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List of Abbreviations 

Abbreviation Definition 

Avg Average 

BCA Benefit-cost analysis 

CAD Canadian dollars 

CIT Corporate income tax 
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literature, 
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a. Developing consistent definitions of indicators such as employment by using standardized 

terms such as average annual person years instead of total person years to avoid 

misinterpretation of project benefits; 

b. Estimating net as opposed to gross impacts for economic indicators to avoid overestimating 

project benefits; and 

c. Conducting benefit-cost analysis based on current Treasury Board of Canada guidelines to 

estimate project costs and benefits as part of the IA review process including disaggregating 

costs and benefits by major stakeholder group and for Indigenous communities. 
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Multiple account 

evaluation 

¶ Integrates multiple methods, 

including qualitative impact 

categorization, economic impact 

analysis, benefit-cost analysis, and 

sustainability assessment, into a 

single comprehensive method 

¶ Estimates net impacts 

¶ Covers environmental, social, 

economic, cultural, and health 

impacts 

¶ Ensures consideration of impacts that 

cannot be quantified 

¶ Disaggregates impacts by key groups 

and regions 

¶ Facilitates transparent comparison of 

trade-offs 

¶ Defining accounts can be subjective 

¶ Sensitivity analyses can result in 

divergent, imprecise results 

¶ Incorporates qualitative impact 

categorization, economic impact 

analysis, benefit-cost analysis, and 

sustainability assessment and 

therefore possesses the limitations 

of these methods 
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Jobs Considerable 

Local, Regional and 

National 

 Adverse Effect on 

Aboriginal 

Culture 

Considerable  

 Local and Regional 

Competition 

among Pipelines 

Considerable  

Regional and 

National 

 Marine GHG 

Emissions 

Considerable 

Regional and 

National 

Spending on 

Pipeline Materials 

Considerable  

Local and Regional 

 Municipal 

Development 

Plans 

Modest  

Local 
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Benefit-cost analysis 

Benefit-cost analysis (BCA) is a well accepted and comprehensive tool based on a solid theoretical foundation 

that involves estimating the positive and adverse consequences of a proposed project to calculate its net impact 

from the perspective of society as a whole. The Government of Canada has developed guidelines for conducting 

BCA and requires BCA to determine whether proposed government regulations are in the public interest .5 BCA 

overcomes some of the methodological limitations of the current public interest determination process in IA by 

quantifying project impacts, where feasible, to allow for a comparison of benefits and burdens and by 

estimating net rather than gross project impacts. By quantifying the magnitude of project costs and benefits, 

BCA can also be used to assess how alternative project designs and mitigation measures can be used to increase 

net project benefits.  

The merits of using BCA in IA are acknowledged in a recent IA Panel Report on the Grassy Mountain Coal 

Project. In its report, the Panel recommends that BCA should be used in combination with EconIA to provide 

decision makers with the information they need to evaluate projects. As the Panel recommends: 

“…the federal and provincial governments clarify the requirements for economic analysis for 

future provincial EIAs or federal impact assessments. Proponents should be required by the 

terms of reference to provide both an economic impact analysis and a cost-benefit analysis 

that allows decision makers to make informed decisions based on both types of economic 

information. The Panel also suggest that governments develop guidelines on the 

methodologies and assumptions that should be followed by proponents in producing these 

future analyses. Governments may wish to review the Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide 

produced by the Treasury Board of Canada. Different economists expressed varied views 

about what type of economic analysis should be conducted in a review. The Panel agreed that 

different types of economic analyses yield different kinds of information. The Panel believes 

that decision makers in future impact assessments would benefit from access to these different 

kinds of information.”6 

Some limitations of BCA are that some important impacts that cannot be easily quantified in dollar values (e.g., 

environmental values, cumulative impacts, and sustainability impacts) may be omitted from the analysis, 

sensitivity analyses used to assess the range of possible project parameters (e.g., construction costs, value of 

outputs, environmental risks, discount rates, etc.) can result in a wide variability in estimates, and certain types 

of information that decision makers are likely to seek, such as the total number of jobs created by a project and 

impacts of the project on gross domestic product (GDP), are not normally included in BCA.7,8 

Sustainability assessment 

Sustainability assessment is a complex method that involves assessing the impacts of a project from a 

multidisciplinary, long-term, and integrated perspective, that often follows a goals-oriented approach in which 

the estimated impacts of a project are assessed based on sustainability targets.9,10,11,12 It should be noted that this 

method is not necessarily well-defined in the literature as there appears to be a lack of consensus regarding what 

sustainability assessment is 
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¶ Identify ways in which public interest determinations are currently informed and assessed in the IA 

process; 

¶ Assess the strengths and weaknesses of MAE for identifying positive and adverse project impacts, 

informing public interest determinations, and assessing how alternative project designs and mitigation 

measures can be used to increase the net benefits of a project; 

¶ Identify best practices for conducting MAE; 

¶ Identify areas in which MAE can support Canada’s new approach to assessing projects; 

¶ Develop an MAE framework specific to IA that can be used to inform public interest determinations and 

can be integrated into Canadian IA methodology/ requirements; and 

¶ Develop a companion MAE framework specific to impacts to Indigenous communities that can be used 

as a tool by Indigenous communities participating in IA. 

The focus of this report is to describe the Public Interest MAE Framework and the Indigenous Community 

MAE Framework. This report is meant to serve as a guidance document, introducing the two MAE frameworks 

and their components and demonstrating how the frameworks can be used to add clarity and transparency to the 

public interest determination process as well as increase the level of information on impacts to Indigenous 

communities. In practice, the specific application of the Public Interest MAE Framework and Indigenous 

Community MAE Framework may vary as they are likely to be tailored to unique characteristics of the project 

being assessed and the objectives of the impacted parties. 

5. Methodology 

This study’s methodology followed seven steps, which are outlined in Figure 1. The methodology used to 

develop the proposed Public Interest MAE framework consisted of a review of the requirements for IA under 

the Impact Assessment Act, a literature review focused on alternative methods for IA and identification of 

strengths and weaknesses of alternative impact estimation methods, development of a proposed MAE 

framework based on an integration of existing impact estimation methods, testing of the proposed framework 

using a case study approach, review of the framework by experts through a survey and workshop, refinement of 

the framework based on the expert review, and dissemination of results. 

The structure of the Public Interest MAE Framework is based on MAE methodologies outlined in the 

literature13,14,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23 as well as new IAAC guidance under the Impact Assessment Act.24 A comparison 

of the accounts that appear in the MAE literature can be found in Table 3. In the MAE literature there is 

significant overlap among the recommended accounts. The majority of MAE frameworks include a government 

revenue or taxpayer account, an economic activity account, an environmental account, and a social/community 

account, all of which have been included in this study’s proposed Public Interest MAE Framework. While many 

of the MAE frameworks include a market valuation account for the project, this type of account has not been 

included in the Public Interest MAE Framework. Instead, the Public Interest MAE Framework includes a 

project developer account, which can accommodate assessments for both private and public projects and allow 

for a comparison of benefit and cost distributions. In cases where a public entity is developing the project, the 

project developer and government revenue accounts can be combined into a single account. An Indigenous 

community account was also added to the Public Interest MAE Framework, adapted from the BC Ministry of 

Agriculture and Lands25 MAE framework and in accordance with the requirements and priorities of the Impact 

Assessment Act26 to increase the comprehensiveness of assessments and ensure proper consideration is given to 

the benefits and costs of the project to Indigenous peoples, communities, and governments. The Indigenous 

communities account is directly linked to the Indigenous Community MAE Framework, which is the 

companion framework to the Public Interest MAE Framework, which will be discussed further below. Finally, a 

health account was added to the Public Interest MAE Framework. While this account only appears in one of the 
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Table 4. Public Interest MAE Framework 

 
iii One person year of employment is equivalent to 2,080 hours of work and is based on a 40-hour work week. Person year of employment is also sometimes referred to as full-time equivalent.  
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capture impacts to upstream, 

downstream, and competing sectors.  

Training and 

education  

Further, these impacts can be classified based on scope 

including local/ regional (including Indigenous 

communities), provincial/ territorial, and national level 

impacts. Economic activity indicators are summarized 

as follows: 

Net…43 

a) Contribution to national GDP 

b) Contribution to provincial/ territorial GDP 

c) Contribution to regional/ local GDP 

d) Contribution to national employment  

e) Contribution to provincial/ territorial 

employment 

f) Contribution to regional/ local employment 

g) Contribution to Indigenous employment 
 

Environmental 

This account measures the impact of 

the proposed project on the natural 

environment. This account aligns with 

the traditional interpretation of IA, 

covering impacts to land and resources, 

water/ marine, air/ atmosphere, and 

climate commitments. Any proposed 

mitigation measures that are intended to 

help offset adverse impacts will be 

included in the relevant sub-account. 

Additionally, this account incorporates 

the Impact Assessment Act’s new 

requirements of assessing the extent to 

which the proposed project contributes to 

Canada’s climate targets and 

commitments. 

Land and resources 

¶ Terrestrial/ 

arboreal species 

¶ Land/ topography 

¶ Private Property 

¶
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iv For more information regarding Indigenous community sub-accounts, estimation methods, and indicators, see Appendix B. 

physical, mental, and social well-being, 

and not merely the absence of disease or 

infirmity.”45 In addition to assessing 

health outcomes, IAAC guidance stresses 

the importance of assessing determinants 

of health, which cover a broad scope of 

factors that influence health outcomes. 

Additionally, upstream and downstream 

health impacts should be considered 

when assessing the health impacts of a 

proposed project. 

Human 

Health Risk 

Assessment  

Non-market 

Valuation  

¶ Revealed 

Preference 

¶ Stated 

Preference 

¶ Replacem

ent/ Offset 

Cost 
 

1) Monetary estimates (NPV) (e.g., estimated cost of 

additional health service provision); 

2) Quantitative/ physical units; and/ or 

3) Qualitative impact characterizations of impacts using 

a scale-based rating scheme (e.g., magnitude, 

geographic extent, timing, frequency, and duration of 

the impacts) or other level of measurement such as 

sustainability targets. 

Indigenous 

Communitiesiv 

This account measures the impacts of 

the proposed project on Indigenous 

communities. It should be noted that the 

impacts summarized in this account are 

likely to also be included in other 

accounts. For example, government 

revenue impacts will include Indigenous 

government revenue and national 

employment impacts will include 

Indigenous community employment 

impacts. M
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Social Impact 

Assessment  

GBA Plus 

Health 

Impact 

Assessment  

Summary 

This final account measures the net 

impact of the proposed project to the 

public: the sum of all accounts above. 

Project developer 

Government revenue 

Economic activity 

Environmental 

Social 

Health 

Indigenous 

communities 

- Generally, a positive net impact indicates that the 

proposed project is in the public interest and a negative 

impact indicates that the proposed project is not in the 

public interest. In addition to calculating the net impact 

of the proposed project in monetary terms, it is 

important that the summary account also includes other 

key pieces of information, such as quantitative/ physical 

units and qualitative impact characterizations, to allow 

for a proper assessment of the trade-offs associated with 

the proposed project. 

Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the decision 

maker(s) to determine whether the proposed project 

is in the public interest and the Public Interest MAE 

Framework and its outputs are intended to help 

inform the determination and provide guidance on 

how the project can be modified to increase the net 

benefits to the public. 
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forestry, or tourism) and/ or net 

expenditures (e.g., adverse impact 

mitigation measures or adverse 

impacts on other sectors). 

Economic 

Activity 

This account measures the impact 

of the proposed project on the 

community’s economic activity. 

Economic activity impacts include 

non-revenue benefits and costs to 

the Indigenous community’s 

economy resulting from the 

proposed project. Non-revenue 

economic impacts may include 

employment, training and education, 

local business contracts, and local 

infrastructure. 

Employment 

Training and 

education 

Local business 

Local infrastructure 

DCFA 

EconIA 

 

1) The net contribution to Indigenous community 

employment, measured in monetary terms as well as total 

PY during the construction phase and average annual PY 

during the operations phase, indicates the net employment 

impacts of a project taking into account employment 

gains from the project as well as employment losses in 

other sectors that may be adversely impacted by the 

project and comparing these gains and losses to the 

current or baseline state of community employment.48 
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adverse impacts will be included in 

the relevant sub-account.  

Archaeological and 

heritage sites 

Water/ marine 

Aquatic species 

Hydrology, surface 

water and 

groundwater 

Recreation 

Air/ atmosphere 
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Health 
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 Indigenous community: the sum 

of all accounts above 

Economic activity 

Environmental 

Social 

Health 

Governance 

impact, or NPV, indicates that the project is not in the 

community’s interest. In addition to calculating the net 

impact of the project in monetary terms, it is important 

that the summary account also includes other key pieces 

of information, such as quantitative/ physical units and 

qualitative impact characterizations, to allow for a proper 

assessment of the trade-offs associated with a proposed 

project. 

Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the community 

decision maker(s) to determine whether the project is 

in the community’s interest and the Indigenous 

Community MAE Framework and its outputs are 

intended to help inform the determination. 
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8. Case Study Analysis: Mary River Mine 

A case study application of the proposed Public Interest MAE Framework is provided to illustrate how the 

Framework functions in practice. The Mary River Iron Mine project (the Project), located on Baffin Island in 

Nunavut, Canada, was selected as a case study due to the publicly available and comprehensive impact 

assessment documents containing detailed information on project impacts and the two publicly available IBAs 

that contain the information required to estimate economic impacts to the Inuit and show how IBAs, which are 

an increasingly common tool in project development, can affect the distribution of project costs and benefits . 

Monetary estimates of benefits and costs of the project were estimated using a discounted cash flow model 

developed using Microsoft Excel. 

Baffinland Iron Mines Corp. (Baffinland) received approval for the Mary River mine from the Nunavut Impact 

Review Board (NIRB) for an initial “early revenue phase” (ERP) in 2012 and the mine became operational in 
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CIT- Inuit Businesses 

Inuit 

Governments/ 

Organizations 

Revenue 

The Inuit; consisting of Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 

(NTI), Kitikmeot Inuit, Kivalliq Inuit, and the QIA; are 

expected to generate net revenues based on the following 

sources: 

¶
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from employment of Inuit workers who otherwise would be 

unemployed (25% of the Inuit employment for the ERP and 

Phase 2 construction phases and first 5 years of ERP and 

Phase 2 operations phases to the region). Inuit workers are 

expected to make up 17% of the total workforce over the 

lifetime of the mine. There is also a net benefit to Inuit 

workers that were previously employed as they are expected 

to earn higher average wages than they would have in 

alternative employment, resulting in an estimated annual 

salary increase of $49,000.  

Inuit employment benefits are accompanied by personal 

income tax payments due to the higher wages earned by 

Project employees compared to median Nunavut wages. 

Potential adverse impacts to employment in food 

harvesting and tourism industries due to impacts to 

terrestrial and aquatic species.  

Phase 2 Construction phase- 575 PY 

Phase 2 Operations phase- 232 avg 

annual PY 

Net benefit to Nunavut employment: 

$23 

(Inuit employment benefit) 

Other Economic  

Impacts 

 

There are expected to be net contracting revenue benefits 

for Inuit-owned businesses. 

The contracting benefits are accompanied by corporate 

income tax payments. 

Potential adverse impacts to food harvesting and tourism 

businesses due to impacts to terrestrial and aquatic species. 

Funding for five Daycare centers following approval of 

Phase 2. 

Funding for training and education center built in Pond 

Inlet following approval of Phase 2. 

Local infrastructure benefits are accompanied by 

infrastructure maintenance and operations expenses. 

Potential adverse impact on Nunavut’s tourism industry 

due to potential impacts to terrestrial, arboreal, and/ or 

aquatic species. 

Net impact to Nunavut’s economic 

activity: 

$145 

(Benefit to Inuit-owned businesses) 
Less net cost of impacts to food 

harvesting industry and tourism 

industry. 

(Non-market valuation methods could 

be used to estimate the monetary value 

of adverse impacts) 

Net impact to Canada’s economic 

activity: 

$0 

 

$145 



 

31 

 

There are not expected to be net economic activity 

impacts for Canada as it is assumed that the economic 

activity impacts are just distributional impacts; most of the 

labour and capital employed in the project would have been 

employed in Canada in other activities if the project did not 

proceed. Therefore, economic activity benefits generated by 

the Project are approximately offset by the opportunity cost 

of the Project and/ or net costs to other sectors.  

Net contribution to national GDPvi: 

minimal to nil 

Net contribution to Nunavut GDP: 

$7,728 

E
n

v
ir

o
n

m
en

ta
l 

Terrestrial/ 

Arboreal 

Species 

Establishment of a wildlife compensation fund intended to 

contribute to impact mitigation efforts. 

Potential adverse impacts to caribou,vii wolf, fox, Arctic 

hare, ermine, and small mammal populations. Potential 

impacts include loss of habitat, disruption to movement 

corridors, mortality, and exposure to contaminants. Impacts 

expected to be short-term and not significant. 

Potential adverse impacts to peregrine falcon, snow goose, 

common and king eider, red-throated loon, thick-billed 

murres, and Lapland longspur populations. Impacts expected 

to be limited to displacement from Project footprint. Impacts 

expected to be long-term but minimal and not significant. 

Net benefit to impact mitigation for 

wildlife/ terrestrial species (monetary 

value included in Inuit governments/ 

organizations revenue sub-account). 

- 

Net cost 
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(Non
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Air Quality 
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Canada’s 2030 GHG emissions targets, and its Net zero 

emissions goal. 

S
o

ci
a

l 

Social 

Wellbeing 

Potential adverse impacts to social wellbeing due to the 

nature of the work associated with the Project. Fly-in/ fly-out 

requirements of Project employees and boom and bust 

dynamics of extractive natural resource industries are likely 

to adversely impact family and community cohesion. 

Additionally, Inuit employees may leave their communities 

to seek alternative employment following employment with 

the Project, further impacting family and community 

cohesion. 

Potential adverse impacts to social wellbeing due to 

increased levels of substance abuse, family violence, and 

gambling. 

Potential adverse impacts to social wellbeing due to influx of 

in-migrant workers, which may adversely impact community 

infrastructure including housing and social services. 

Additionally, an in-flux of non-Inuit workers may lead to 

cross-cultural conflicts and impact community cohesion. 

Potential adverse impacts to social wellbeing due to 

inequitable hiring practices. Project employment heavily 

favours non-Inuit employees (Inuit only make up 17% of 

Project employment) and male workers (f1nBT
/F2 17 304.42 351.95 re
W* n
BT
/F2 12 Tf
1 0 0 1 387.9 198.2 Tm
0non
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Physical 

wellbeing 

Potential adverse impacts to Inuit harvesting practices/ food 

availability due to impacts to caribou, ringed seal, artic char, 

walrus, and narwhal. 

Potential adverse impacts to physical wellbeing in the form 

of increased levels of substance abuse and family violence. 

Net cost associated with impacts to 

physical wellbeing. 

Net monetary impact not estimated. 

(Non-market valuation methods could 

be used to estimate net monetary impact 

and/or quantitative/qualitative indicators 

could be used to assess impacts) 

- 

In
d

ig
en

o
u

s 
C

o
m

m
u

n
it

ie
s 

-I
n

u
it

ix
 

Inuit 

Government/ 

organization 

revenue 

The Inuit; consisting of Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 

(NTI), Kitikmeot Inuit, Kivalliq Inuit, and Qikiqtani Inuit 

Association (QIA); are expected to generate revenues from 

the following sources: 

¶ Mineral royalty 

¶ Land lease 

IBAs (royalty and lump sum payments) 

$445 

18% of total resource rent 
$273 - $562 

Economic 

Activity 

The Project is expected to have a net benefit for Inuit 

economic activity including training and education, 

employment, local business, and local infrastructure. 

Net employment benefit- $23 
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Health 
Potential adverse impacts on the mental wellbeing, physical 

wellbeing, and cultural and spiritual wellbeing of the Inuit. 
Net monetary impact not estimated. - 

Governance Potential adverse impacts on Inuit rights and title. Net monetary impact not estimated. - 

S
u

m
m

a
ry

 

Project 

Developer 

Net revenue impacts to the private project developer. 
$1,246 $252 - $1,844 

Government 

Revenue  

Net revenue impacts of the Project for the federal 

government, Government of Nunavut, and Inuit 

governments. 

$1,198 $624 - $1,572 

Economic 

Activity 

Net impacts of the Project on training and education, 

employment, and economic activity including upstream, 

downstream, and competing sectors. 

$145 - 

Environmental 

Net impacts of Project on land/ topography, vegetation, 

archeological sites, aquatic species, surface water and 

groundwater, air quality, GHG emissions, and climate 

commitments. 

($792) 

Less net cost associated with impacts to 

terrestrial species, birds, permafrost 

disturbance, vegetation, archaeological 

and heritage sites, aquatic species, 

surface water and groundwater, and 

climate commitments. 

($3,286) -

($792) 

Social 

Net impacts of the Project on the social wellbeing of the 
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Inuit 
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As discussed, Section 63 of the Impact Assessment Act states that the following factors must be considered by 

decision makers when making a public interest determination: the project’s contribution to sustainability, the 

extent to which the adverse effects of the project are significant, mitigation measures that decision makers 

consider appropriate, the impact on Indigenous groups and the rights of Indigenous peoples of Canada, and the 

effects of the project on Canada’s environmental obligations and climate change commitments.  The Public 

Interest MAE Framework provides the information to make these assessments. 

In sum, the advantages of the Public Interest MAE Framework are that it does the following: 

¶ Estimates the net impacts of a project in a transparent matrix summary that allows for better comparison 

of costs and benefits and helps indicate the relative significance of project impacts; 

¶ More accurately assesses the project benefits by providing estimates of net benefits instead of gross 

benefits; and 

¶ Indicates the distribution of impacts between different parties and regions. 

Table 7. Comparison of Economic Impacts for Mary River Mine 

Indicator Conventional Economic 

Impact Analysis  

Multiple Account Evaluation 

Gross employment 5,031 PY (construction) 

903 to 1,177 PY (operations) 

Not provided 

Net employment Not provided Nunavut employment: 

1,000 PY (construction) 

178 to 232 avg annual PY (operations) 

Canada employment: 

44 PY (construction, Inuit employment) 

8 to 10 avg annual PY (operations, Inuit 

employment) 

Employment benefit ($) $559 million (wage bill) $23 million (net) 

Economic benefit to Nunavut 

($) (including Government of 

Nunavut and Inuit) 

$7.7 billion (gross) $935 millionxi (net) 

Total benefit to Canada $12.2 billion (GDP) 

(EconIA) 

$1.8 billion (net) 

Case Study Limitations 

While the case study is intended to illustrate how the Public Interest MAE Framework may help inform a public 

interest determination, it is important to note some limitations. One limitation is that this case study only 

focuses on the net impacts of the proposed project by comparing two alternative scenarios: a development 

scenario and a non-development scenario. A more comprehensive assessment using the 
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mitigation measures, and the project at various production levels. A second limitation is the challenge in 

providing monetary estimates for many of the environmental, social, and health impacts in both the Public 

Interest MAE Framework and Indigenous Community MAE Framework. Methods for estimating monetary 

impacts are well developed and more of the impacts in the case study example could have been estimated in 

monetary terms with additional analysis. But the comparison of costs and benefits will be constrained by the 

inability to quantify all impacts. However, by employing techniques to quantify impacts in monetary terms 

where feasible, providing qualitative and quantitative measures to supplement monetary estimates, and focusing 

on net as opposed to gross impacts, MAE provides a more transparent and accurate comparison of project costs 

and benefits that can help determine if the project is in the public interest, help identify the relative significance 

of impacts, and show how the project can be modified to increase the net benefit to society.
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9. Survey for the Public Interest MAE Framework 

A survey was conducted to gather information from IA experts, practitioners, and participants on several topics related to this study. Because this study 

primarily focuses on federal IA policy, the majority of respondents were affiliated with federal government agencies that consistently participate in federal IA 

processes including IAAC, Natural Resources Canada, and Environment and Climate Change Canada. However, the survey was also sent to persons affiliated 

with Indigenous groups, universities/ colleges, the private sector, and the Mackenzie Valley Review Board in an effort to solicit a broad range of perspectives. 

The breakdown of the respondents is presented in Figure 2. 

Figure 2. Organizational affiliations of survey respondents 
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Public interest and IA 

The results of this section of the survey (Figure 4) indicate that while the majority of respondents (61%) believe that a determination of whether or not a project 

is in the public interest should be the primary factor in deciding whether to approve a project, only 12% of respondents believe that the IA process ensures that 

projects are only approved if they are in the public interest and only 9% believe that current methods used in IA clearly indicate whether a project is in the 

public interest. Only 24% of respondents believe that the term public interest is clearly defined in the context of IA and 79% believe that the determination of 

whether a project is in the public interest involves subjective bias on the part of decision makers. 

Figure 4. Survey results: Public interest and IA 

 

Evaluation of the proposed Public Interest MAE Framework 

The results of this section of the survey (Figure 5) indicate that respondents are generally supportive of the proposed Public Interest MAE Framework. The 

evaluation of the framework was divided into ten sections based on criteria for assessing the efficacy of methods that were adapted from the literature including 

suitability to context, flexibility, comprehension, subjectivity, robustness, usefulness of outputs, validity, participative qualities, equity, and consideration of 

Indigenous groups.7 The proportion of respondents that believe the proposed Public Interest MAE Framework meets the ten criteria

the proposed supportive of the prop TJ88T 2 Tf
1 0 0 1 730.15 10.000011802 0 792 0011802 0 792 612 re
W* n
BT
/F1 12 Tf
1 0 0 1 MAE Framework
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Figure 5. Survey results: Evaluation of Public Interest MAE Framework 
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28%
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14%
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17%
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10%

14%
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10%

17%

10%

3%

7%

7%

7%

0%

0%

helps reduce subjective bias in IA.

provides a comprehensive assessment of project impacts on Indigenous

communities.

helps facilitate participation from impacted parties

helps ensure that the interests of various parties are considered
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Proposed Public Interest MAE Framework versus current estimation methods in IA 

The results of this section of the survey (Figure 6) indicate that respondents believe the proposed Public Interest MAE Framework is an improvement over the 

current estimation methods used in IA. The majority of respondents indicate that when compared to the current estimation methods used in IA, the proposed 

Public Interest MAE Framework communicates trade-offs more clearly (93%), produces more comprehensive information (72%), is more transparent in how it 

informs public interest determinations (66%), is less prone to overestimating benefits (59%), and is less prone to underestimating costs (52%). The proportion of 

respondents who agree that the framework considers impacts to Indigenous groups better than current methods used in IA is a bit lower (45% agree, 21% 

disagree, and 34% neither agree nor disagree). 

Figure 6. Survey results: Comparison between the Public Interest MAE Framework and current impact estimation methods 

 

Potential of proposed Public Interest MAE Framework for IA 

The results of this section of the survey (Figure 7) indicate that an overwhelming majority of the respondents believe that the proposed Public Interest MAE 

Framework has the potential to improve public interest determinations  0 792 612 re
W* n5proposed 
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Figure 7. Survey results: Potential of Public Interest MAE Framework 

 

Open-ended responses 

The final section of the survey covered various topics including the strengths and weaknesses of the Public Interest MAE Framework, potential challenges 

around implementation, and suggested revisions to help improve the framework, which were responded to with comment boxes.xii Many different answers were 

provided in this section of the survey, and therefore only common responses that were provided by more than one respondent are presented below. For complete 

results for this section, please refer to Appendix B. 

Strengths of the framework 

Respondents identified various strengths of the proposed Public Interest MAE Framework. Strengths that were identified by more than one respondent are that 

the Framework is comprehensive, clearly displays and summarizes information, focuses on net impacts, considers non-market impacts, increases transparency, 

focuses on Indigenous communities, and focuses on the distribution of impacts. 

Weaknesses of the framework 

Weaknesses that were identified by more than one respondent are that it is difficult to estimate non-market impacts in monetary terms, it is challenging to 

compare between quantitative and qualitative impacts, it is unclear how mitigation efforts are considered, it may limit the discretion of decision makers, it does 

not weight the significance 
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Survey Conclusions 

The survey provides some useful information related to the objectives of this study. Respondents identified a 

number of limitations with the impact estimation methods currently used in IA that should be addressed. On the 

topic of public interest, the respondents indicated that while public interest is a key factor in IA and project 

approval, many believe that the term itself and the extent to which it informs project decisions is unclear in the 

context of IA. In their evaluation of the proposed Public Interest MAE Framework, the majority of respondents 

indicated that the framework meets the ten best practice criteria and therefore possesses the characteristics of an 

effective impact estimation method. Finally, respondents indicated that the framework has the potential to be an 

improvement over the current methods used to inform public interest determinations in IA
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is responsible for conducting the MAE in the IA process, whether it be proponents, IAAC, other government 

agencies, Indigenous communities, and/or stakeholders. Depending on their level of involvement in conducting 

MAE with the framework, IA practitioners will likely need to receive additional training and additional 

guidance may need to be developed. Furthermore, guidance will likely need to be developed covering the 

following topics:  

¶ Non-market valuation techniques for the Public Interest MAE Framework; 

¶ How to compare quantitative and qualitative trade-offs to ensure there is not significant bias towards 

quantitative impacts; 

¶ How the Indigenous Community MAE Framework can be used by communities and how it informs the 

public interest determination; 

¶ The process for identifying accounts, sub-accounts, and indicators (This includes developing consistent 

definitions of indicators such as employment by using standardized terms such as average annual person 

years instead of total person years to avoid misinterpretation of project benefits, providing estimates of 

net as opposed to gross impacts for economic indicators to avoid overestimating project benefits, and 

disaggregating costs and benefits by major stakeholder group and for Indigenous communities); 

¶ How the project developer account should factor into decision making and when it should be included in 

the bottom line net impact estimate; 

¶ How to navigate confidential financial information and sensitive traditional knowledge in a way that 

ensures that there are ways of incorporating important data and information without disclosing 

confidential and sensitive information; 

¶ Cumulative effects and how the framework could be used in cumulative effects assessment; and 

¶ How to best integrate sustainability assessment into the Public Interest MAE Framework. 

This is not intended to be an exhaustive list of the next steps but rather highlight some important topics that 

must be addressed to increase the effectiveness of the Public Interest MAE Framework in practice. 

Also, it would be useful to identify aspects of the Public Interest MAE Framework that could be adopted on an 

interim basis to improve IA while the larger framework is being refined. Some examples of interim steps that 

merit consideration include the following:  

a. Develop consistent definitions of indicators such as employment by using standardized terms such 

as average annual person years instead of total person years to avoid misinterpretation of project 

benefits; 

b. Estimate net as opposed to gross impacts for economic indicators to avoid overestimating alleged 

project benefits; and 

c. Conduct BCA based on current Treasury Board of Canada guidelines to estimate project costs and 

benefits as part of the IA review process including disaggregating costs and benefits by major 

stakeholder group and for Indigenous communities.  
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Employment 

There are expected to be net employment benefits for the 

Inuit. Inuit employees are expected to make up 17% of 

total workforce over lifetime of mine (direct employment), 

with higher average wages compared to the median wage in 

Nunavut, resulting in an estimated annual salary increase of 

$49,000. It is assumed that 25% of Inuit jobs during both 

construction phases and the five years of ERP and Phase 2 

operations phases (following the construction phases) are net 

jobs for which the net benefit per job is equal to the average 

Inuit salary for the Project ($83,564).55 

Inuit employment benefits are accompanied by personal 

income tax payments due to the higher wages earned by 

project employees compared to median Nunavut wages. 

Potential adverse impacts to employment in food 

harvesting and tourism industries due to impacts to 

terrestrial and aquatic species. 

Net contribution to Inuit 

employment: 

ERP Construction phase- 19 PY 

ERP Operations phase- 8 avg annual 

PY 

Phase 2 Construction phase- 25 PY 

Phase 2 Operations phase- 10 avg 

annual PY 

Net Inuit employment benefit: 

$23 

Less net cost associated with impacts to 

employment in food harvesting industry 







 

55 

 

PM10
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Cultural and 

Spiritual 

Wellbeing 

Potential adverse impacts to culturally significant species 

including caribou, ringed seal, artic char, walrus, and narwhal. 

Potential adverse impacts to culturally significant 

archeological sites located around Milne Port and along 
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Governance 

Net impacts of the Project on Inuit rights and title. Net benefits and costs associated with 

impacts to Inuit rights and title. 

Net monetary impact not estimated. 

- 

T
o

ta
l Inuit Net impacts of the Project on the Inuit people of Nunavut. $565 

(Excluding non-monetized project 

costs and benefits). 

$393 - $682 

Case Study Assumptions 

Table 10. Mary River Case Study Analysis Assumptions 

Parameter Input Value 

Spot price iron ore (Ref) (CAD/tonne) $124 

Spot price iron ore (Low) (CAD/tonne) $95 

Spot price iron ore (High) (CAD/tonne) $142 

Production volume ERP (mtpa) 4.6 

Production volume 2026 onward (mtpa) 12 

Capex (ERP) (MM$) $956 

Capex (Phase 2, 12 MTA) (MM$) $1,292 

Opex ERP and Phase 2 (MM$/tonne) $55 

Cost of Sales (% of Opex) 50% 

Closure Cost (MM$) $208 

Discount rate % project 8% 

Discount rate % GHG 3% 
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NTI Share 0.44 

Mineral Royalty (Effective rate, taxable income) 11.2% 

NTI Share 30% 

QIA Share 30% 

Kitikmeot Inuit Share 18% 

Kivalliq Inuit 22% 

Land Lease Payments ($MM) $3
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Strongly 

agree Agree 

Neither 

agree nor 
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is likely to be viewed as a methodologically valid tool by decision makers. 21% 38% 38% 3% 0% 

relies on scientifically valid information. 14% 59% 21% 7% 0% 

relies on valid estimation methods. 7% 62% 24% 7% 0% 

 

Theme 8: Participative qualities 

Q16. The proposed Public Interest MAE Framework...    

  

Strongly 

agree Agree
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can realistically be implemented by Indigenous groups participating in IA. 3% 31% 48%
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Q20. An MAE framework has the potential to improve public interest 

determinations in IA. 24% 59% 7% 10% 0% 

Q21. It would be helpful to further develop and test the Public Interest MAE 

Framework as a means of informing public interest determinations in impact 

assessment. 36% 57% 4% 4% 0% 
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Table 12. Weaknesses of the proposed Public Interest MAE Framework identified by survey respondents 
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13. Endnotes 

 
1 IAAC, “Policy Context: Public Interest Determination under the Impact Assessment Act,” po licies, aem, 

October 1, 2020, https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/services/policy-guidance/public-

interest-determination-under-impact-assessment-act.html. 

2 Thomas Gunton et al., “Evaluating Methods for Analyzing Economic Impacts in Environmental 

Assessment,” Knowledge Synthesis Report prepared for the Social Science and Humanities Research 

Council and the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada, 2020, https://re
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https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/environment/natural-resource-stewardship/consulting-with-first-nations/first-nations-negotiations
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/environment/natural-resource-stewardship/consulting-with-first-nations/first-nations-negotiations

