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https://www.ibbaka.com/ibbaka-market-blog/weaving-social-consciousness-to-corporate-outcomes-community-value-drivers
https://www.ibbaka.com/ibbaka-market-blog/weaving-social-consciousness-to-corporate-outcomes-community-value-drivers
https://www.gov.nu.ca/sites/default/files/files/Sanikiluaq%20Profile%20new%20layout.pdf
http://toolkit.buildingnunavut.com/en/Community/Load/aa2d1677-2580-4feb-81cc-a1f700f35296
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2019.101382
https://www.nirb.ca/inuit-qaujimajatuqangit
https://www.qec.nu.ca/sites/default/files/cipp_tir_with_appendix.pdf
https://windenergyireland.com/images/Article_files/Simon_Robinson_-_Models_of_community_ownership_of_wind_farms.pdf
https://windenergyireland.com/images/Article_files/Simon_Robinson_-_Models_of_community_ownership_of_wind_farms.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026619837131


 

 

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=CSD&Code1=6204001&Geo2=PR&Code2=62&SearchText=Sanikiluaq&SearchType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=All&GeoLevel=PR&GeoCode=6204001&TABID=1&type=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=CSD&Code1=6204001&Geo2=PR&Code2=62&SearchText=Sanikiluaq&SearchType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=All&GeoLevel=PR&GeoCode=6204001&TABID=1&type=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=CSD&Code1=6204001&Geo2=PR&Code2=62&SearchText=Sanikiluaq&SearchType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=All&GeoLevel=PR&GeoCode=6204001&TABID=1&type=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=CSD&Code1=6204001&Geo2=PR&Code2=62&SearchText=Sanikiluaq&SearchType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=All&GeoLevel=PR&GeoCode=6204001&TABID=1&type=0
https://simonterry.com/2019/01/07/breaking-down-the-value-of-collaboration-four-drivers-of-value/
https://www.windustry.org/community_wind_toolbox_12_the_minnesota_flip


 



Community:

Date:

1. #N/A #N/A

2. #N/A #N/A

3. #N/A #N/A

Community Benefit Sharing Framework
Framework Evaluation Scorecard

Top 3 Benefit Arrangements

Notes:
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Official Benefit Sharing Structure Scoring



Category

Community Scores Score #N/A Score #N/A

Scores Empirical Total Empirical Total

Community Enhancement Fund (Fixed Contribution) 3 3 0 #N/A 2 #N/A #N/A #N/A

Community Enhancement Fund (Shared Revenue) 3 3 0.5 #N/A 2.5 #N/A #N/A #N/A

Co-Operative/Consumer Stock Ownership Plans (CSOPs 1 1 3 #N/A 5 #N/A #N/A #N/A

Initial Lump Sum Payment 0 0 0 #N/A 1 #N/A #N/A #N/A

Investment Options 4 4 4 #N/A 4.5 #N/A #N/A #N/A

Joint Venture/ Equity Ownership 5 5 4.5 #N/A 4 #N/A #N/A #N/A

Minnesota Flip 2.5 2.5 2 #N/A 5 #N/A #N/A #N/A

Royalty Payments 1 1 1 #N/A 4.5 #N/A #N/A #N/A

Shared Revenue 3.5 3.5 3 #N/A 3 #N/A #N/A #N/A

Split Ownership 4 4 5 #N/A 5 #N/A #N/A #N/A

Community Benefit Sharing Framework
Benefit Sharing Model Evaluation

NOTES:

This community benefit sharing framework is not intended to influence decision making, but rather to inform communities and help guide the community thinking process as it pertains to community participation 
in development projects.

The evaluation of this framework is completed under the assumption that community interests, priorities, and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit are already considered and incorporated in the project design. All 
development projects should be community-led and should place an emphasis on the incorporation of traditional knowledge and community values in all aspects of the project. Development projects must align 
with the stated community priorities and desires - no development should take place without community engagement, consent, and participation.

Risk Appetite Legal/Operational Complexity

Combined 
Score

Rank

Potential Financial Value

Empirical Total



Community:

Date:

Item Question Response

1. 
A major expense of $50k or more would place undue strain on our 
community's finances.

2.
Our community has an established development corporation that is 
operating smoothly and efficiently.

3. 
Our community has the capacity (operational & financial) to hire 
and oversee additional resources or staff at will, if required.

4.
Our community has outstanding infrastructure needs that are not 
yet addressed because of financial constraints.

5.
Our community staff can to take on additional work beyond their 
current assigned duties.

Item Question Response

1. 
Our community has the capacity to invest large sums of money in 
development projects and maintain the investment vehicle.

2.
Guaranteed income is more important than uncertain income, 
even if the amounts may be slightly lower.

3. 
Risk-free income is better for our community than income requiring 
investment and operational liability, even if the amount may be 
slightly lower.

4.
Our community is in a financial position to accept the uncertainty 
associated with capital investment and has the financial means to 
invest in development projects.

5.
Our community is not overly concerned about unexpected 
operational expenses for our current assets (i.e. unplanned 
repairs).

Community Capacity

Community Risk Profile

Community Benefit Sharing Framework
Community Assessment Questionnaire





Community:

Date:

1. Community Enhancement Fund (Fixed Contribution) 22.4

2. Community Enhancement Fund (Shared Revenue) 20.8

3. Initial Lump Sum Payment 20.0

Sanikiluaq, Nunavut

29-Mar-2022

Community Benefit Sharing Framework
Framework Evaluation Scorecard

Top 3 Benefit Arrangements

Notes:
This is an output based on sample responses to the questionnaire for anecdotal information on the hamlet of Sanikiluaq. It should be noted that this estimate was not 
completed by residents or leaders of Sanikiluaq as the study team was unable to find a candidate to fill the community liaison position. The repsonses, risk tolerance, 
and community capacity may change based on differing responses, as well as the overall suitability of each benefit sharing structure.
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Category

Community Scores Score 2.0 Score 1.8

Scores Empirical Total Empirical Total

Community Enhancement Fund (Fixed Contribution) 3 3 0 10 2 9.38 22.38 1

Community Enhancement Fund (Shared Revenue) 3 3 0.5 10 2.5 7.81 20.81 2

Co-Operative/Consumer Stock Ownership Plans (CSOPs 1 1 3 6.67 5 0 7.67 9

Initial Lump Sum Payment 0 0 0 10 1 10 20 3

Investment Options 4 4 4 3.33 4.5 1.56 8.89 8

Joint Venture/ Equity Ownership 5 5 4.5 1.67 4 3.13 9.8 7

Minnesota Flip 2.5 2.5 2 10 5 0 12.5 6

Royalty Payments 1 1 1 10 4.5 1.56 12.56 5

Shared Revenue 3.5 3.5 3 6.67 3 6.25 16.42 4

Split Ownership 4 4 5 0 5 0 4 10

Community Benefit Sharing Framework
Benefit Sharing Model Evaluation

NOTES:

This community benefit sharing framework is not intended to influence decision making, but rather to inform communities and help guide the community thinking process as it pertains to community participation 
in development projects.

The evaluation of this framework is completed under the assumption that community interests, priorities, and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit are already considered and incorporated in the project design. All 
development projects should be community-led and should place an emphasis on the incorporation of traditional knowledge and community values in all aspects of the project. Development projects must align 
with the stated community priorities and desires - no development should take place without community engagement, consent, and participation.

Risk Appetite Legal/Operational Complexity

Combined 
Score

Rank

Potential Financial Value

Empirical Total



Community: Sanikiluaq, Nunavut

Date: 29-Mar-2022

Item Question Response

1. 
A major expense of $50k or more would place undue strain on our 
community's finances.

5 - Strongly Agree

2.
Our community has an established development corporation that is 
operating smoothly and efficiently.

1 - Strongly Disagree

3. 
Our community has the capacity (operational & financial) to hire 
and oversee additional resources or staff at will, if required.

3 - Neither Agree nor Disagree

4.
Our community has outstanding infrastructure needs that are not 
yet addressed because of financial constraints.

4 - Agree

5.
Our community staff can to take on additional work beyond their 
current assigned duties.

3 - Neither Agree nor Disagree

Item Question Response

1. 
Our community has the capacity to invest large sums of money in 
development projects and maintain the investment vehicle.

1 - Strongly Disagree

2.
Guaranteed income is more important than uncertain income, 
even if the amounts may be slightly lower.

5 - Strongly Agree

3. 
Risk-free income is better for our community than income requiring 
investment and operational liability, even if the amount may be 
slightly lower.

5 - Strongly Agree

4.
Our community is in a financial position to accept the uncertainty 
associated with capital investment and has the financial means to 
invest in development projects.

2 - Disagree

5.
Our community is not overly concerned about unexpected 
operational expenses for our current assets (i.e. unplanned 
repairs).

4 - Agree

Community Capacity

Community Risk Profile

Community Benefit Sharing Framework
Community Assessment Questionnaire


