
<*INICM o <> o bNC>N=OIS;

__D_')i7°"(—n.Pde bN*<-<IN® <" DAT ™1 bB>PHPNMC
P>*OG*CP><oN* D*OAC 1*dNdC o<, <%*dNoc, BrS oI o™ IS,
‘dcl J*dc AdLHOI*D 0%, nac™o-0; CLra BP>rPN o 7>
A< P>*>%* bNNTN<5N° SboIDA*a ™ A*AM7°dC
<'ONJCP~No® ACP>N*dS A d®O0® bBrE®P ™ oN°
CLA* <Do€;

AcnbNfe Db >*>C BN CD>AD>NC <LDARCD Ao
ALTBCo® BPLio® Mo *ND>rnIbio* o CHI*<* I oVN©
A5 DLES B Aol TPo ™A ba AC <ID®CPNC o570 €
Q'LL7*™ L <*DAgP>a ¥ Do C.

Intervenors identified concerns regarding the adequacy of the Proponent’s
cumulative effects assessment; particularly highlighting deficiencies with respect
to the analysis of cumulative effects on caribou and the marine environment;

Intervenors questioned whether Baffinland’s analysis adequately captured the
potential disruption of caribou migration when both the North Railway and South
Railway operations were combined;

Baffinland’s cumulative effects assessment measured caribou response to rail,
road, mining, helicopter overflights, and communities; this analysis was done by
grouping general sensory disturbances together rather than a separate analysis for
each;

Parties stated the study areas for the effects on marine mammals should be larger
due to the migratory nature of animals such as narwhal; noting the smaller areas
used by Baffinland would not be sufficient to capture effects.

0a 2l ARLRNc ., bNLA*MC | Nunavut Impact Review Board 17



AcL’3P® 2 AR-—<IN=_5J DNNNa-T D>obb®
Phase 2 Development Hearing Report

+ PP*Ca AoAS bM<l ALAcNnMdC
QA AR>S QLN G 5N o SrniedC
bN<<-<r*Pog® <FDANG* B>M*C>Ya*, PP*Cor

C 7\ S C Sb Je b Sb C
ACH N M o™ o® /e P *<-cda™L A'NNM-DJ;

« bNLAS B> NS CLEI< bN<<<INe < O*Pa 7>~
B>PNPCENC ADLBE>NAN ™ >, bNLAC

ArA<b € bocL® <t D*YaD>IA*an<—>a* e The Qikigtani Inuit Association and Oceans North expressed
asaA®C>o<HNY: dissatisfaction with Baffinland’s cumulative effects assessment, with
) ) ) Qikigtani Inuit Association identifying a lack of data regarding climate
¢ bNLrC BB>rNN-ON® IDNBNL®ID I ac PCa™ change;
bN<*<-<IW o <"DNY0b° AVn<c® DPYP>L oo _ _
<ONYC <5 50 b>ANASQ So-5. € bN% A% Yo, e The Board notes that while a cumulative effects assessment must be
Ac b5 50 pac*T bD>rLgSc c(?mp]rcehdensive, the Board does not require every possible impact to be
! identified;

. f;:;éségg.?pzlqgszoC:;:Ei#:ol;g?r?:zlg‘lc e The Board notes that effective prediction of cumulative effects requires

. : derstanding of the effects usi itoring data, bined with
Db P @S <POANCD Ao o 5b% 0 Acr<LIC. ?onC:Inkneor\leaendé;\;go e effects using monitoring data, combined wi

e However, parties do not agree on what existing data and Inuit knowledge
is telling us about the effects of the existing Mary River Project.
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AcL’3P® 2 AR-—<IN=_5J DNNNa-T D>obb®
Phase 2 Development Hearing Report
o MPBNNPCH>AS® bo® bN®AAT <L

A< eg bLRY PR ot BN
<L PDYA Lo oo B>IFCI> Yo

lon Cc b D
BD>rL7MC
e bNLAC DAY b D>*>C <IN 5N
ACHP<PD g DNPCP Y g® <PI% o5 5 e There was also disagreement about the method of collection and
<P SN a1 b_5a-<CA A Y >/ ¥C ' the role and responsibilities for evaluating and responding to
monitoring data and incorporation of Inuit knowledge.
bN<<<INE LD y>E A a>aP¥rLeC
<LDO*CP>¥a ™ oN o, e The Board noted that without agreement on the existing
) . information and impacts, the validity of predictions of cumulative
¢ bﬂLPC >*APAC B> D ac BCCPCPNC effects remain uncertain and cannot be relied upon.
o37nrbd o atLc P o bR <IN® . . :
bN<<c << <TIAGD>YGS A << 2 e The Board was not confident that the predictions provided by

. : Baffinland were sufficient to reliably assess the cumulative effects
/\Q. o™ 1° PG Ac® oo M CHALITS of the Phase 2 Development Proposal in combination with the

0570 Aen<lc approved Mary River Project.
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b¥/NNo* <ID>c_o-5 o< DYS>NIC DNNNo-T >otb
Sustaining Operations Proposal Hearing Report

e bNLAE <L b Pbec© A bCP>N€, e The Board and several Intervenors,
Ac Py><o5N TNLC™T including the Mittimatalik Hunters
<Ja*IdenrtdC aba A®P Po>C and Trappers Organization indicated
PN IFPP]*CPNC that the assessment of short-term

Vi * *¢/DP ‘Jo* o modifications creates difficulty in
BP>rLYDN-OHMC bN<<c—<I¥€ ensuring cumulative effects can be
< DOA'NCPNC PN CPNa "™ a® assessed and considered in decision-
AFLP7DA*a " LN O AL PnN=o0s; making ;

e D>B>ID>L>*D% bNLA o e As previously noted by the Board
BEANECPNOJ Acn’wP 2 during the assessment of the Phase 2
Ao D*YGP>N, Development Proposal,

« A'NNM<oJd D"qu>ﬁ_c e Because the proposals to
<*Pr<I*l o1 o570 modify the Mary River Project
A <N BN CPB>*LC are being assessed before
Na 7 D> BN Ood P> T construction of the original
A <K, bNLr€© project, the Board is
<AP @ ®D*dbC*IOC encountering challenges in
B>rNGA HONE bN*<cINo© assessing cumulative effects;
<*DNNo S
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bNALAS AP AALSCD> Yo
AN <D, >B>PbH® 5N
boAD>dy>o Tt CLDIM AALPY*SIC
ANC>YIS Aa¥PLY I [ CryD>re
AocnrDbbd S, PLPD® HMC bLIY NS

Fa*CAS A>p 20, 2023-T
nnW_;KM&'cm o T

<L A, [a*CE bLI7*heC B> >*>C
AbY*AAc“N*a Acn.bNre D*¢YG*C*Lo*
oC™INI®AL®, ACH R bN*<c<Ng™®
<DAYNo® bP>rNPNo®, AL oo o La
Acn<hnyD>V I bi?NCPBYC <P “N7'YN o
OGNS, onD>rby®>JC
NePCD>CGAMD> o Ac YD oo
ac<*oIA*a”® o 37cnr,r*d® AavN*L o€
> 55 AobIDHN® o5Y*a bPpPN*CP>YoC.

bNLrC >rA7b B> ac<IDAa ™
/>0 AaYNr7D>xc

AN N7ALB*<*o*M*g® DN*CP><*ho
AN'NNBOHN® o 57N ,r*d I>*Ubc®
Ao ARMT*ILY 0 057 0
A<y e

The Board recognizes the concerns of
parties, and echoes the direction on this
issue provided to the Proponent by the
Minister of Northern Affairs, on behalf of
the Responsible Ministers in their April
20, 2023 correspondence:

e Further, the responsible ministers
note that we are supportive of the
Parties’ calls for an updated,

comprehensive cumulative effects Bie

assessment,  which, while not
appropriate for the current scope of &
the Sustaining Operations Proposal,
we  would  expect
addressed as part of any future |
Baffinland application or as a stand
alone Baffinland assessment.

The Board noted that any future
applications must provide information
regarding Baffinland’s longer-term
development plans for the Mary River
Project.
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End of Day 1

o APEOHLNE 9T B *d- ba*a P>~
B>rPNB>N*LNJS B> P-¢_*d

e ASNNE N o€
e Startat 9am ET tomorrow morning

Please take your items with you
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>b>r*hC
Closing Remarks

P J=c AK€
Next steps

LOc*Nod BB NS A oCPYo®
Closing remarks from parties

bNLo " LOY>o*L
Close of meeting
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