ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ: ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖓ. RM 004-2017
ᐊᐃᑉᐱᖅ, ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 5, 2017 (9:00 ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ to 4:30PM)
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᖓᓂ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ/ᓯᕿᕐᖑᔭᒃᑦ

ᓈᓴᐅᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ

ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ

ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᓂᖏᑦ

9:00-ᒥᒃ 9:05-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ

1

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ/ᒪᑐᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᕆᔭᐅᑲᐃᓇᖅᑐᖅ

5 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

9:05-ᒥᒃ 9:10-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ

2

ᒪᑐᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑭᓇᒃᑰᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᑦ

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᕆᔭᐅᑲᐃᓇᖅᑐᖅ

5 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

9:10-ᒥᒃ 9:15-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ

3

ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ

1

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᕆᔭᐅᑲᐃᓇᖅᑐᖅ

5 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ - ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ): ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ
9:15-ᒥᒃ-9:45-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ

4

ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕆᐊᕈᔾᔨᕙᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᑭᓖᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ

2

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᖏᑦ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

9:45-ᒥᒃ-10:00 ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ

5

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

3

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᖏᑦ

15 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

10:00-ᒥᒃ-10:15 ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ

6

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᒃᑑᔭᖅᑑᑉ, ᐃᓅᕕᐅᑉᓗ
ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ (Bluenose-East ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ) ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ:

4

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᖏᑦ

15 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

10:15-ᒥᒃ-10:30 ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ

ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ

15 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ): ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ
10:30-ᒥᒃ-11:00 ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ

7

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᑭᖑᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑭᓐᖑᒃᐸᐅᔭᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓪᓗ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ

11:00-ᒥᒃ-11:15 ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ

8

11:15-ᒥᒃ-11:30-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ

9

11:30-ᒥᒃ-12:15-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

10

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ

5

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ - ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ

6

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

15 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ

7

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

15 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ

8

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

45 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

12:15-ᒧᑦ -1:30-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ

1 Hour 15 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ): ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ
1:30-ᒥᒃ ᐅᓪᓛᒃᑯᑦ-2:00-ᒧᑦ

ᐅᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

2:00-ᒥᒃ-2:20-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

11

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᐊ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ

9

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

12

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂ ᓱᓕ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᔪᑦ (ᑑᓐᖓᐃᑦ ᑭᖓᐃᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓕᒐᐃᑦ

10

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

20 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

11

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

20 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

12

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

13

ᒥᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂ ᓱᓕ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ

2:20-ᒥᒃ-2:40-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

13 ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

2:40-ᒥᒃ-3:10-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

14

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂ ᓱᓕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖓᑦ: ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ

3:10-ᒥᒃ-3:40-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

15

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ

3:40-ᒥᒃ-3:55-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

ᓄᖃᖓᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ

15 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ (ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ): ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᖃᐃᑦᑎᓯᒪᖏᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᐃᑦᑎᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᖅ

ᐊᑐᖏᑦᑐᖅ

14

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᕆᔭᐅᑲᐃᓇᖅᑐᖅ

5 ᒥᓂᑦᓯᑦ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
3:55-ᒥᒃ-4:25-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

16 ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ

4:25-ᒥᒃ-4:30-ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

17 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᐃᓱᓕᓐᓂᖓ
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ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ

ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ:

ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ: X

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔨᕙᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓯᒪᙱᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓯᐊᑎᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖑᔪᒥ.

ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ:

•

ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓯᐅᑏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ (ᑕᒡᕙᓂ
ᑐᕿᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒧᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᔅᓯᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ
ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᒥ.

•

ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖓ ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ.
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑎᒍᑦ, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ, ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᑎᒎᖏᑦᑐᖅ.

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ:

•

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔨᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑎᒍᑦ (DOE) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖁᓇᒋᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ.
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•

ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖃᙱᑦᑐᓂ.
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓗᑎ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔨᕙᒃᑐᓂ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ.

•

ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᐅᓂᐊᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ (HTO)
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑯᑎ ᖃᔅᓯᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1; ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ
ᓇᐃᓇᕆᔾᔪᑎᖓ).

•

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑯᐊᑕᓂ
ᖄᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓐᓂᕈᑎ.

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᓕᐊᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᒃ

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ

ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ

ᒪᐃ 4, 2017

ᐄ

100 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ

ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ

ᒪᐃ 4, 2017

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ

0

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ

ᔫᓂ 27, 2017

ᐄ

10 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒧᑦ (5
ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᑉ/ᑎᕝᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᑕᐃᑲᙵ
ᓗᕆᓛᑦᒥ/ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ)

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ

ᒪᐃ 8, 2017

ᐄ

40 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓴᓪᓕᓄᑦ

ᓇᐅᔮᑦ

ᒪᐃ 3, 2017

ᐄ

60 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐅᔮᓂ

ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᑕᖅᑭᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ

ᐄ

40 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ, 250
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ

ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᒪᐃ 17, 2017

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) RM-004
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 5, 2017
NWMB RM 004-2017 0003

2

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᓕᐊᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᒃ/ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᖅ

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ

ᐄ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐱᖁᔨᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᑐᒃᑑᔮᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ
ᒥᒃᓵᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᓪᓗ ᔭᓗᓇᐃᓗ
ᒥᒃᓵᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ, 25
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᑖᓪᕕᓐ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓂᔭᓐ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂ,
ᐊᒻᒪ 100-ᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ
ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓂ
ᐊᕼᐃᐊᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᕝᔭᓕᐅᑉ
ᒥᒃᓵᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓂ

ᒪᐃ 11, 2017

ᕘᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᔫᓂ 14, 2017

ᐄ

30 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᓪᓗ
ᔭᓗᓇᐃᓗ ᒥᒃᓵᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ

ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ

ᔪᓚᐃ 20, 2017

ᐄ

20 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒥ
(ᑐᕌᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᖏᖦᖤᕈᓂ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ)

ᑰᒑᕈᒃ

ᒪᐃ 17, 2017

ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᖅ

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᒥ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ

ᔫᓂ 21, 2017

ᐋᒃᑲ

0

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᒪᐃ 4, 2017

ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᖅ

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᒥ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ
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ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᑦ:
•

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓗᑎ:
o

ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ: 175 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑕᑦ

o

ᑎᕝᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ:
150 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑕᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

o

ᓗᕆᓛᑦᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ: 100 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᓂᕕᖓᑕᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

o

ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ: ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᕋᙱᑦᑐᖅ
ᓄᑖᖑᔪᖅ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ

•

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᑦ
ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖃᕐᓂᕈᓂ.

•

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓲᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᕌᖓᑦ, ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᙱᑦᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1: ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ (ᐊᑕᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᖅ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᖓᓪᓗᓂ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖅ)

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) RM-004
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ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ

3 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ
4 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ
4 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ
4 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ
8 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᖅ
11 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑎᐊᓕᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᖅ
17 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᑯᑕᐃᕈᔪᐊᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᑰᒑᕈᒃ
17 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᐃᔅᓴᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ
14 ᔫᓂ, 2017: ᕘᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᖅ
21 ᔫᓂ, 2017: ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ
27 ᔫᓂ, 2017: ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ
20 ᔪᓚᐃ, 2017: ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᐱᕙᒌᔭᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ: 14 ᐋᒡᒌᓯ, 2017

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
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ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑲᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ (TAH) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (HTO) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔨᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ (NWMB) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ.
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔨᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑎᒍᑦ (DOE) ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ
ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓛᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒪᐃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ
2017 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗᐊᑕᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᑭᒡᓕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᕙᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂ

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑮᕗᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᑕ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ.
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᙶᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓᓂ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ.

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
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1.0 ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑉ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᑐᕌᖓᕗᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ: 1) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ (HTO) ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ
ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖑᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 2) ᑲᑎᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᓗᑎ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᐃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ:
•

3 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ

•

4 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ

•

4 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ

•

4 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ

•

8 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᖅ

•

11 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑎᐊᓕᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᖅ

•

17 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᑯᑕᐃᕈᔪᐊᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᑰᒑᕈᒃ

•

17 ᒪᐃ, 2017: ᐃᔅᓴᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ

•

14 ᔫᓂ, 2017: ᕘᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᖅ

•

21 ᔫᓂ, 2017: ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ

•

27 ᔫᓂ, 2017: ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ

•

20 ᔪᓚᐃ, 2017: ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ.

2.0 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑖ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓂ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᒥᓂ
ᑐᓂᓯᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᕌᖓᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖓ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑦᑎᒻᒪᖔᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ.
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓂ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᑐᕌᖓᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ
ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ.

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
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2.1 ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ (CO), ᐊᑐᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᐅᐸᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑕ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ
ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓂ. ᐅᓐᓄᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓃᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᖃᔅᓯᓂ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓂᑦ.
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ:
•

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᕚ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᖃᔅᓯᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ (ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓂ
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖁᔨᕚ
ᐃᓂᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ? ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᒃᑯᑦ.

•

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᒃᐸᑕ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᐸᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ?

•

ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᐹ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᒐᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ?

3.0 ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ

3.1 ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 4 ᒪᐃ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
• ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ
• ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ
• ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ
• ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᔫ ᓴᕕᑲᑖᖅ ᓄᑲᖅᖠᖅ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: ᑖᒥᔅ ᐊᓕᑲᓱᐊ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: ᑎᑭ ᕼᐊᐸᓇᖅ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: ᒍᐊᑎ ᑭᑦᓛᐱᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ: ᓵᒻ ᑭᐊᕆ ᒪᒃᐸ

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
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ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ ᓴᕕᑲᑖᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑲᔪᓯᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ 100−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ.

3.2 ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 4 ᒪᐃ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᕋᓱ ᑐᓗᒃᑑᒃ
• ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᖏᑕ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ (ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ.

3.3 ᕘᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 14 ᔫᓂ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᑳᓐᑎᔅ ᓴᓪᓗᕕᓂᖅ
• ᕘᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᕘᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 30ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᕿᖓᐅᓪᓗ ᔭᓗᓇᐃᓗ
ᒥᒃᓵᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓄ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᐊᓯᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ.

3.4 ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 11 ᒪᐃ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᓴᐃᓐ ᓴᐃᑐ
• ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑎᐊᓕᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
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ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑎᐊᓕᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑑᔮᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᖓᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓂ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 25-ᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ
ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᑖᓪᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓂᔭᓐ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ 100-ᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ
ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓂ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᕝᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓂ.

3.5 ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 27 ᔫᓂ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᐲᑕ ᑲᑎᒑᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᖓᔪᒃᖠ
• ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖏᑦ 10 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ (5 ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ/ᑎᕝᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5
ᓗᕆᓛᑦᒥ/ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᑲᓕᖕᒥ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ). ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ.

3.6 ᓴᓪᓕᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 8 ᒪᐃ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᐲᑕ ᑲᑎᒑᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᖓᔪᒃᖠ
• ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ 40ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ
ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ.

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
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3.7 ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 27 ᔫᓂ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᐲᑕ ᐊᖅᑲᖅ
• ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔨᔨᓂ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᓗᑎ 20-ᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᖃᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖁᔨᒐᔭᙱᑦᑐᑦ.

3.8 ᑰᒑᕈᖕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 17 ᒪᐃ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᓵᑦ ᕗᕈᓇᔅᑭ
• ᑯᑕᐃᕈᔪᐊᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᑯᑕᐃᕈᔪᐊᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᖏᓐᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒥᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

3.9 ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 21 ᔫᓂ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᐋᓚᓐ ᓂᑉᑕᓈᑦᑎᐊᖅ
• ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ.
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
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3.10 ᓇᐅᔮᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 3 ᒪᐃ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᐱᑐᓘᓯ ᐸᐸᑦᓯ.
• ᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ 60-ᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᐅᔮᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ.

3.11 ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ: ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᔅᓯᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ.

3.12 ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ: ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ.

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
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3.13 ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 4 ᒪᐃ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓ: ᑕᐃᕕᑦ ᐊᓇᕕᓗᒃ
• ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ: ᓵᒻ ᑐᓕᕆᐊᓕᒃ
• ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ: ᔪᐊᔾ ᐊᒃᓚ
• ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨ: ᐳᕉᔅ ᑕᑯᓕᒃ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᖏᓐᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒥᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

3.14 ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: 17 ᒪᐃ, 2017
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ:
• ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ-ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ: ᕌᑉ ᕼᐋᒧ
• ᐃᔅᓴᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ:
ᐃᔅᓴᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ 40-ᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ 250-ᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ.

4.0 ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᑦᑎᐊᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᒡᓗ
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᐃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ 2017 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᕙ ᐋᒃᑲ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓗᒍ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᒥᓂ
ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖓᔪᓄᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕐᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒋᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖃᕐᓂᕈᓂ.

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕆᔾᔪᑎ
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᒧᐊᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒧᖓ
ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᖅ: X

ᐋᕿᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ:

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕈᑎ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎ ᖀᖓᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔾᔪᑎ
•

ᔫᓂ 2015-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᖀᖓᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 19,700 ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ,
ᖃᑦᓰᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, 2012−ᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ
35,000−ᐅᔭᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. 2015-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 37 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᒃ
ᖃᑦᓰᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2012ᒥᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᓖᑦ ᐋᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑕᖅᑖᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ
14 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓇᕈᕆᐊᐸᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ.

•

ᐅᕿᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᓲᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐃᓚᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2016-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ
(ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ I−ᒥᑦ).

•

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑖᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ , ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᒻᒪᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐃᔨᓂᑦ, ᖀᖓᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐃᓚᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ.

•

ᒪᐃ 2017−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᕿᓚᓈᕋᑦᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦ ᖁᓕᓪᓗ (30ᓂᑦ) ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ
ᖀᖓᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ
ᖀᖓᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ “ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑦ” (ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ).

ᒫᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ
•

•

•

•

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᑲᔪᓯᔪ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏ
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓗ ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ
“ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᖀᖓᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᔪᓚᐃ 2017−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᑦ ᑐᔪᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓗ
ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᖀᖓᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓄᑦ (ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐃᑉᐹ).
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᔪ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓗ ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑖᓂᑦ) ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑭᙴᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ.
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᖃᑖᖑᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᑦᑐᓂᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ (ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ,
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑖᓗ., ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ) ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᑦᑐᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖀᖓᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖀᖓᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᒻᒥᑦ.

•

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓗ ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑎᐊᒥ, ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᖃᓂᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ.

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᕗᑦ
•

ᑎᓯᐱᕆ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᖅᐸᑦ 2017−ᒥ, ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᒨᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᒥᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏ
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓗ
ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

•

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᖃᑎᒪᓂᐅᓂᑦᓴᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓗ
ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐃᓚᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᓄᑦ.

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ
•

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᒧᐊᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒧᖓ
ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᖅ: X

ᐋᕿᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ:

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ: ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕈᑎ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎ ᑐᒃᑑᔮᖅᑑᑉ
ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔾᔪᑎ
•

ᔫᓂ 2015-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑐᒃᑑᔮᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ 38,592
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ, ᖃᑦᓰᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, 2013−ᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ
68,000−ᐅᔭᕆᐊᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ 21 ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᑦ ᖃᑦᓰᓇᕈᕆᐊᐸᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ.

•

ᐅᕿᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᓲᓗ ᑐᒃᑑᔮᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ,
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2016-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ I−ᒥᑦ).

•

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑖᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ , ᐅᔾᔨᕆᔭᐅᒻᒪᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐃᔨᓂᑦ, ᑐᒃᑑᔮᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ
ᐃᓚᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ.

•

ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2016−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᕿᓚᓈᕋᑦᓴᓂᑦ 340ᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑑᔮᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᑕ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖀᖓᐅᓪᓗ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ “ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑦ” (ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1).

ᒫᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ
•

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᑲᔪᓯᔪ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏ
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓗ ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ
“ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑑᔮᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

•

ᔫᓂ 2016−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᑐᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏ
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓗ ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐹᒥᑦ ᐋᕿᑦᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑑᔮᖅᑑᑉ
ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ
ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ
ᐃᓚᑰᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓅᖓᔪᓂᑦ.

•

ᔪᓚᐃ 2017−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᑦ ᑐᔪᐃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓗ
ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ
ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓄᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᕙᒌᔭᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑑᔮᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓄᑦ (ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐃᑉᐹ).
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•

ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ
ᑲᔪᓯᔪ
ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᓗᑎᒃ (ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑏᓗ ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑖᓂᑦ) ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑭᙴᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ.

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ
•

ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ
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ᐃᒪᕐᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᕆᓂᖅ
ᑳᓇᑕ
ᐃᓚᐅᕐᑑᑎᒌᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᒪᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓀᓪᓕᑎᕆᐅᑏᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᖅ: ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐳᑎᓖᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ (Pandalus borealis, Pandalus montagui)
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒃ(ᕖᑦ): ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ 0, 1, 4, 5, 6 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓ ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᓄᐃᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᑦ,
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᓄᐃᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᓄᐃᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᒍ 2017-ᒧᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᐸᑦ, ᐊᑦᔨᖑᐊᖅ(ᑦ) ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ ᐃᓕᓗᒍ.

ᐱᑦᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓚᐅᕐᑑᑎᒌᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᒪᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ (IFMP) ᓀᓪᓕᑎᕆᐅᑎᓄᑦ
ᐃᓕᖓᕗᖅ ᓄᐃᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᕆᐊᑭᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᓛᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓇᒥᑦᑐᓄᑦ IFMP-ᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᐊᓪᓚᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᓯᒍᑕᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑎᑦᓴᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᒥᑦᓵᓄᑦ DFO-ᑯᑦ
ᐱᓇᓱᑦᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᖁᔭᕐᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᒥᔪᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ IFMP
ᐱᑎᑦᓯᓚᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᔨᒌᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒪᐅᑎᑦᓴᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ “ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ” ᒪᑭᑕᒍᓐᓇᓚᖓᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ.
ᓱᓇᒥᑦᑐᑦ IFMP ᐊᑦᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕌᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᐅᕗᑦ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ IFMP-ᓂᒃ ᓀᓪᓕᑎᕆᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᓱᖏᕈᑕᐅᑦᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᖕᖓᕕᐅᒍᓐᓇᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᖁᔭᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓵᓚᖃᕆᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ IFMP ᖃᖓᓕᒫᑦᓯᐊᖅ ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕝᕕᐊᓗᑦᓯᒐᑎᒃ ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᒪᒥᐅᑎᒋᑦᓱᒋᑦ ᓄᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᒥ ᐋᕐᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᑦᓯᐊᑐᖅ, ᓄᖑᑎᕆᑦᑌᓕᓂᖅ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ, ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᑎᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ IFMP-ᒥ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᑭᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᓂ
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᒥᒃ.
DFO-ᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᕕᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ, IFMP
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᖓᔪᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᓯᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓂᐳᕐᑎᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. IFMP-ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑕᐅᖕᖏᑑᑦᓴᓂᐊᕐᐸᑕ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ, ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᒍᑎᖏᑦ
ᓲᖑᓂᕐᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᖓᔪᑦ ᑌᑦᓱᒪ ᐊᖏᖃᑕᐅᖕᖏᓂᖓᑕ ᐃᓱᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ.
ᐃᓘᓐᓈᒍᑦ ᖁᓛᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᒍᑎ/ ᐱᒋᐊᖕᖓᓂᖓ, ᓄᓇᖕᖑᐊᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓱᓂ
ᑕᕐᕋᒥ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒃ ᖃᑭᓴᐅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕐᖁᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᓂ ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᑦᓛᓐ ᐃᒃᑲᑐᔮᖓᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕐᕋᒥ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᕙᓯᒃ ᐊᓐᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᖓᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ. ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕐᕕᐅᓲᖅ 250 ᒥᑦᓵᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᓯᓈᓂ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᒪᕆᒻᒥ (>100’-ᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ) ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓱᓂ 17-ᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ (ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 1.5-ᒥᒃ
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᐃᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ, ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑯᒻᒪᓲᑎᖃᕈᑎᖏᑦ). ᐊᑦᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ
ᓂᖏᕈᑎᖃᓲᖑᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᖏᓐᓇᓕᒫᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᐁᕆᓕ 1-ᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᒍ ᒫᑦᔨ 31-ᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᓯᑯᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑌᒣᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑦᔨᒌᖕᖏᑑᓲᖑᕗᖅ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ (SFA) ᓇᐅᖑᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᒍ. ᐅᒃᑯᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕋᓗᐊᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓲᑦ ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᑦᓛᓐᑦ ᓯᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᒍ ᑕᕐᕋᒧᐊᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᕿᑭᕐᑖᓘᑉ ᑲᖏᕐᓱᒪᕆᐊᓄᑦ.
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᓭᑦ >100’-ᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓈᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐸᒥᐅᕐᑑᓯᐅᑕᐅᓂᕋᕐᑕᓂᒃ ᓄᓗᐊᓂᒃ
ᐅᓂᐊᑲᑦᑕᒐᕐᓂᒃ (otter trawls), ᐃᑭᑦᑐᒪᕆᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᑳᖓᔪᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓗᒋᑦ. ᓱᕙᓪᓕᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᑯᓪᓚᑎᑦᓯᒍᒪᒧᑦ
ᐊᓯᒋᓕᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᖃᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ Nordmore-ᓂᒃ ᑭᓪᓚᐸᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.
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ᐃᒪᕐᐱᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑏᑦ
ᑖᓐᓇ >100’-ᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓ, ᐊᑐᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐃᓘᓐᓈᒍᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᓕᓐᓂᒃ (LOA) 30.48m (100ft)
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖁᒣᓐᓂᓴᓂᒃ 500t-ᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᕐᕕᐅᕗᖅ ᖁᓕᑦ ᒥᑦᓵᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᐊᕐᑎᓯᕕᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ >100’ᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑏᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓯᓲᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᑦᓛᓐᑦᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᕙ ᓯᑰᓴᒥ, ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᓈᕐᐸᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᓛᓖᑦ
ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑐᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥ (SFA-ᓂ 0 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1) ᓯᑯᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᕝᕕᐊᓗᑦᓯᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᓂᖓ
ᒪᓕᑦᓱᒍ. ᑭᖑᕐᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ >100’-ᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ ᖁᐊᕐᑎᑕᐅᑦᓴᐅᑎᒋᓲᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒥ, ᑌᒪᓗ ᐴᕐᑐᑕᐅᒌᕐᓱᑎᒃ
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᓛᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑦᔨᒌᖕᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᓯᕐᕕᓄᑦ. ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᖕᖏᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 17-ᖑᔪᑦ >100’-ᓂᒃ
ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᐃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 1991-ᒥᓂᒃ.
ᓯᓈᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑏᑦ
“ᓯᓈᒍᑦ” ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᑦᓛᓐᑦᒥᒃ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥᓪᓗ (NL) ᑐᖕᖓᕕᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᓈᒍᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᑭᓂᕐᐹᑦ
ᐃᓱᖃᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ LOA < 89’11”-ᓂᒃ, NL-ᒥᓗ ᑐᖕᖓᕕᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᐅᑉ ᓯᑦᔭᐅᓗ “ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ” ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᕈᑎᓂᒃ LOA-ᖓ 65’
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 99’ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓃᑦᑎᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑯᐯᒻᒥᐅᓂᒃ (QC) ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ Lower North Shore-ᒥ ᑯᐯᒻᒥ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᑕᑭᓂᕐᐹᖏᑦ <89’ 11”-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
ᑭᖑᕐᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᓈᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᖁᐊᖑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᑖᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓚᑦᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᕐᒪᑕ,
ᐊᒦᔭᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕᒋᐊᓪᓚᒃ ᐱᔭᑦᓴᓕᐊᖑᓗᑎᒃ ᑌᒣᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓕᓐᓂ
ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓕᕆᕕᓐᓂ. ᓯᓈᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑏᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖕᖓᕕᓖᑦ NAFO ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2J, 3KL, 4R ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒪᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᖕᖓᕕᖃᕐᑎᓱᒋᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᑉ ᐊᓂᕐᕋᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᓴᕐᕕᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᑦᓱᓂ NAFO ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒣᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ: 2J,
3K ᑕᕐᕋᕙᓯᖓ (ᑕᕐᕋᕙᓯᓐᓂᓴᖅ 50°30’-ᒥᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᒥ), 3K ᓯᕿᓂᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ (ᓯᕿᓂᕙᓯᓐᓂᓴᖅ 50°30’-ᒥᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᒥ), 3L, 4R ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
4S. ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᓴᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓲᑦ SFA 6-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᒍ 2000-ᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ 2014-ᒧᑦ SFA 7-ᒥ ᑮᑖᐱᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᒥᓱᑎᒃ
SFA-ᓂ 4-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5-ᒥ.
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ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᐃᓱᒪᑕᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᐅᓯᖅ
ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑌᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᖓᑕ ᑕᕐᕋᕙᓯᖓᓂ ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᕙᓯᒃ ᕿᑭᕐᑖᓘᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᒃ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᒍ ᓯᕿᓂᕐᒧᐊᓱᓂ ᒣᓐ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ. ᖁᐳᑎᓖᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᖓᑕ ᑕᕐᕋᕙᓯᖓᓂ
ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᕙᓯᒃ ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᒍ ᓯᕿᓂᕐᒧᐊᓱᓂᓗ Fundy ᑲᖏᕐᓱᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ. ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ
ᐃᓅᓕᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᑌᒪ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᒥᒃ ᐱᕈᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ, ᑭᑐᕐᖓᓴᓕᐅᕐᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒋᐊᓪᓚᒥᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᓂᓪᓘᓃᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑌᒪ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓯᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓅᓯᓕᒫᒥᓂ. ᐱᔭᑦᓴᕈᕐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᕕᓯᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᑕᑭᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑦ 17
ᒥᓕᒦᑕᓂᒃ, ᐱᖓᓱᒐᓚᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᕈᓇᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ. ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒥ ᓂᕿᒌᓄᑦ. ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ
ᐊᑦᔨᒌᖕᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᑭᔪᖑᐊᕌᐱᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᑑᒪᕗᑦ (zooplankton) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒻᒫᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᕐᓴᓄᑦ,
ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥᐅᓄᑦ, Greenland Halibut, redfish, skates, wolfish, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᙯᕈᓕᕐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖏᓐᓇᓲᖑᕗᖅ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᒻᒥᓂᕿᐅᑎᒋᑦᓱᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᒥᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎᐅᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓱᓂ.
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑌᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᒋᑦᓱᒋᑦ SFA 5-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 6-ᒥ ᓄᑕᐅᓯᓕᑎᕐᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᑐᖕᖓᕕᖃᕐᓱᓂ DFO-ᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᓂᒃ-ᐆᒪᔪᑦᓴᔭᓂᒃ ᓄᓗᐊᕐᓂᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ
ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐳᑎᓖᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᒋᑦᓱᒋᑦ SFA 4-ᒥ, ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᓄᐃᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒥ (EAZ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ
ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒥ (WAZ) ᓄᑕᐅᓯᓕᑎᕐᑕᐅᓲᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑐᖕᖓᕕᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑌᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᑐᖕᖓᕕᐅᑉ-DFO-ᑯᓗ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥ ᓄᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᐊᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᒍᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ
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ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᐃᕐᐸᖓᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑕᑭᓂᕐᓭᓗ ᓄᐃᒍᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᒉᑦ ᐊᒥᒉᓐᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕖᑦ
ᓱᕐᕋᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᑯᑦᓱᓂ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓱᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ, ᖃᑭᓴᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᓐᓂᑐᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᐅᑉ ᐱᕕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᒍᑎᑦᓴᓖᑦ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓇᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑐᑦ
ᐱᐅᓯᕆᓲᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑌᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᒋᑦᓱᒋᑦ SFA-ᓂ 1-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 7-ᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᖅ ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᕙᓯᒃ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕖᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
(SFA 7 ᐅᒃᑯᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᑭᓴᕐᑐᓄᑦ 2015-ᒥᓂᒃ).
ᓄᓇᓕᑐᙯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑏᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᕐᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᑦᓱᒋᑦ ᓱᕙᓪᓕᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ
ᐋᕐᕿᓱᐃᒍᑎᒋᑦᓱᒋᑦ. DFO-ᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᓯᐅᕐᕕᖃᖏᓐᓇᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᓂᒃ (ᓂᐳᕐᑎᒋᐊᓕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ
ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᐅᑎᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ) ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓱᑎᒃ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᐹᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖄᒍᑎᑦᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᑦᔨᓲᖑᕗᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᑖᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕐᕿᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒥᑦᓯᖃᓕᑐᐊᕐᒪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᐅᓯᕐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᓯᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ
ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᒪᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᒪᑭᑕᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᒧᑦ, ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ, ᐃᓗᕐᖁᓯᕐᒧᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ
ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᑦᓴᕆᑦᓱᒋᑦ ᐊᓐᓂᑐᐊᓂᖅ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᐋᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᓯᓂᖓᓂᒥᐅᓂ ᑳᓇᑕᒥ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᖁᓕᐅᓈᕐᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓈᓕᕐᓱᒋᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓗᓯᕗᑦ >100’-ᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓈᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑏᑦ
ᐅᒥᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᑦᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓂᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓯᒪᐅᑎᓕᓐᓂᒃ,
ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓯᒪᐅᑎᖃᖕᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᒻᒥᔪᓂᒃ. ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᑦ 17-ᓂᒃ >100’-ᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 225 ᒥᑦᓵᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᓈᒍᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑦᓱᓂ
ᓄᐃᑕᑦᓯᕗᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᒐᖃᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᑳᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐋᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᑐᖓᓂ.
ᑳᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓯᓂᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᑑᑉ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᖁᑎᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ
ᐱᓇᓱᒐᖃᕐᑎᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐅᕐᓴᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᖃᓗᑦᓱᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑲᓪᓓᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓅ
ᓄᓇᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᓛᐸᑐᐊ ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂ, ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ. ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐱᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᓄᐃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑦ, ᖃᓗᓯᑦᓱᓂ
ᐋᕐᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ >100’-ᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᖏᕈᑎᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐃᑎᕐᓯᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᐅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᑐᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᐊᑦᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐁᑦᑐᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓯᐅᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᐸᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᓄᑦ. ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ
ᐱᔭᑦᓴᓕᐅᕐᕖᑦ ᓄᐃᑕᑦᓯᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᒐᖕᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓱᓕᒋᐊᓪᓚᒃ, ᐱᖁᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᒍᑏᑦ
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᒪᑭᑕᑦᓯᐅᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᒐᓕᕆᕖᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ
ᐃᖃᔪᕐᑎᐅᒋᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᒪᑭᑕᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐱᖕᖑᑎᑦᓯᒍᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐃᑎᕐᓯᒍᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᔩᑦ
ᐱᓇᓱᓐᓂᖓᑎᒍᑦ. ᐱᓇᓱᑦᑎᑕᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓯᖃᑕᐅᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᓗᓯᕗᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᓲᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔨᓂᒃ, ᓴᓇᒪᑦᓯᐊᑎᑦᓯᔨᓂᒃ,
ᓂᐅᕃᔨᓂᒃ, ᑕᖁᐊᑦᓴᓂᐊᕐᕕᓂᒃ (ᓂᕿᓂᒃ ᐅᕐᓱᐊᓗᒻᒥᓗ), ᑕᑯᓐᓇᑏᑦ ᖃᓗᔭᐅᒪᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑲᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᓯᔨᓂᒃ.
ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥ ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕐᓂᐸᐅᖃᑕᐅᒐᒥ ᓂᓪᓚᓱᑦᑐᒥ-ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᑳᓇᑕ ᑕᑯᓕᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᖏᑦᑕ (LV)
ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕆᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ 44%-ᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᖃᒻᒥᖅ (2013-ᒥᒃ 2015-ᒧᑦ), ᐃᑭᓕᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ (LQ)
ᐱᑦᔪᑎᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓱᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕈᑎᑦᓭᑦ (TAC) ᐃᑭᓕᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᓯᓂᕐᓱᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᓱᒍ LVᖓᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᕕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕆᐊᕐᓯᒪᒻᒥᔪᖅ $116 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᖑᓕᕐᓱᓂ 2015-ᒥ, 30%-ᒧᑦ LQ-ᖓ ᑲᑕᑦᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᑦ, ᑌᒃᑯᐊ
>100’-ᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᓖᑦ LV-ᖓᑦ 32%-ᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᑦᑐᕆᐊᕐᓯᒪᒻᒥᑎᓪᓗᒍ $350 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᖑᓕᕐᓱᓂ 2015-ᒥ, 10%-ᒧᑦ LQ-ᖓ
ᑲᑕᑦᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᑦ.
ᑳᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ 2013 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2015 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᓯᒪᔪ ᐱᐅᓯᐅᓕᕐᑐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓈᕐᑕᐅᔪᕐᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑐᑦᓴᓕᐊᑦ ᐊᒥᒉᓐᓂᖓ ᑲᑕᑦᑎᓗᒍ 14%-ᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᑐᓂᖓ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᒥᑎᓪᓗᒍ 34%-ᒧᑦ
$439 ᒥᓕᐊᓐᖑᓕᕐᓱᓂ. ᓯᓈᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑏᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᑦᓴᓕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᒦᔭᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇᒥ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.
ᑳᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑎᑦᓯᕕᒋᓂᕐᐹᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᒪᑯᐊᖑᕗᑦ ᔪᓀᑎᑦ ᑭᖕᑕᒻ, ᑎᐊᓐᒫᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔪᓀᑎᑦ ᓯᑌᑦᔅ. ᐊᑦᔨᐅᒥᒐᑎᒃ,
>100’-ᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᓖᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᕐᓴᓕᐅᓲᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒥ ᖁᐊᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒦᔭᒻᒣᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᓴᖏᑦ
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐸᑦᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓭᓃᓯᒃᑯᓄᑦ, ᑎᐊᓐᒫᒃᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐁᔅᓛᓐᑦ-ᒧᑦ.
ᐱᔪᒪᔭᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ ᑫᓪᓗᐊᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᑎᓗᒍ ᐊᑭᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ ᖃᒻᒥᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᓯᑎᑦᓱᒋᑦ ᓴᑐᕐᑎᓯᒍᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑐᑦᓭᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓈᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᕐᕋᑕᐅᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ LQ-ᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᓪᓕᐅᒥᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ, ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᐱᐅᓯᐅᓂᖓ
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ᑲᔪᓯᖕᖏᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ. ᓱᓕᒋᐊᓪᓚᒃ LQ-ᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᑭᓕᐅᒥᒋᐊᓪᓚᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᖓᑕ ᑲᑕᑉᐸᓕᐊᒍᑎᖏᑦ,
ᒧᒥᑦᑎᓯᒍᓐᓇᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᖓᑕ ᖁᒻᒧᐊᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ.

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᖏᕈᑏᑦ

ᐊᓪᓚᓯᒪᒋᐊᓖᑦ: ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᑦᓯᐊᑐᖅ, ᓄᖑᑎᕆᑦᑌᓕᓂᖅ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ,
ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᑎᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ IFMP-ᒥ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᑭᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᖁᔭᒥᒃ.
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᒫᒃ “ᐱᕕᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᐅᑉ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐃᓘᓐᓈᒍᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᑦᓱᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓐᓄᐃᒪᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᐃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᒪᕐᐱᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑳᓇᑕᒃᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᐃᑦᓯᓕᕈᓂ.”
ᓂᖏᕈᑎ ᑐᑭᓕᒃ ᐃᒫᒃ “ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᓂᖓ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓂᖏᕈᑎᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᐅᑉ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐃᕐᐸᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᑎᓗᒍ
ᑌᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.”
ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᕐᕋᒥ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᕆᔭᐅᒐᓂ ᑕᒣᓐᓂ >100’-ᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ, ᓯᓂᕐᓱᑐᓪᓗ
ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᑐᒍᑦ 2016-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᓄᑖᒥᒃ ᐱᕕᑖᕐᑎᓯᒍᑎᒋᐊᓪᓚᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖕᖏᑐᖅ
ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑌᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑦᓯᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᕕᑖᕐᑎᓯᒍᑎᒥᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᖏᕐᑎᓯᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᕐᑐᖃᓚᖓᓕᕐᐸᑦ.
ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑌᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ TAC-ᖓ ᐊᑐᓂ SFA-ᓂ 0-ᒥᒃ 6-ᒧᑦ ᐋᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ >100’-ᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᑎᓄᑦ, ᐊᑦᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᓪᓗ
ᓂᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓈᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑎᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᓂ SFA-ᖓᑕ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ. 1997-ᒥᒃ 2015-ᒧᑦ,
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐸᐅᑦᓱᓂ ᐃᑎᕐᓂᒧᑦ, ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐸᐅᑦᓱᓂ ᐊᓂᓂᕐᒧᑦ (LIFO) ᒪᓕᒐᖓᑦ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᖅ ᑖᑦᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒻᒧᑦ
ᓇᓗᓀᕐᓯᒋᐊᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᖏᕐᑎᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ SFA ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᓇᒋᑦ.
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᒍ 2016-ᒥ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ, ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᕐᑎᓗᒍ, ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓚᐅᔪᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᑕᖕᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᕈᑎᓂᒃ
ᓂᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓯᕿᓂᕙᓯᓐᓂᓴᓂ SFA-ᓂ (4-6). SFA 4-ᒥ ᓂᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᑦ 2017-ᒥ.
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᓂᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᓯᒍᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᑎᑦᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᕕᓕᓐᓄᑦ SFA-ᓂᒃ 4, 5 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 6-ᒥ. ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᓂᖏᕈᑏᑦ
ᐱᕕᖃᖕᖏᑐᑦ ᑕᕐᕋᕙᓯᓐᓂᓴᓂ ᐃᓂᓂ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᐊᖃᕐᑎᓯᕕᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᒡᒍᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᐃᓚᕿᔪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᕈᑎᓄᑦ TAC-ᒧᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓈᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ. ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᓂᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᓯᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓗᐊᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᒍᕈᑎᑖᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ SFA-ᓂ 4, 5 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 6.
ᐃᓯᕕᑦᓯᒍᑎ ᓄᐃᑦᓯᔪᖅ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ SFA-ᓂ 4-6 (ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᕈᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ).
ᐅᒥᐊᓖᑦ / ᑯᒻᒪᓲᑎᓖᑦ
SFA 4
SFA 5
SFA 6
SFA 7*
ᐃᒪᕐᐱᒥ
ᓯᓈᓂ
ᐃᓐᓅ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᖓᑦ
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕗᑦ ᑲᕙᒪᖓ
ᑕᕐᕋᒥ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᑐᖃᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᓯᓈᓂ ᓱᕐᕋᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓂᐊᑏᑦ (Cartwright-ᒥᒃ L'anse au
Clair-ᒧᑦ)
ᓯᓈᓂ ᓱᕐᕋᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒐᕐᓂᐊᑏᑦ (ᑕᕐᕋᕙᓯᒥ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᒥᐅᑦ)
ᑌᓐᑦ ᐋᓐᑐᓂᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᑎᒥᖓ (SABRI)
ᕘᑯ ᕿᑭᕐᑕᖓᑕ ᑯᐊᐸᖓ
PEI-ᒥᐅᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ
Miawpukek-ᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᖓᑦ
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76.2%
5.3%
8.5%
10%
-

38.04%
5.19%
9.9%
28.0%
6.22%

23.1%
69.6%
1.7%
-

20.2%
65.7%
-

-

8.84%

-

-

-

1.04%
-

4.5%
1.1%
-

9.4%
4.7%

* NAFO-ᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᑦᓴᓂᐊᕐᐸᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᓪᓚᑎᑦᓯᓚᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑭᓴᐅᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ SFA 7-ᒥ, ᑰᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᒍᕈᑏᑦ
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒍᑎᖓᑕ ᐅᖄᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᕐᑐᖅ.
ᑕᕐᕋᕙᓯᒥ, ᐃᒪᕐᐱᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᓂᖏᕈᑎᖃᕐᓱᑎᓪᓗ SFA 1-ᒥ. ᐊᒡᒍᕈᑏᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᑦ (MU) ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓯᕿᓐᓂᕕᐊᓂ, ᓄᓇᕕᐅᑉ ᓯᕿᓐᓂᕕᐊᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓕᒫᒥ ᓄᐃᑕᕕᐅᔪᒥ MU-ᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᐅᑉ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᓂ, ᐃᑭᕋᓴᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ,
ᖁᒥᐅᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥᓗ ᑯᒻᒪᓲᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᖑᕕᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᖓᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᒻᒪᑕ. ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᓂᖏᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᕆᐊᓪᓚᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓈᕐᑎᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥᐅᑦ
ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑌᒣᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᕕᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᓪᓚᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓄᐃᑕᖏᓐᓇᓂᐊᖕᖏᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᕐᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ. ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐋᑕᐅᓲᑦ ᒪᑭᕝᕕᒧᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓚᖓᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᕐᓗᓂᒋᑦ. ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒃ MU-ᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᑌᒃᑯᓄᙰᓐᓇᖅ
ᖃᑭᓴᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᓂᖏᕈᑎᑖᓲᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐃᓂᓂ, ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᓱᒋᑦ.

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᐅᑉ ᐱᕐᕈᓯᖓ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᑦᓱᓂ ᑯᒻᒪᓲᑎᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ
ᐊᕐᖁᑎᖃᕐᓱᓂ ᑕᕐᕋᒥ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑕᐅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ (NSAC), ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑌᒪᖕᖓᐅᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᑲᑎᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ.
NSAC-ᑯᑦ ᐱᒐᓱᐊᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᐃᓇᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑯᒻᒪᓲᑎᓕᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐋᕐᕿᑕᐅᖁᔨᒍᑎᓕᐅᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᒧᑦ. ᑯᒻᒪᓲᑎᓖᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᑕᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᐃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦᓭᑦ ᒪᓂᔭᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᑖᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᒪᑦ.
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ, ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐱᖃᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᔪᖃᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔪᖃᓕᕐᐸᑦ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥᒃ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐱᖃᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ (NLCA),
ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐱᖃᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐱᖃᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖓ
(NILCA). ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᕕᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒪᑭᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦ
ᐃᓂᓪᓚᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᒍᑎᖃᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᔨᒌᖕᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᒍ
ᑐᑭᑖᕐᑎᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕖᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦᑕ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᑦᓭᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᑉ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᑦᑌᓕᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ.
ᐸᐸᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᕐᖄᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᐅᑎᖏᑦ
ᐱᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᔪᑦ
ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᔪᖃᕐᖁᖅ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓂᓪᓚᑎᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᒍᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᐅᑉ
ᓯᕗᒧᐊᕐᑎᓯᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᑎᕆᑦᑌᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᑐᑭᐊᒎᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᒥ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐃᓚᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ NSAC-ᑯᑦ
ᐱᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᓱᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᐃᑌᓐᓇᓲᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᐃᑐᐊᓪᓕᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓂᒐᓚᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥ,
ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐸᐸᑦᓯᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ.
ᑕᕐᕋᒥ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᑐᖕᖓᕕᒃ
DFO-ᑯᑦ ᐱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᑐᖕᖓᕕᒻᒥᒃ (NSRF) ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᖃᑎᒋᑦᓱᒋᑦ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ
ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ SFA 4-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ EAZ-ᒥ 2005-ᒥᓂᒃ. ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᒍ 2014-ᒥ NSRF-ᑯᑦ DFO-ᑯᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᒌᑦᓱᑎᒃ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ WAZ-ᒥ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᐱᕕᑦᓴᑑᕗᖅ ᐃᒻᒥᒎᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ
ᒥᑦᓵᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐃᓂᓂ.
ᐃᓃᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓱᓕᐅᒻᒥᔪᖅ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᖕᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᐊᓯᒪᔪᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ, ᒪᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᒍᑎᓕᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑦᔨᒌᖕᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᑎᕆᑦᑌᓕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᕐᖃᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᐅᔭᐅᑉ ᐱᕈᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒪᓂᒻᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᓗᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᐅᑎᓂᒃ. ᓯᓈᓂ ᐳᑦᔫᑎᓐᓂᐊᕖᑦ ᒪᑐᒪᕕᖏᑦ ᒪᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓐᓂᒥᒃ ᐃᕐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᓂᐊᑲᑕᓐᓂᐅᑉ ᓱᕐᕃᓂᐅᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐳᑎᓕᒻᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᐳᑦᔫᑎᓂᒃ. ᐱᑐᑦᓯᒪᐅᑎᔪᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒥ
ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᒪᒍᑎᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ (MPA) ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᓱᕐᕃᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᓪᓗᑯᒧᑦ-ᑐᖕᖓᔪᑦ ᓄᖑᑎᕆᑦᑌᓕᒍᑏᑦ (ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᐅᑉ
ᐱᖁᔭᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᐊᓯᒍᑏᑦ) ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐋᕐᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ.
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ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎ ᐋᕐᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ

ᐅᓕᕐᓀᓯᒍᑎ

ᓇᔪᕐᑕᐅᔪᒥ

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᓗᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᐊᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
SFA 7 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᐅᑎ 3M ᐅᒃᑯᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᑭᓴᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ

ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓱᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ

ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᓪᓗᑯᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ SFA-ᒧᑦ

ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕈᑏᑦ / ᑰᑌᑦ

ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒡᒍᑎᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ SFA-ᓂ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᒧᑦ

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓚᖓᓗᓂ

ᐆᒪᔫᑉ ᓱᓇᐅᓂᖓ, ᐃᓂᖓ

ᑐᕌᕐᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑦᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ TAC-ᖃᕈᑏᑦ / ᑰᑌᑦ ᒪᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ SFA-ᒥ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ

(ᒥᑦᓯᖃᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ)

ᐃᓱᖃᕈᑎᖏᑦ

TAC-ᖃᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᑌᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᓐᔅ ᐊᑐᕐᓱᒍ ᖃᓂᒋᓂᕐᐹᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᖁᒣᓐᓂᑖᕐᓱᒋᑦ
(ᓱᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᒣᑦᑐᓚᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ)
ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᑎᓯᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑦᓯᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᒍ
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᐊᑕᐅᔪᖅ TAC-ᖓ ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑦ (SFA-ᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᓂ)
ᑰᑕᓂᒃ ᑲᓱᕐᑐᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓇᐅᑉ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᑎᓯᓂᖅ ᐳ100-ᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓇᖅ

ᐁᕆᓕ 1 – ᒫᑦᔨ 31 ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ SFA-ᓂ ᖃᓗᖕᖏᑐᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ SFA 1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 7 (ᔭᓄᐊᕆ
1 - ᑎᓯᒻᐱᕆ 31)

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ

ᐸᒥᐅᕐᑑᑦ ᓄᓗᐊᑦ ᐅᓂᐊᒉᑦ, 40 mm-ᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᓖᑦ, ᐃᓕᔨᕕᐅᓯᒪᒋᐊᖃᕐᓱᑎᒃ
ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᑦᓯᐊᑐᒥᒃ Nordmore-ᒥᒃ ᑭᓪᓚᐸᓕᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᑳᖓᔪᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᐹᖓᓄᑦ
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒣᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ:



ᐃᕐᖃᑕᑯᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᑦ







ᑐᓴᕐᑎᓯᒍᑎᒋᒋᐊᓖᑦ
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22mm-ᓂᒃ SFA-ᓂ 0, 1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 6; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
28mm-ᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓯᕿᓐᓂᕕᐊᓂ, ᓄᓇᕕᐅᑉ ᓯᕿᓐᓂᕕᐊᓂ,
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᓂ, ᓄᓇᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᐱᕝᕕᐊᓂ, ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓯᕿᓐᓂᕕᐊᓂ,
ᑕᓪᓗᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ SFA-ᓂ 4, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5
Nordmore ᑭᓪᓚᐸᓕᒃ ᐊᑐᓪᓗᑐᕆᐊᓕᒃ
ᕿᒪᑦᓯᒋᐊᕐᑐᓴᐅᓂᖅ ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᑦᑌᓕᒍᑕᐅᑦᓱᓂ
ᐃᕐᖃᒥᐅᑌᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕐᓴᓛᔪᑦ wolfish ᐊᒻᒪᓗ leatherback turtle
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐅᑎᕐᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᕕᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᑐᐊᕐᐸᑕ,
ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕈᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᑎᑦᓯᖏᓐᓂᐹᒥᒃ
ᑐᓴᕐᑎᓯᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕐᖃᑕᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᓚᖓᓗᓂ
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᒥ ᐸᐸᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ ᐱᐅᒡᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒦᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓗᔭᐅᒪᒍᑎᖓᓂᒃ, ᐄᒐᒪᕕᒻᒥᓗ
ᐸᐸᑦᓯᔨᖃᕐᓂᒥᒃ
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᕐᓯᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᕕᑦᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᐅᔪᖅ, ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᑦᓯᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓂᑕᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑐᑦ ᓱᓂᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᓴᕐᑎᓯᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓀᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᕐᖃᑕᑯᓂᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔪᓂᒃ
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᐃᓐᓇᓂᐅᔭᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒍᑎᓕᒫᑦ, ᖃᓗᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᑯᑦᓯᒦᓐᓂᖓ,
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖓᑦ, ᐅᖁᒣᓐᓂᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᑦ
ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᒥ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑎᓂᒃ

ᒪᓕᒐᒃᑰᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᐅᑎ
C&P-ᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᓯᔨᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑖᑦᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᐊᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᑫᓪᓗᐊᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑭᑕᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᒪᓕᑦᓯᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔦᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᖃᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᖁᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ, ᓯᑦᔭᑎᓐᓂᓗ,
ᐃᒪᒃᑯᓗ ᐊᕐᖁᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᕐᖁᐃᑎᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓛᖕᖏᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᑭᖑᕚᖑᓛᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ C&P-ᑯᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᐅᑎᖓ ᑐᓂᓲᖑᕗᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓕᒫᖑᕕᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᕈᑕᐅᑦᓱᓂ ᐃᓪᓗᒌᑦᑎᑐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒉᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᓯᒍᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᓵᖕᖓᔭᐅᒍᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ:
•
ᑫᓪᓗᐊᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᑦᓯᐊᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᖁᑎᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᐸᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᖑᓂᕐᒥᒃ;
•
ᐸᐸᑦᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖕᖑᓇᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ (MCS) ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᑏᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ,
•
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒍᑎᒋᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ / ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᖕᖏᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓄᑦ.
ᑲᒪᒍᓐᓇᓯᓂᖅ ᓇᐅᓪᓗᑯᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥᒃ ᑐᖕᖓᕗᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᖓᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᖕᖑᓇᕿᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕐᓂᐅᔭᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.
ᑕᕐᕋᒥ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, C&P-ᑯᑦ ᑫᓪᓗᐊᕈᑎᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᓯᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᕐᓱᑎᒃ:
•
ᑕᑯᓭᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᕐᑐᓂᖅ
•
ᐄᒐᒪᕕᒻᒥ ᐸᐸᑦᓯᓂᖅ
•
ᖃᖓᑦᑕᔫᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᕋᓱᓐᓂᖅ
•
ᐅᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᐸᑦᓯᓂᖅ
•
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒦᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᑎᖃᕐᑎᓯᓂᖅ
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂ ᑳᓇᑕᒃᑯᓂ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᓴᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑎᒋᐊᓪᓚᓂᒃ ᐱᒍᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ IFMP-ᓂᒃ ᓀᓪᓕᑎᕆᐅᑏᑦ ᒥᑦᓵᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᒍᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ
ᓄᐃᒍᓐᓇᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᔨᓂᒃ ᓱᓇᒥᑦᑐᓄᑦ IFMP-ᓄᑦ, ᐅᕗᖓ ᐅᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ________ᓇᓗᓀᕆᐊᓕᒃ______________ .
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ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᓯᐅᕐᓂᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᑎᕆᐅᑏᑦ - ᐃᓚᐅᕐᑑᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᐅᑎᖓ
ᐃᓕᖓᔪᖅ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐳᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓄᑦ
ᓄᐃᓯᔪᑦ ᐅᖄᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᓯᐅᕐᓂᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑖᑦᓱᒪ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓱᓂ ᑯᒻᒪᓲᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᑕᐅᓯᓕᑎᕆᑦᓱᓂ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑌᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᕐᑑᑎᒌᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓂ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᒪᒍᑎᖓᓂᒃ (IFMP).
ᒫᑦᔨ 31, 2017-ᒥ, ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᐱᓐᓄᑦ (NSAC)
ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᑦ 2007-ᓂᑌᑦ IFMP-ᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᕐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓄᑦ ᓄᑕᐅᓯᓕᑎᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓪᓚᒋᐊᖕᖓᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᔫᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᕐᐹᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂ ᑭᒡᒐᓄᑦ NSAC-ᑯᑦ
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. NSAC-ᑯᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐃᑦᓯᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒥᓄᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊᑕᐅᖅ
ᐅᖃᕐᓂᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒻᒧᑦ. NSAC-ᑯᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᔨᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᓄᑦ IFMP-ᓄᑦ
ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕈᒪᒍᑎᒃ ᑌᒣᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᔪᒻᒥᔪᑦ. NSAC-ᑯᑦ ᐃᕐᙯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᑦ IFMP-ᓕᕆᓂᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᐊᑦᔨᒌᖕᖏᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᒫᑦᔨ 31-ᒥ, ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖏᑦ NSAC-ᑯᓂ ᑐᔪᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᑦ ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ IFMP-ᓂᒃ
ᐃᒣᖁᔭᐅᑦᓱᑎᓪᓗ:




ᑎᒍᓚᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖁᑎᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐃᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᓯᒥᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ
ᐋᕐᕿᑕᐅᖁᔭᓂᒃ / ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ / ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᓂᒃ;
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑐᕈᑎᓕᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᐃᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒻᒧᑦ
ᓈᓭᒪᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᑕᐅᖁᔭᓂᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᑎᕐᑎᓯᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᒍᖓ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᒣ 1, 2017-ᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᕆᓗᒍ.

ᒪᑯᐊ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᕗᑦ NSAC-ᑯᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᑦᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᕈᑎᓂᒃ IFMP-ᒥ ᖁᓛᓂ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ
ᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᑦᓱᒍ. ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᐃᑕᕗᑦ
ᖁᕐᓱᑕᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᒪᐅᑎᖃᕐᓱᑎᒃ:
ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᑎ ᑎᒥᒃ (Atlantic Shrimp Company Ltd)
ᕿᑭᕐᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖓ
ᑳᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᓇᐅᓚᕐᓇᓴᔭᓂᒃ ᓄᐃᑖᑎᕆᔨᓄᑦ (Canadian Association of Prawn Producers
(CAPP))
Caramer ᑎᒥᖓ
Cartwright ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑎᖏᑦ
ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ (Crevettes Nordiques Ltée).
ᐃᒪᕐᐱᒥ ᐱᐅᓂᕐᓂᐊᒉᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ (Ocean Choice International)
Harbour Grace-ᒥ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ
ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖓᑕ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᑎᖏᑦ
ᓚᒣᒃ (Lamèque)
ᒪᑭᕝᕕᒃ
Mersey ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᓕᐅᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ M.V. Osprey ᑎᒥᖓ
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᓇᕝᕚᑖᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ (Newfound Resources Ltd.)
ᑕᕐᕋᒥ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᒥ ᐊᒡᒍᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖓ (NOAHA)
P.E.I-ᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃᒥ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ
ᐱᖃᓗᔭᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ.
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ᕿᑭᕐᑖᓗᒃ ᑎᒥᖓ
ᑑᕐᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑯᐊᐸᖓᑕ ᑎᒥᖓ
ᐅᓈᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ.
ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᒫᓂ ᓂᕿᓕᐅᕐᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ P.E.I.-ᒥ
ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᕙᒪᖓᓂ
ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᓄᑦ ᑯᐯᒻᒥ
ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᔅᒍᐃᒃᒥ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᓂᕿᓕᐅᕐᓂᒥᒃ
ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᑦᓛᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᓂᕿᓕᐅᕐᓂᒥᒃ
ᓅᕙ ᓯᑰᓴᒥ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᓂᕿᓕᐅᕐᓂᒥᒃ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ*
ᓄᓇᕕᒻᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ*
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕗᑦ ᑲᕙᒪᖓ
ᓄᓇᑐᖃᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑑᕐᖓᓂ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ (TJFB)*
ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᓕᐅᕐᑎᓄᑦ (ASP)
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ, ᓂᕿᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᒌᓐᓂᑯᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖓ (FFAW)
ᕘᑯ ᕿᑭᕐᑕᖓᓂ ᑯᐊᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖓ
ᐃᓐᓅ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᖓ – ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥ
ᕿᑭᕐᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖓ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᖕᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓ
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᓕᖓᕕᒃ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑎᓄᑦ ᑰᑦ ᓄᐊᑦ ᑲᖏᕐᓲᒪᓂᖓᓂ
ᓭᓐᑦ ᐋᓐᑕᓂ ᑲᖏᕐᓱᐊᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖓ (SABRI)
ᑭᒡᒐᑐᕐᑎ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᑐᑎᓄᑦ - (2J, 3K ᑕᕐᕋᖓ, 3K ᓯᕿᓂᖓ, 3L, 4R, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ACPG)
*ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᑦᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ ᐅᑎᓛᕆᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᓯᐊᕈᒋᐊᖅ
ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᓯᐅᓪᓚᕆᓕᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ ᓱᓇᒥᓐᓂᓴᐅᓕᑐᐊᕐᐸᑦ.
ᑭᒡᒐᑐᕐᑎᓖᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑭᕝᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᖕᖓᕕᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓄᑦ
ᐅᖃᓕᒪᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᖄᒋᐊᓪᓚᓚᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ IFMP-ᓂᒃ ᓯᑕᒪᖓᓐᓂ ᔪᓓ 13, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᓪᓕᕇᕐᑐᓂ ᔪᓓ 17, 2017-ᒥ.
ᐱᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑑᕐᖓᓂ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓭᔭᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᔪᓓ 17, 2017-ᒥ.
ᑳᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ ᓇᐅᓚᕐᓇᓴᔭᓂᒃ ᓄᐃᑖᑎᕆᔨᓄᑦ (CAPP) ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᖅ 10-ᖏᓐᓂᒃ 17-ᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᒥ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂ ᑐᖕᖓᕕᓕᓐᓂ ᓂᐅᕙᐅᓐᑦᓛᓐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᐸᑐᐊᒥᒃ, ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᔅᒍᐃᒃᒥᒃ, ᑯᐯᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓅᕙ
ᓯᑰᓴᒥᒃ. CAPP-ᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᔪᖕᖏᑐᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓅᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᔪᓓᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓕᒪᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑐᑦᓯᕋᑦᓴᐅᑎᒋᓚᐅᔪᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᓴᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᑲᑎᒪᑦᓯᓂᖅ CAPP-ᑯᓂᒃ
ᐋᕐᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᖅ ᑐᕌᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᔅᑎ 8-ᒧᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᓯᐅᕐᓂᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᑎᕆᐅᑎᓂᒃ
ᐊᓪᓚᓂᑦᑎᓂ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᖃᓚᖓᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᓕᒫᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓘᒐᓗᐊᖅ
ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᐃᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᔪᓓᒥ ᐅᖃᓕᒪᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ CAPP-ᑯᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᕐᐹᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᑐᕐᑎᓖᑦ ᑲᑐᑦᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭᐅᒻᒥᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒪᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐹᖓᓂᒃ
ᐅᖃᕐᕕᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ.
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INTEGRATED FISHERIES MANAGEMENT PLAN
Northern Shrimp (Pandalus borealis)
and
Striped Shrimp (Pandalus montagui)
SHRIMP FISHING AREAS (SFAs) 0, 1, 4-7, the Eastern and Western Assessment
Zones and North Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO) Division 3M
Effective 2017

Pandalus borealis (Krøyer, 1838)
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FOREWORD
The purpose of this Integrated Fisheries Management Plan (IFMP) is to identify the main
objectives and requirements for the Northern shrimp fishery for Shrimp Fishing Areas
(SFAs) 0, 1, 4 -7, the Eastern and Western Assessment Zones and the Flemish Cap
(NAFO Division 3M) Often referred to as the Northern shrimp fishery, there are two
species of shrimp prosecuted Pandalus borealis (Northern shrimp) and Pandalus.
montagui (Striped shrimp). Unless otherwise specified, the ‘Northern shrimp fishery’ and
this IFMP pertain to both species.
This plan outlines the objectives of this fishery and the management measures that will be
used to achieve these objectives. This document also serves to communicate the basic
information on the fishery and its management to Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO)
staff, co-management boards and other stakeholders. This IFMP provides a common
understanding of the basic “rules” for the sustainable management of the fisheries
resource.
This IFMP is not a legally binding instrument which can form the basis of a legal
challenge. The IFMP can be modified at any time and does not fetter the Minister's
discretionary powers set out in the Fisheries Act. The Minister can, for reasons of
conservation or for any other valid reasons, modify any provision of the IFMP in
accordance with the powers granted pursuant to the Fisheries Act.
Where DFO is responsible for implementing obligations under land claims agreements,
the IFMP will be implemented in a manner consistent with these obligations. In the event
that an IFMP is inconsistent with obligations under land claims agreements, the
provisions of the land claims agreements will prevail to the extent of the inconsistency.
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This is a ‘rolling’ or ‘evergreen’ plan subject to amendment at the discretion of the
Minister of Fisheries and Oceans while respecting the applicable legislation, policies and
regulations.
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Section 1 – Overview of the Fishery
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1.1 History
The Northern shrimp fishery commenced in the early 1970s when an exploratory fishing
program confirmed the presence of commercial abundances of shrimp stocks (Pandalus
Borealis and Pandalus Montagui) in waters stretching southward from Baffin Island to
the northeast coast of Newfoundland. It later expanded to include fishing off the east
coast of Newfoundland in Shrimp Fishing Area (SFA) 7 and onto the Flemish Cap
(Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization [NAFO] Division 3M). Map at Figure 1. A
more detailed history of the fishery is available at ANNEX A.
Between 1978 and 1991, seventeen > 100’ sector (offshore) licences were introduced.
Quota sharing principles were developed in 1997 and permits were introduced to inshore
fish harvesters, thereby giving access to the < 65’ fleet (i.e. the inshore fleet). In 2007,
these permits were converted to licences. Since 1997, “special” allocations were provided
to Indigenous organizations and community groups, including to Nunavut in adjacent
northern SFAs.
Generally, stocks continued to increase until the mid to late 2000s, , after which time the
fishable biomass began to decline in southern SFAs, which has been associated with
changing oceanic conditions and related ecosystem dynamics. In 2011, NAFO
suspended directed fishing for shrimp in Division 3M, and in Division 3L (SFA 7)
beginning in 2015. ANNEX B shows Total Allowable Catches (TACs) and allocations by
SFA since 1997.
In 2013, the boundaries in the North (SFAs 2 and 3 at the time) were modified to align
with scientific surveys and land claim areas. New allocations for both species were
granted to Nunavut and Nunavik inside the respective settlement areas (Figure 2).
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Figure 1. Northern Shrimp Fishing Areas as of 2013.
Between 1997 and 2015, the Last In, First Out (LIFO) policy was the main access and
allocation tool the Department used to apply reductions (and occasionally increases in
certain circumstances) in TAC. In 2016, stemming from recommendations provided by a
Ministerial Advisory Panel, LIFO was abolished and replaced with a proportional sharing
arrangement in southern SFAs 4, 5, 6 and 7, should it reopen to commercial fishing. In
the areas north of SFA 4, access and allocation decisions will continue to be made through
the appropriate consultative processes, in a manner consistent with the Land Claims
Agreements. More information on LIFO, including the Ministerial Advisory Panel can be
found in ANNEX C.
1.2 Type(s) of Fishery
The shrimp fishery in SFAs 0, 1, 4-7, and Davis Strait West is commercial. The fisheries
in the Western Assessment Zone (WAZ) and Davis Strait East, and Nunavut and Nunavik
East management units are considered to be ‘exploratory stage 2’ of the New Emerging
Fisheries Policy, and are licensed under Section 7 of the Fisheries Act. There is no
shrimp fishery for food, social, ceremonial or recreational purposes.
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1.3 Participants
The >100’ shrimp sector
Commonly referred to as the ‘offshore’ fleet, there are seventeen >100’ sector licences
currently held by fourteen corporate entities. There has been no increase in the number of
>100’ shrimp sector Northern shrimp licences issued since 1991. The current > 100’
sector licence holdings by company and representative organization are listed in ANNEX
D. The Canadian Association of Prawn Producers (CAPP) and the Northern Coalition
(NC) represent 16 of the 17 offshore licences. In total, 4.5 of the > 100’ sector licences
are held by Indigenous interests.
The >100’ shrimp sector, comprising vessels with length overall (LOA) greater than
30.48m (100ft) and weight greater than 500t, is comprised of approximately ten factory
freezer trawlers. The > 100’ sector vessels operate out of ports in Newfoundland and
Nova Scotia, with occasional landings in Greenland when fishing in far northern waters
as ice and other environmental conditions permit. The shrimp harvested by the >100’
shrimp sector is size sorted, with most of the sizes being cooked, and then frozen at sea,
and packaged for export to various global markets.
Fishing trips last from 20 to 75 days. Vessels generally make about 9 - 12 trips per year,
averaging 300-320 sea days annually.

24

The Inshore Fleet
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The inshore fleet or sector is composed of Newfoundland and Labrador (NL) based
inshore vessels with maximum vessel eligibility of LOA < 89’11”;, the NL-based
“midshore” fleet with LOA between 65’ and 99’, and the Quebec (QC) fleet comprised of
Lower North Shore Quebec based vessels <89’ 11”.

29
30

Between 1997 and 2000 new access for an inshore shrimp fishery was granted to fish
harvesters in Newfoundland and Labrador and Quebec in the southern SFAs 4 and 6.
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Initially the inshore fleet (NL and QC) comprised of approximately 390 licence holders.
Since 2007 through rationalization the number decreased to approximately 260 licence
holders. A few of these inshore licences are issued to Indigenous organizations as
commercial communal licences. In SFA 6, Quebec harvesters have access to 2.45% of
the inshore fleet allocation.

36
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The inshore fleet in NL is represented by the Fish Food and Allied Workers Union
(FFAW) through five fleet committees (2J, 3K north, 3K south, 3L, and 4R) elected by
the licence holders. The inshore Quebec licence holders are represented by L’Association
des Capitaines Propriétaries de la Gaspésie (ACPG).
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Shrimp caught by the inshore fleet is generally landed fresh (and sometimes frozen
specifically from SFA 4) to be cooked, peeled and further processed as necessary by
onshore licensed processing plants. The inshore fleet’s operations are based in NAFO
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Divisions 2J, 3KL, 4R and 4S and are administered based on the enterprise’s homeport,
by NAFO Division in the following manner: 2J, 3K north (north of 50°30’North), 3K
south (south of 50°30’North), 3L, 4R and 4S. Currently the fishery is only conducted in
SFA 6 with limited effort in SFA 4 and 5, however from 2000 – 2014 the inshore fleet
also fished in SFA 7.
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Pursuant to NILCA, Nunavik Inuit’s shrimp allocations are provided to Makivik
Corporation (or a Makivik Designated Organization) to fish on their behalf. Makivik also
holds a > 100’ sector licence which provides shrimp quotas in SFA 0, 1, the EAZ and 47, and therefore the issuance of a temporary licence is not necessary.

Special Allocation Holders
During some periods of quota increase in nearly all SFAs, the Minister provided
“special” allocations to organizations, communities or entities including Indigenous
organizations for their economic benefit. Most of these are not commercial licence
holders and, depending on the SFA, their allocations are primarily harvested by the >100’
shrimp sector through royalty arrangements. All special allocations in SFAs 4, 5 and 6
can be harvested by either the offshore or inshore fleet. However, in SFA 6, if the inshore
fleet harvests the allocation, an arrangement with an inshore fleet must be approved.
Additionally, some of these special allocation holders are issued a temporary licence and
harvest their allocations with their own vessels. Initially, and until the abolishment of
LIFO in 2016, special allocations generally remained at a fixed amount and since many
special allocations were the last to gain entry into the fishery, they were the first to be
removed or reduced if the TAC fell to certain thresholds under LIFO. However, with the
move to proportional percent shares in the southern SFAs in 2016, those special
allocation holders in SFAs 4 – 7 now hold a percent share of the TAC in that particular
SFA.
Nunavut, Nunavik and Nunatsiavut Land Claimants
There are three land claims agreements with provisions relating to the management of the
Northern shrimp fishery: The Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA) (1993), the
Nunavik Inuit Land Claims Agreement (NILCA) (2005) and the Labrador Inuit Land
Claims Agreement (LILCA) (2007). Each of the agreements provides for consideration of
Inuit harvesting opportunities related to shrimp.
Nunavut’s shrimp resources are fished by individual Nunavut fishing companies. The
NWMB provides its decisions and recommendations to the DFO Minister on the suballocation of Nunavut shrimp resources to individual Nunavut based fishing companies
for a specified number of years. Nunavut sub-allocation recipients may be issued a
temporary licence to participate in the fishery. Also, 1.5 of the offshore shrimp licences
are held by a Nunavut fishing company, which provides quotas in SFA 0, 1, the EAZ and
4-7.
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Allocations in Management Units (MUs) Nunavut East, Nunavik East in the EAZ, and
Nunavut West and Nunavik West, located in Hudson Strait in the WAZ, are reserved for
Nunavut and Nunavik shrimp harvesters, as the MUs are located inside the Nunavut
Settlement Area (NSA) and the Nunavik Marine Region (NMR).
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Labrador Inuit allocations are fished via communal commercial licences issued to the
Nunatsiavut Government (NG) which can be harvested by either the offshore or inshore
fleet. Portions of the EAZ, SFAs 4 and 5 fall both within the Labrador Inuit Settlement
Area (LISA) and adjacent waters as described in the LILCA. A portion of SFA 6 also
falls within Waters Adjacent to the Zone. Labrador Inuit interests also have 1.5 offshore
shrimp licences which provide quotas in SFA 0, 1, the EAZ and 4-7.
1.4 Location of the Fishery
Subject to any closures in effect, the fishery occurs off the coast of eastern Canada from
47°15’ N (Flemish Cap and the northern edge of the Grand Banks (Division 3M) to 69°
N (Baffin Bay). Most fishing occurs between depths of 200m and 600m. SFAs were
created to distribute fishing effort and improve the effectiveness of management regimes.
Prior to 2013, shrimp fishery management in northern waters consisted of many
overlapping quotas for both species (P. borealis and P. montagui). Further, management
units were not aligned with the science assessment zones or the Nunavut or Nunavik land
claim Settlement Area boundaries. As of 2013 (Figure 1), boundaries were modified and
SFAs were aligned with the Nunavut Settlement Area (NSA), the Nunavik Marine
Region (NMR) and the EAZ and WAZ survey boundaries. New MUs within these SFAs
alleviate concentration of fishing effort for P. montagui in the Resolution Island area and
also eliminate overlapping management units and quotas. As a result of these boundary
changes, new or increasing quotas for P. montagui and P. borealis in Hudson Strait and
Davis Strait were established.
The realignment of boundaries with the survey assessment zones and the creation of
management units (MUs) within the NSA and NMR took several years to complete and
involved consultation and engagement with relevant management boards and land claims
beneficiaries, as well as with other stakeholders (e.g., the offshore fleet and the
provinces) in the fishery. The new MUs are enforced by condition of licence. An
amendment to the Atlantic Fisheries Regulations will be required to reflect the shrimp
MU boundary changes in the WAZ and EAZ. A map of the management boundaries prior
to 2013 is at Figure 2.
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Figure 2 – Map prior to the 2013 Boundary Changes
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Figure 3- Map showing Eastern Assessment Management Units (Blue) and Western
Assessment Management Units (Green)
P. borealis (Northern shrimp) is the main species harvested in SFA 0, 1, Davis Strait and
SFAs 4-6. P. borealis is also harvested as part of the directed shrimp fishery MUs
Nunavut and Nunavik West and as bycatch in MUs Nunavut and Nunavik East. A second
species, P. montagui (Striped shrimp), is directed for in MUs Nunavut and Nunavik East
and West, and as bycatch in MU Davis Strait East and SFA 4. Coordinates of the fishery
can be found at ANNEX E.
In the shrimp fishery, there are both SFAs and management units. SFA boundaries are the
same delineations for both science assessments and management purposes. Management
units are smaller management areas within a SFA. Collectively, SFAs and management
units are referred to as management areas in this IFMP.
1.5 Fishery Characteristics
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Gear
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Most of the >100’ sector and inshore sector vessels use otter trawls, with a very limited
number using beam trawls. The minimum mesh size for otter and beam trawls is 40mm.
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To effectively minimize the bycatch of other species, the use of a Nordmore Grate is a
mandatory measure, and is described in detail in Section 7.6.
Management
Northern shrimp fishery management is based on a two-year cycle. In year one, DFO
Science provides stock status results in a full stock assessment process. TAC
recommendations to the Minister are based on science recommendations, the
Precautionary Approach framework that includes Harvest Decision Rules, and
consultations with stakeholders through NSAC and relevant wildlife management boards.
In year two, DFO Science provides a stock status update that is used to determine TAC,
also in consultation processes with stakeholders and wildlife management boards.
The >100’ sector fishery is managed under the Enterprise Allocation (EA) (ANNEX F)
system whereby quota is divided equally among the 17 licences, except in SFA 0 which
is fished under a competitive regime. When Division 3M was open to commercial
fishing, it was managed using an effort based system, with the > 100’ fleet equally
sharing Canada’s allocation. The >100’ sector and Nunavut quotas in the Davis Strait
East MU are exploratory (licenced under Section 7 of the Fisheries Act) but both
exploratory and commercial fisheries are managed consistently. The Nunavut and
Nunavik MUs are completely within the NSA and NMR respectively. The >100’ sector
holds no quota in the Nunavut and Nunavik MUs, and access to these areas is limited to
those enterprises that receive allocations in these areas, as amended from time to time.
The inshore fishery in both NL and QC is managed under a competitive regime but in NL
the fishery is conducted with trip limits and harvesting caps determined and managed by
industry since 1997. The season for this fleet generally occurs from April through to
December, with most harvesting between May and October.
1.6 Governance
Fisheries Act, Regulations and Policies
The Northern shrimp commercial fisheries are regulated by Canada’s Fisheries Act, and
the regulations pursuant to it, including (but not limited to) the Fishery (General)
Regulations, the Atlantic Fishery Regulations, 1985, the Oceans Act and the Species at
Risk Act. The Fisheries Act gives the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans ultimate
responsibility for the management of marine fisheries. The management of the
commercial fisheries is also governed by a suite of policies related to the granting of
access, economic prosperity, resource conservation and Indigenous use, including the
Commercial Fisheries Licensing Policy for Eastern Canada 1996. Information on these
and other policies can be found on the Internet at:
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/policies-politiques/index-eng.htm
www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/acts-loi-eng.htm
http://www.fishaq.gov.nl.ca/department/legislation.html
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Sustainable Fisheries Framework
DFO has had a Sustainable Fisheries Framework (SFF) in place since 2009, which
provides the basis for Canadian fisheries (including Northern shrimp) to be conducted in
a manner that support conservation and sustainable use. It incorporates existing fisheries
management policies with new and evolving policies. The SFF also includes tools to
monitor and assess initiatives geared towards ensuring an environmentally sustainable
fishery, and identifies areas that may need improvement. Overall, the SFF provides the
foundation of an ecosystem-based and precautionary approach to fisheries management
in Canada. The policies that facilitate an ecosystem based approach to fisheries
management include A Fishery Decision-Making Framework Incorporating the
Precautionary Approach, Policy for Managing the Impacts of Fishing on Sensitive
Benthic Areas and the Policy on Managing Bycatch.
These documents are available on the Internet at: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/reportsrapports/regs/policies-politiques-eng.htm
Land Claims
To date, there are three land claims agreements in place that must be taken into
consideration in the management of the Northern Shrimp fishery: The Nunavut
Agreement, Labrador Inuit Land Claims Agreement and the Nunavik Inuit Land Claims
Agreement. These Agreements are treaties within the meaning of section 35 of the
Constitution Act, 1982. Land claims agreements establish a system for the comanagement of fisheries resources within and adjacent to these land claims settlement
areas. The Agreements (among other things) set out the harvesting rights of the
beneficiaries to the respective Agreements, provide for the establishment of wildlife
management structures, set out the role of those structures and cooperative management
processes, and set out procedural and substantive requirements on the Minister. The
Government of Canada retains ultimate responsibility for wildlife management within
and outside respective settlement areas.
The Nunavut Agreement is available at:
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/N-28.7/
The Labrador Inuit Land Claims Agreement is available at:
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/L-4.3/
The Nunavik Inuit Land Claims Agreement is available at:
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/N-28.5/
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO)
SFA 1 (NAFO Division 0A) is part of a trans-boundary Canada-Greenland stock
managed individually by each jurisdiction. The shrimp stock is distributed in NAFO
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Subarea 1 (in Greenlandic waters) and NAFO Division 0A east of 60°30'W, which in
Canada is fished in SFA 1. At the request of Canada and Denmark (on behalf of
Greenland) NAFO’s Scientific Council (SC) completes annual assessments of this shrimp
stock and provides science advice and a TAC recommendation.
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Management of the Northern shrimp fishery is done in consultation with stakeholders
primarily through the Northern Shrimp Advisory Committee (NSAC). NSAC strives to
reach consensus among stakeholders when making recommendations to the Minister for
decision. Stakeholder perspectives, science results and other considerations are presented
to the Minister for decision. The Minister retains ultimate authority and responsibility for
management and conservation of fish resources. NSAC membership and terms of
reference are located in ANNEX G.
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As the Department employs multi-year management for commercial fisheries, NSAC
meetings are scheduled every two years, barring any circumstance that may require
convening the Committee in interim years. The meetings coincide with the years in which
science assessments are conducted and are scheduled to occur in the odd numbered years
(2019, 2021, etc). However, in recent years, due to declines observed in the south and the
overall economic importance of the fishery, NSAC has generally convened annually.
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Minutes of NSAC meetings can be found under “Fisheries” at: http://www.dfompo.gc.ca/reports-rapports-eng.htm#3

SFA 7 (NAFO Division 3L) is part of a straddling stock managed by NAFO. Canadian
harvesters fished in SFA 7 from 2000 – 2014. Consistent with NAFO’s precautionary
approach framework, SFA 7 has been closed to directed fishing since 2015 due to
declines in biomass indices and concern for this resource.
NAFO Division 3M is a high seas stock managed by NAFO but through effort control
(limits on number of vessels and days on ground for each member country) instead of
quotas. Canadian > 100’ sector vessels had fished in this area from 1994 – 2011. 3M has
been closed to directed fishing since 2011.
Decision Making Process

In order to address new or ongoing issues, working groups comprised of representation
from NSAC membership are formed. Some working groups are struck to resolve single
issues, while others function to address longer term issues. Examples of the latter include
a working group to oversee Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) certification. Activities
of any working group during the year are presented to the Committee at the advisory
meeting.
In addition, consultation with the NL inshore shrimp fleet also occurs as needed,
generally prior to the start of each season to discuss sharing of the inshore quota among
the five inshore fleets (2J, 3Kn, 3Ks, 3L and 4R) and other operational matters as
required.
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1.7 Approval Process
Recommendations of NSAC are brought to the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans for
decision. The Minster’s decisions are communicated to NSAC and incorporated into the
IFMP and / or other departmental documentation (i.e. management decision website) as
appropriate.
Overall authority and responsibility for resource conservation and management rests with
the Minister. However, in the case of SFAs / MUs that fall within and/or adjacent to
defined settlement area boundaries of the Nunavut, Nunavik and/or Labrador Inuit Land
Claims Agreements, these Agreements provide for the establishment of resource or
wildlife co- management structures whose roles and responsibilities vary from advisory
to decision making.
Where co-management structures have both a decision making (within settlement area
boundaries) and advisory role (outside settlement areas) under their respective
Agreements, the interaction between these structures and the Minister follows a
prescribed process whereby the Minister may accept, reject or vary a decision of the comanagement structure. Land Claims agreements also set out circumstances and processes
for which government must seek the advice of co-management structures as well as the
processes for seeking this advice.
In accordance with the terms of the respective agreements, requests for decisions or
recommendations are submitted by DFO to relevant Land Claims co-management
structures. With respect to shrimp in the NSA and NMR, the NWMB and NMRWB
jointly provide TAC recommendations and harvest levels for the respective settlement
areas. The TJFB is the primary body to make recommendations to the Minister in relation
to conservation and management issues in the LISA, and to advise the Minister on
conservation and management of fish in waters adjacent to the Zone.
Other senior departmental officials, such as the Regional Director General, or Director
General of Fisheries Resource Management in Ottawa may make management decisions
pertaining to the day to day operations of the fishery that are relatively straight forward
and that do not relate to TAC.
Fisheries Management decisions can be found at:
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/decisions/index-eng.htm
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Section 2 - Science
2.1 Biological Synopsis
Northern Shrimp (Pandalus borealis)
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Figure 4: Pandalus borealis, or northern shrimp

Northern Shrimp (Pandalus borealis) are found in the Northwest Atlantic from Baffin
Bay south to the Gulf of Maine, usually between 150 and 600 metres deep, often in areas
where the ocean floor is soft and muddy and where temperatures near the bottom range
from about 0 to 6 ºC (DFO 2017a and DFO 2017b).
Northern Shrimp are protandrous hermaphrodites. They first mature as males, mate as
males for one to three years and then change sex; spending the rest of their lives as
mature females. Most shrimp reach male sexual maturity during the second or third year
of life and generally the transition to the female form takes place in winter when the
shrimp are a few years old. Mating takes place in late summer and fall. Fertilized eggs
are attached to the female’s abdominal appendages for seven to eight months until they
hatch in the spring. Larvae are pelagic, spending three to four months in the water
column. At the end of this period, they move to the bottom and take up the lifestyle of the
adults (DFO 2017a and DFO 2017b).
In more northern areas, shrimp are thought to live longer than eight years, while those in
the south likely live for six or seven years. Shrimp can grow to about 15 to 16 centimetres
in total length, although the average size is about half of this. They are considered
harvestable once their carapace length exceeds 17 millimetres, which occurs at
approximately three years of age. Most of the fishable biomass is female (DFO 2017a
and DFO 2017b) however, the portion that is female varies by area and year.

27
28

Striped Shrimp (Pandalus montagui)
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Figure 5 Pandalus montagui, or striped shrimp

Striped Shrimp (Pandalus montagui) are found from Davis Strait south to the Bay of
Fundy. Striped Shrimp prefer a hard bottom and are typically found in waters with a
temperature of -1 to 2 ºC at depths of 100 to 500 metres (DFO 2017a and DFO 2017b).
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Striped Shrimp are protandrous hermaphrodites, functioning as males early in their lives
then changing sex and reproducing as females for the remainder of their lives. Females
usually produce eggs once a year in late summer to fall and carry them, attached to their
abdomen, through the winter until spring, when they hatch. Newly hatched shrimp spend
three to four months as pelagic larvae. At the end of this period, they move to the bottom
and take up the lifestyle of the adults. They migrate into the water column during the
night. The migration consists of mainly males and smaller females (DFO 2017b).
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Figure 6. Distribution of Northern Shrimp (Pandalus borealis) in the northern
hemisphere (redrawn and modified from Bergström Bergström, 2000)
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Figure 7. The general life cycle of Pandalus borealis and P. montagui (Aschan, pers
comm.)
2.2 Ecosystem Interactions
The recent long-term warming trend in waters of the northwest Atlantic is associated with
both climate change and the warm phase of the Atlantic Multi-Decadal Oscillation. A
suite of associated changes (e.g. slowing down of the Labrador Current, reduction in ice
coverage, more frequent extreme weather events) can have important effects on the
marine ecosystem impacting all trophic levels. A warming ecosystem may affect many
commercial species (DFO 2014).
Sea ice dynamics are an important driver of the spring phytoplankton bloom. The timing
of the bloom has an influence on Northern Shrimp recruitment and has been correlated
with shrimp production rates. Overall, ecosystem production seems to be, at least in
recent decades, mainly regulated by bottom-up processes. This implies that current trends
in the climate system and lower trophic levels would be expected to impact overall
ecosystem productivity (DFO 2014).
As a forage species, shrimp is an important prey item for several species, including
Atlantic Cod (Gadus morhua), Greenland Halibut (Reinhardius hippoglossides), redfish
(Sebastes spp.), skates (Raja radiate, R. spinicauda), wolffish (Anarhichas spp.), and
Harp Seals (Phoca groenlandica). This is particularly important when the availability of
alternate high-energy prey is low.
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Shrimp are primarily harvested by bottom trawls, which can disrupt benthic communities
and habitats such as corals and sponges. Concentrations of coral and sponge constitute
“Significant Benthic Areas” that are sensitive to bottom trawling due to the sessile nature
and low growth rate of these organisms. Benthic communities may also constitute fragile
ecosystems in that bottom trawling can reduce their diversity and modify their structure.
In 2010, DFO held a national science advisory process to review available information
and provide science advice regarding the occurrence, sensitivity and ecological function
of corals, sponges and hydrothermal vents in Canada. Information on this process can be
found at: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2010/2010_041eng.html. Further refinement of the delineation of aggregations of cold-water coral and
sponge as Significant Benthic Areas, and presentation of information on the fishing
activity in relation to these significant areas, was reviewed at a national science advisory
process in 2016. The Science Advisory Report resulting from this process can be found
at: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_007-eng.html.
2.3 Indigenous Traditional Knowledge and Fisher Traditional Ecological
Knowledge
Indigenous and fisher Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) is an important
component of fisheries management and is used together with scientific knowledge for
effective fisheries decision-making. DFO routinely consults resource users on a wide
range of topics (e.g. management issues, stock assessment studies, quotas and
management measures), and incorporates their views and traditional knowledge in the
development of scientific research and fishery management plans. While Indigenous
peoples did not traditionally fish Northern shrimp, Indigenous and commercial fishers
have knowledge of the marine ecosystem (e.g. climate change, sea ice patterns) and their
observations can contribute to an understanding of long-term changes in environment that
ultimately affect the management of the Northern shrimp fishery.
2.4 Stock Assessment
Stock assessment results can be found on the DFO Canadian Science Advisory
Secretariat website:
http://www.isdm-gdsi.gc.ca/csas-sccs/applications/Publications/index-eng.asp
(See
ANNEX H: Stock Assessment and Precautionary Approach.)
Resource status is assessed based on indices from fishery-independent surveys conducted
by DFO and industry, trends in fishery catch per unit effort (CPUE) derived from
logbooks and observer datasets, and biological sampling from multiple sources. Resource
status in SFAs 5 and 6 (Northern Shrimp) is updated annually based on DFO fall multispecies trawl survey data. Resource status in the EAZ, WAZ and SFA 4 (Northern and
Striped Shrimp) is updated annually based on Northern Shrimp Research FoundationDFO summer trawl survey data.
The surveys provide information on shrimp distribution and length frequencies which are
used to calculate indices of total abundance, fishable biomass and spawning stock
biomass. Additionally, the fall multi-species surveys provide data on bottom temperature,
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predation and consumption. Fishable biomass is the weight of all shrimp (both males and
females) which have a carapace length greater than 17 millimetres. Female spawning
stock biomass is defined as the weight of all female shrimp regardless of size, though
most are of fishable size. To determine the exploitation rate index, the commercial catch
is divided by the survey fishable biomass index from the previous year (for fall surveys)
or from the same year (for summer surveys) (DFO 2017a and DFO 2017b).
The various indices also provide information on fishery performance, including
exploitation rate and distribution of fishing effort, composition of shrimp catches, and
inferences on the state of fishable biomass and female spawning stock biomass.
Information on female spawning stock biomass has been used to develop proxy reference
points under the Precautionary Approach Framework for some stocks.
2.5 Stock Scenarios
Northern Shrimp – SFA 7
The Northern shrimp stock in SFA 7 has declined since 2007 and is below the limit
reference point for biomass (Blim). Due to declines in biomass indices and concern for
this resource, SFA 7 has been closed to directed fishing since 2015.
Northern Shrimp – SFA 6
The Northern shrimp resource in SFA 6 has been declining since 2006 and is in the
critical zone of the precautionary approach framework. As of the 2016 survey, fishable
and female spawning stock biomass indices were at the lowest levels since this DFO
multi-species survey time series began in 1996. Environment and ecosystem indicators in
the area indicate that indices will likely remain low in the short term (DFO 2017b).
Northern Shrimp – SFA 5
The Northern shrimp resource in SFA 5 is in the healthy zone of the precautionary
approach framework. Biomass index declines are more difficult to interpret in this area
due to the narrow range of biomass indices (DFO 2017b).
Northern Shrimp – SFA 4
The Northern shrimp resource in SFA 4 is in the healthy zone of the precautionary
approach framework. The Biomass has not shown a significant trend in either direction
since the survey began in 2005 (DFO 2017b).
Striped Shrimp – SFA 4
The fishable biomass for the Striped shrimp resource in SFA 4 has varied without trend.
The fluctuations in the fishable biomass index are likely due to the strong currents near
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the northern border. There is no TAC for this resource but a bycatch limit is in place
(DFO 2017b).
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The Fishery Decision-Making Framework Incorporating the Precautionary Approach
(PA) applies to fish stocks that are the targets of a commercial, recreational, or

Northern Shrimp – Eastern Assessment Zone
The Northern shrimp resource in the Eastern Assessment Zone is in the healthy zone of
the precautionary approach framework. The fishable biomass index has varied without
trend around the long-term mean. The fluctuations in biomass are likely due to strong
currents in Hudson Strait (DFO 2017a).
Striped Shrimp – Eastern Assessment Zone
The fishable biomass index within the PA Framework for the Striped shrimp resource in
the Eastern Assessment Zone has varied without trend around the long-term mean. The
fluctuations in the fishable biomass index are likely due to the strong currents near the
southern border (DFO 2017a).
Northern Shrimp – Western Assessment Zone
The Northern shrimp resource in the Western Assessment Zone decreased in 2016
compared to 2015. The 2014 survey began a new time series, not directly comparable
with previous surveys. Because the time series is so short, trends cannot yet be inferred
(DFO 2017a).
Striped Shrimp – Western Assessment Zone
The Striped shrimp resource in the Western Assessment Zone decreased in 2016
compared to 2015. The 2014 survey began a new time series, not directly comparable
with previous surveys. Because the time series is so short, trends cannot be inferred.
(DFO 2017a)
Northern Shrimp – SFA 1
The Northern shrimp resource in SFA 1 is a part of the Canada/Greenland shared
population, with Canada having an access to a relatively small portion of the fishery. The
assessment of the entire stock is performed by the NAFO SC, while each fishery is
managed by individual countries. In 2016 the stock was assessed to be in relatively good
condition (11% above Bmsy). The risk of the stock being below the Blim was very low (less
than 1%). The outlook for this stock is positive, with either a stable or positive growth
trajectory, providing the mortality pressure remains the same.
2.6 Precautionary Approach Framework for Northern Shrimp
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subsistence fishery. It may be applied more broadly to other stocks, if necessary or as
circumstances warrant.
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The Framework requires that a harvest strategy be incorporated into respective fishery
management plans to keep the removal rate moderate when the stock status is healthy,
promote rebuilding when stock status is low, and provide for a low risk of serious or
irreversible harm to the stock. It also requires a rebuilding plan is in place when a stock
reaches the Critical Zone. In general, the precautionary approach in fisheries
management is about being cautious when scientific knowledge is uncertain, and not
using the absence of adequate scientific information as a reason to postpone or fail to take
action to avoid serious harm to fish stocks or their ecosystem. This approach is widely
accepted as an essential part of sustainable fisheries management (DFO 2006).
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A precautionary approach to the management of the shrimp fishery, consistent with the
basic tenants set out in the Framework, is in place for most Northern Shrimp fishery
areas. Priority is given to monitoring the stock and establishing a data time series to
support management decisions. Biomass indices, commercial catch levels, and
exploitation rate indices are used to indicate stock status. Scientific uncertainty is
quantified by including standard errors for these indices. This approach is based on
biological criteria established by Science and peer-reviewed through the applicable
Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat (CSAS) or NAFO Scientific Council processes.
Scientific uncertainty and uncertainty related to the implementation of management
measures for Northern shrimp are explicitly considered when evaluating stock status and
making management decisions. The application of a precautionary approach to this
fishery is done in concert with industry, co-management organizations, and other
stakeholders through NSAC and other relevant processes.
Precautionary Approach Reference Points
Reference points for Northern shrimp were developed using proxies. The provisional
upper stock reference (USR) was defined as 80%, and the provisional lower reference
point (LRP) as 30%, of the geometric mean of female spawning stock biomass (SSB)
index over a productive period. Because of differences in survey history, the reference
periods were taken to be 1996-2003 for SFA 6, 1996-2001 for SFA 5, 2005-2009 for
SFA 4, and 2006-2008 for EAZ. Reference points for Striped Shrimp in SFA 4, EAZ, and
WAZ, and for Northern Shrimp in WAZ are in the process of being developed.
Reference Points for Northern (borelais) and Striped (montagui) Shrimp
SFA
SFA 4
borealis
SFA 5
SFA 6
EAZ
borealis
EAZ
montagui

Critical Zone
SSB<20,400 t

LRP
20,400 t

Cautious Zone
20,400 t ≤ SSB < 54,400 t

USR
54,400 t

Healthy Zone
SSB≥54,400 t

SSB<15,200 t
SSB<82,000 t
SSB<6,800 t

15,200 t
82,000 t
6,800 t

15,200 t ≤ SSB < 40,700 t
82,000 t ≤ SSB < 219,000 t
6,800 t ≤ SSB < 18,200 t

40,700 t
219,000 t
18,200 t

SSB≥40,700 t
SSB≥219,000 t
SSB≥18,200 t

SSB<2,300 t

2,300 t

2,300 t ≤ SSB < 6,100 t

6,100 t

SSB≥6,100 t

37
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A harvest rate strategy is the approach taken to manage the harvest of a stock and is a
necessary element of any fishery plan. In order to implement the PA, pre-agreed harvest
decision rules and management actions for each zone are essential components of a
harvest rate strategy. Harvest Decision Rules for shrimp stocks with a PA in place are at
ANNEX I.
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References for additional information on stock status and the Precautionary Approach for
Northern and Striped Shrimp are in ANNEX H.
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2.7 Research
Shrimp are an important forage species within the ecosystem, particularly in the absence
of alternative high energy prey, and therefore management of the shrimp fishery should
adopt a more conservative approach than would otherwise be adopted under a single
species management approach. There is a need for a better understanding of ecosystem
demands and impacts of commercial fishing on shrimp as a forage species and to
incorporate this into future assessments. This research would be reflected in the use of
additional ecosystem indicators in the assessments and in the future modelling work that
will help develop, and refine, new precautionary approach reference points (DFO 2013).
A better understanding of these factors could potentially lead to ecosystem based
management rather than single species management.
Effects of climate change on shrimp resources should be considered when making
management decisions. More research is required to determine whether environmental
variables could be used in conjunction with recruitment signals to predict future stock
size (DFO 2013).
The Department conducts research independent of other organizations but also in concert
with other research groups, such as NAFO’s Scientific Council and the Northern Shrimp
Research Foundation (NSRF). For a list of research activities, see ANNEX J. This list of
ongoing and potential future research activities should be considered as provisional, and
as such is subject to change. For example, SFA 7 is managed by NAFO and ultimately
the Department can make requests for research but any final decisions are outside of our
purview. Additionally, considerations such as emerging issues, changing priorities as
well as the availability of human and financial resources influence the research
undertaken.
Literature Cited
DFO, 2006. A Harvest Strategy Compliant with the Precautionary Approach. DFO Can.
Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis. Rep. 2006/023.
DFO. 2013. Assessment of Divisions 2G-3K (Shrimp Fishing Areas 4-6) Northern
Shrimp. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis. Rep. 2013/012.
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DFO, 2014. Short-Term Prospects for Cod, Crab and Shrimp in the Newfoundland and
Labrador Region (Divisions 2J3KL). DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Resp. 2014/049.
DFO, 2017a. Assessment of Northern Shrimp, Pandalus borealis, and Striped Shrimp,
Pandalus mondagui, in the Eastern and Western Assessment Zones, February 2017. DFO
Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis. Rep. 2017/010.
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DFO, 2017b. An assessment of Northern Shrimp (Pandalus borealis) in Shrimp Fishing
Areas 4-6 and of Striped Shrimp (Pandalus montagui) in Shrimp Fishing Areas 4 in
2016. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Sci. Advis. Rep. 2017/012

Section 3 Economic, Social and Cultural Considerations
The Northern shrimp fishery in Canada makes an important contribution to regional
economic development and growth in Eastern Canada and the Arctic through the use of
required operational goods and services and the employment and training of local
residents engaged in the various steps of the shrimp supply chain from harvesting to
processing to distribution/export. The Arctic Northern shrimp fishery vessels employ a
substantial number of Inuit and Innu residing in northern Labrador, Nunavik and Nunavut
(See Annex K for further employment information). The formation of Northern
harvesting partnerships has been an important source of revenue for Northern
development. The Northern shrimp fisheries supports harvesting as well as processing
plants and logistics services, providing important local employment most notably in
Newfoundland and Labrador, but also in New Brunswick, Nova Scotia and Quebec.
Additionally, goods and services needed to support vessel operations and land-based
processing production and distribution are important contributors to the local economy
creating jobs and generating income in various industries. Among the contributing
activities are vessel and gear repair, maintenance, stevedoring, provisioning (food and
fuel), observer coverage, and travel/transportation.
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3.1 Domestic Landings1 and Exports
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Canada, as one of the world’s leading producers of cold-water shrimp, saw a strong
increase of 44% in landed value for the Canadian Northern Shrimp fishery from 2013 to
2015 (See Annex K, for details on landings, including by fleet). This increase was
exclusively due to notable price increases, as landed quantities decreased 17% over the
same period.
The Canadian Northern Shrimp fishery is harvested by two fleets; the <89’11” inshore
fleet and the >100’ offshore fleet. Inshore vessels deliver mainly wet shrimp to onshore
plants for processing (cooking and peeled). The >100’ fleet processes and packages
shrimp on board factory trawlers, primarily cooked shell on;. raw small size (industrial)
shrimp that is too small for cooked shell-on markets is cooked and peeled in shore-based
processing plants in Canada and other countries.
1

Source: Canadian Atlantic Quota Reports
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Export volumes of Canadian Northern shrimp decreased 14% from 77,000 mt in 2013 to
67,000 mt in 20152. The value of Northern shrimp exports increased annually from
$327M in 2013 to $439M in 2015 (See Annex K for more detail). Northern shrimp
accounted for approximately 7% of Canada’s total fish and seafood export value in 2015.
Of this, 80% was generated by Canada’s top four export destinations in Asia and Europe,
in particular China ($126M), Denmark ($88M), the United Kingdom ($85M), and Iceland
($52M). There was strong price growth over the period, with average prices for all
Northern Shrimp products rising 56%. Prices received by Canadian producers are
influenced by the interaction of global supply and demand of shrimp (cold-water and
warm-water shrimp) and shrimp substitutes, as well as other factors (resource
availability, exchange rates).

Section 4 Management Issues
4.1 Management Challenges during Periods of Ecosystem Change
The decline in shrimp production in SFA 6 has been associated with various environment
and ecosystem changes including a recent warming trend, early timing of the
phytoplankton bloom and increasing biomass of predatory fishes.. Given declining percapita net production of shrimp, commercial fishing pressure will now be influencing
stock declines more than it did in the past (i.e. prior to 2009).The current PA (Section
2.6) was defined based on the mean of female spawning stock biomass index over a
productive period, based on available data and consistent with the PA Framework. It has
been suggested that the current reference points may not be appropriate for the current
state of the shrimp resource as they were derived based on a period of more favourable
ecosystem conditions. A Science Response Process was held in 2017 to review the
reference points used in the PA for Northern Shrimp in SFA 6. The report from this
process can be found at http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/ScRRS/2017/2017_009-eng.html. It was concluded that it is not currently clear whether
shrimp are experiencing a new productivity regime, whether there were low or high
productivity regimes in the past, or where the stock lies relative to its potential production
in current conditions. Due to the uncertainties, the current reference points remain
unchanged at this time. However, DFO Science is working on developing models for
Northern Shrimp in SFA 4-6. If an appropriate model is developed, it will be used to
inform the need to revise the current PA and to predict how the stock will respond to
different exploitation rates.
4.2 Climate Change
It is not known to what extent climate change affects shrimp abundance, distribution or
overall ecological conditions, including predator prey relationships.

2

Source: DFO EXIM Trade Database: Statistics Canada, International Trade Division.
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The long-term warming trend in waters off of NL is associated with climate change, and
with the warm phase of the Atlantic Multi-decadal Oscillation, a key indicator of climate
conditions over the North Atlantic. Associated with the warming trend is the slowing
down of the Labrador Current, a reduction in ice coverage, and more frequent extreme
weather events which can have important effects on the ecology of the marine ecosystem,
impacting all trophic levels and long-term prospects for commercial species.
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Given that the current warm phase is expected to continue in the near term in NAFO
Divisions 2J3KL (Southern SFA 5, and the entirety of SFAs 6 and 7), and may possibly
persist for more than a decade, the Department held a science response process in the
summer of 2014 to provide an overview of the prospects for key Newfoundland and
Labrador stocks, including Northern shrimp, over the next three to five years within the
context of increasing temperatures. The warming trend in environmental conditions has a
detectable negative impact on shrimp production. Reduced productivity is also
associated with the increasing biomass of predatory fish and exploitation rates of shrimp.
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Unfavourable environmental conditions for shrimp are expected to continue in the short
term. The Science response can be found at http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csassccs/Publications/ScR-RS/2014/2014_049-eng.html
4.3 Conflicts between shrimp and crab
Snow crab and shrimp fisheries occur on common grounds in Divisions 2J3K. The
presence of conflict has resulted in research activities and closed areas. Results of a 2005
study indicated that shrimp bottom trawling could be associated with an increased
incidence of crab damage (i.e. leg loss). However, there is no evidence that shrimp
trawling imposes substantial mortality on hard-shelled Snow crab.
An area of the Hawke Channel was closed to all fisheries, except Snow crab, beginning
in 2002. The primary rationale for the closed area was in response to the Fisheries
Resources Conservation Council recommendations in 2000 and 2001 to protect juvenile
turbot and spawning cod respectively. The crab harvesters in 2J supported the closure as
it addressed their concerns of the possible negative effect of shrimp trawling on the snow
crab resource. A 2012 study found the closure had no impact on improving Snow crab
catch rates. An area of 3K, in the Funk Island Deep, was first closed to gillnetting in 2002
and was later closed to bottom trawling through a combination of mandatory and
voluntary closures in 2005 out of concern for Snow crab. No formal studies on the
effectiveness of this closure have been conducted to date. (Additional information on
Closed Areas can be found in Section 7.3.)
4.4 Groundfish Bycatch / Presence of Groundfish
The use of the Nordmore grate markedly reduced groundfish bycatch, however increases
in some groundfish stocks have resulted in the potential for increased bycatch . This
increase in groundfish has and may continue to require the implementation of additional
management measures that allow the Northern shrimp fishery to operate efficiently while
not jeopardizing recovering groundfish stocks. As knowledge on bycatch and its impact
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improves, management measures may be introduced or modified in licence conditions
(e.g. move away provisions) or other mechanisms.
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Species at Risk Act (SARA)
The leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) is listed as endangered under SARA
and is occasionally encountered in the Northern shrimp fishery, however the use of the
Nordmore grate prevents it from being inadvertently captured. Two species of wolffish,
Anarhichus denticulatus (Northern) and Anarhichus minor (Spotted), are bycatch in the
Northern shrimp fishery and listed as threatened under SARA. A third species, the
Atlantic Wolffish (Anarhichas lupusis) is also listed under SARA with Special Concern
designation.

As the presence of groundfish, most notably cod, has increased in the southern areas,
inshore fishers are of the view that its presence and abundance may be altering shrimp
behavior, presence and abundance, causing shrimp to move higher in the water column
where it would not be detected by the DFO multi-species surveys. Additionally, shrimp
are an important food source for cod and the increased predation overall ,particularly
while alternative high-energy prey (i.e. capelin) is low, may be having a negative impact
on shrimp. This is one of the priorities identified by the Science / Resource Management
Working Group mentioned in section 8.1.
4.5 Depleted Species

Northern shrimp licence conditions prohibit the retention of the above mentioned SARA
species listed as endangered or threatened and clearly state that it must be returned to the
place from which it was taken, and if alive, in a manner that causes it the least harm.
Further, the licence conditions require that any interactions with species at risk must be
reported in the logbook, detailing location, time of catch and the quantity, weight and
condition (alive or dead) of the animal.
For further details, please visit the SARA Public Registry at
http://www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=en&n=24F7211B-1
4.6 Oceans and Habitat Considerations
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Benthic Issues
As described in Section 7.3, there are several mandatory and voluntary closures within
the geographic range of the Northern shrimp fishery to address concerns for various
species and/or sensitive benthic habitats. NSAC established a Working Group on Closed
Areas (later renamed the Ecosystems Working Group) to specifically address benthic
issues should they arise and to provide related advice to NSAC.
4.7 Gear Impacts
A review of trawl impacts was conducted in 2006 by the Department, which concluded
that bottom-contact gear have an impact on benthic populations, communities and
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habitats. Addressing impacts requires case by case assessments, with solutions
customized to the particular set of circumstances leading to the impacts. The 2006 review
of trawl impacts can be found at http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SARAS/2006/2006_025-eng.htm
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NAFO Division 0A east of 60°30’ W and Subarea 1, which in Canadian waters occurs in
SFA 1, is a transboundary stock stock between Canada and Greenland. In response to
requests from both jurisdictions, the NAFO Scientific Council provides scientific advice
on catches. There is currently no agreement in place between the two countries regarding
processes to set the global TAC, or to determine sharing arrangements. Canada and
Greenland have entered into both formal and informal discussions that seek to advance
progress on achieving a joint management approach to this stock. In the absence of such
an agreement, and based on its own assumptions of risk, Greenland sets its own TAC and
assigns Canada a percentage of this TAC (less than 3%). Canada, on the other hand,
traditionally sets a global TAC consistent with Scientific Council advice, and claims
roughly 14.2% of this to be fished domestically.
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Until such time that an agreement is in place, Canada continues to unilaterally establish
the TAC and claim its share of 14.2%. Harvest Decision Rules for SFA 1 are at ANNEX
H.
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5. Objectives
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5.1 FISHERY OBJECTIVES
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Fisheries and Oceans Canada, with its co-management partners and stakeholders, strives
to manage this fishery to maximize economic benefits in an ecologically sustainable
manner. The long-term objectives relate to conservation and sustainable harvest, benefits
to stakeholders and the co-management of the shrimp resource. Corresponding short term
objectives, strategies and management measures have been implemented, or are in the
process of being developed.

Because the trawl is mechanically attached to the vessel, losing gear in this fishery is
extremely rare. Due to the cost, most, if not all vessels will search and retrieve any lost
trawl.
4.8 International Issues

34
Conservation and Sustainable Harvest (Long term objective)





To promote the sustainable utilization of Northern shrimp stocks.
To promote cost-effective harvesting strategies that ensures compliance with
objective-oriented management and conservation measures and promotes a
responsible image for all fleet sectors.
To mitigate the negative impacts on other species, habitat, and the ecosystem
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where shrimp fishing occurs.
Within specified resource management constraints, to promote a harvest level
that stabilizes industry infrastructure and meets marketing requirements, in the
pursuit of economic viability objectives for the shrimp sector.
To promote fishing practices that avoid or mitigate negative impact on sensitive
habitat and species.
To explicitly recognize the ecosystem role of shrimp in TAC-setting decisions,
particularly as a forage species.
To keep stocks in, or return to the Healthy Zone as per the PA Framework.

Strategies (short term objective) Management Measures (short term objective)
Precautionary Approach









Utilize a precautionary
approach framework when
setting exploitation rates for
the directed fishery
The significant role of shrimp
as a forage species is taken
into account in decision
making
Manage activity in
ecologically sensitive areas
Promote the development of
sustainable fishing practices.
Manage by-catch or mortality
for all non-targeted species
Employ effective monitoring
and surveillance tools and
mechanisms that ensure
compliance with
conservation measures

Precautionary Approach ( Section 2.6)
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Provide biomass and abundance estimates
through timely science surveys
Utilize indicators of stock and fishery change
Control fishing mortality by setting annual
TAC, taking into account the role of shrimp in
the ecosystem
Utilize appropriate exploitation rates and
reference points, which take into account the
role of shrimp in the ecosystem
Use fishery closures / closed areas to achieve
conservation objectives as required
Prohibit bottom contact fishing in established
Sensitive Benthic Areas
Enforce regulations against discarding and
highgrading
Require a maximum of 22 (SFA 6,7) or 28 mm
(SFA 1,4, 5 and in the management units in the
Eastern Assessment Zone (EAZ) and Western
Assessment Zone (WAZ)) separator grates as
condition of licence
Require live release of species listed under
SARA as endangered or threatened
Observer coverage is targeted at 100% for
> 100’ vessels and 10% for inshore boats
Use of Vessel Monitoring Systems for all
shrimp boats
Employ Dockside Monitoring Programs for
100% of inshore landings
Employ aerial and dockside surveillance in
addition to period audits of landings and catch

27

information outside regular operations
1
Benefits to Stakeholders (long term objective)
 To promote the continued development of a commercially viable and selfsustaining fishery
 To provide fair access to and equitable sharing of the Northern shrimp resource.
 Helps industry maintain Marine Stewardship Council Certification
Strategy (short term)
 No new access to this fishery
 When dealing with TAC changes in
the SFAs 4, 5 and 6, use percent
shares as the primary policy guiding
allocations. When dealing with TAC
Management Measures (short term)
changes in the northern SFAs in the
 Continue Enterprise Allocation
WAZ and EAZ, make allocation
structure for >100’ sector
decisions on a case by case basis,
 Continue to limit entry to the fishery
respecting Land Claim obligations
through licensing
 Balance fleet capacity with resource
 Consult with management boards in
availability
Land Claim areas on TAC levels in or
 Enterprise and licence combining for
adjacent to their settlement area waters
the inshore fleet
 Fulfill obligations with respect to
fishery resources as defined in the
Nunavut Land Claims Agreement, the
Labrador Inuit Land Claims
Agreement and the Nunavik Inuit
Land Claims Agreement.
2
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Co-management of the Resource (long term objective)
 Co-management of the resource in or adjacent Land Claim settlement areas involves
working with the Inuit of Nunavut, Nunavik, and Nunatsiavut
 At NAFO, for the Flemish Cap (3M) and 3L shrimp fisheries, to promote a TAC and quotas
management scheme, or otherwise controlling fishing effort to achieve a sustainable fishery.
 With Greenland, for NAFO Division 0A and Subarea 1 shrimp, to continue to promote an
agreed TAC and quota and management scheme.
 To promote a co-management approach, providing licence holders with an effective sharing
of responsibility, accountability and decision making, within the constraints of the Fisheries
Act, the precautionary approach and Harvest Decision Rules.

Strategy (short term objective)
 Regular and open dialogue and
communication to help foster relationships
with Land Claimants; adherence to obligations
as per various Land Claims
 Maintain an effective consultative process for
resource users to participate in the decisionmaking process
 Establish Multi-stakeholder Working Groups
designed to examine domestic and
international issues, e.g. Conservation and
Compliance, Closed Areas, Marine
Stewardship Council Certification
 Contribute to and participate in NAFO
meetings
 Providing experts to NAFO Scientific Council
 Conduct bi-lateral negotiations between
Canada and Greenland, with input and
participation from industry
 Manage Joint Project Agreement between
DFO and the Northern Shrimp Research
Foundation to pursue mutually beneficial
scientific activities
1
2
3
4
5
6

Management Measures (short term
objective)
 Organize annual Northern Shrimp
Advisory Committee (NSAC) meetings
 Convene Working Groups as
appropriate
 Convene Shrimp Working Group under
NAFO consultative process as
appropriate
 Convene domestic consultations and bilateral discussions with Greenland as
appropriate
 Collaboratively define science priorities
and design appropriate research
activities

At advisory meetings, a review of the P. borealis and P. montagui fisheries takes place
which includes a discussion of whether these objectives are being met and key
management issues are being addressed. As part of this process, the information gathered
through other evaluation processes like the Department's Sustainability Survey for
Fisheries is used to help identify areas for improvement in the management of these
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fisheries and through consultation with stakeholders, potential improvements are
explored and priorities established.
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6 ACCESS AND ALLOCATION

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

6.1 Access and Allocations
In addition to measures based on precautionary and ecosystem-based management, DFO
applies principles of access and allocation to the administration of the Northern shrimp
fishery.
Access is described as “the opportunity to harvest or use fisheries resources, generally
permitted by licences or leases issued by Fisheries and Oceans Canada under the
authority of the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans. The Department shall take Aboriginal
and treaty rights to fish into account when providing these opportunities.”
Access to the Northern shrimp fishery is considered stable for both the >100’ sector and
the inshore fleet. There is no new access to the Northern shrimp fishery, and
consideration must be given to relevant Land Claims when making access and allocation
decisions.
Allocation is “the amount or share of the fisheries resource and/or effort that is
distributed or assigned by the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans to those permitted to
harvest the resource.”
The Minister can, for conservation purposes or for any other valid reasons, modify
access, allocations and sharing arrangements as outlined in this IFMP in accordance with
the powers granted pursuant to the Fisheries Act.
Following the TAC decision, quotas are established for the fleets and special allocation
holders that have access to that management area.
Quotas and allocations from 1996 – present can be found in the Profile of Access at
ANNEX B.
6.2 Harvesting of Northern Shrimp Allocations
When significant quota increases occurred in the Northern shrimp fishery between 1997
and 2016, special allocations were often created to benefit various groups (inshore
affected fishers, Indigenous groups, etc.). Over the years, specific harvesting
requirements were introduced that determined which fleet is permitted to harvest these
allocations and in some cases, specify landing requirements. In 2017, the decision was
taken that holders of special allocations in SFA 6 could choose to have their allocation
harvested by the inshore fleet and / or the offshore fleet, however arrangements with
inshore harvesters would need to occur on a fleet level and not at the individual harvester
level in order to address leveraging and other concerns.
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Harvesting Of Northern Shrimp Allocations
EAZ
Fleet /
Interest
>100’ sector

SFA
0

SFA
1

DS
W

DS
E

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Nunavut (NU)

NU
E

WAZ
NK
E

SFA
4

SFA
5

●

SFA
6

●

●
●

●

●

Nunavik (NK)

●

Northern
Coalition
IACF Cartwright
to L’Anse au
Clair
IACF Northern
Peninsula
Inshore
Nunatsiavut
Government
NunatuKavut
Community
Council
Imakpik
Fisheries
Innu Nation
St. Anthony
Basin Resources
Fogo Island
CoOp
Inshore Fleet

4
5
6
7
8
9

NK
W

●

●

Makivik

NU
W

Any >100’ sector Northern shrimp
licence holder
Any NU temporary or > 100 sector
Northern shrimp licence holder
with sub-allocations in that area
Those enterprises that receive
allocations in these areas, as
amended from time to time
Any > 100’ sector Northern shrimp
licence holder or vessel acquired by
NK interests
Any > 100’ sector Northern shrimp
licence holder

●
●

Any Canadian wetfish trawler >65' –
99’ or > 100’ sector Northern
shrimp licence holder

●
●
●

Fished Only By:

●
< 90' inshore vessel or > 100’ sector
Northern shrimp licence holder

●
●
●

●
●
●
●

Any > 100’ sector Northern shrimp
licence holder, and / or through an
arrangement with an approved
inshore fleet sector

●

Any < 90' inshore licence holder

In an attempt to encourage development in the early years of the fishery, the Department
allowed licence holders to charter foreign vessels to harvest their allocations. This
practice was phased out over time and today all vessels in the fishery are Canadian and
carry mostly Canadian crews. The exception to this rule is the use of foreign vessels as
short term charter replacements to cover exceptional cases such as vessel loss, or in
extremely rare cases, when there is a shortage of Canadian vessel capacity.

10

6.3 Percent shares
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The Northern shrimp TAC for each of the SFAs 0 to 6 is allocated to the >100’ shrimp
sector, special allocation holders and the inshore fleet depending on the MU/SFA. Prior
to 2016, the LIFO policy was the main tool the Department used to determine access and
allocations for each management area, subject to Land Claims considerations. LIFO is
described in ANNEX C.

16
17

Beginning in 2016, the Department, by Ministerial decision, implemented stable percent
shares to remaining allocation holders in each of the southern SFAs (4-6). The Minister
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modified the percent shares in SFA 4 in 2017 to increase the share of the adjacent
Labrador Inuit. Such an approach is not feasible in northern areas where land claims
obligations require consideration of any changes in TAC on a case by case basis. Percent
shares determine the amount of allocations to participants in SFAs 4, 5 and 6.
Fleet / Interest

SFA 4

SFA 5

SFA 6

Offshore (equally divided among >100’ licence holders)
Inshore
Innu Nation
Nunatsiavut Government
Northern Coalition**
NunatuKavut Community Council
Inshore Affected Cod Harvesters
(Cartwright to L'anse au Clair)
Inshore Affected Cod Harvesters (Northern
Peninsula)
Imakpik Fisheries
St Anthony Resource Basin Inc (SABRI)
Fogo Island Co-Op
PEI Consortium
Miawpukek First Nation

76.2%
5.3%
8.5%
10%
-

38.04%
5.19%
9.9%
28.0%
6.22%

23.1%
69.6%
1.7%
-

SFA
7*
20.2%
65.7%
-

-

8.84%

-

-

-

1.04%

-

-

-

2.77%
-

4.5%
1.1%
-

9.4%
4.7%

*Should NAFO take the decision to resume commercial fishing in SFA 7, the quota
allocation key will be as described.
** Northern Coalition’s share is divided equally among Labrador Fishermen’s Union
Shrimp Company (2 shares), Torngat Fish Producers Coop, Unaaq Fisheries, Qikiqtaaluk
Corporation, Makivik Corporation and Nunatsiavut Group of Companies
7 MANAGEMENT MEASURES
7.1 Total Allowable Catch
Stocks are managed through TAC in each SFA. The TAC is the total amount of shrimp
that is permitted to be caught for that fishing season in each SFA, and is determined
annually. Generally, the TAC and fleet quotas fluctuate each year by management area.
With the implementation of percent shares in SFAs 4 - 6, as the overall TAC changes, the
fleet quotas / allocations are adjusted accordingly.
TACs in most management areas are guided according to the harvest decision rules
outlined in the Precautionary Approach Framework for Northern shrimp (section 2.6) and
include perspectives obtained during consultations with stakeholders as well as other
relevant information. For SFA 1, following consultation with relevant stakeholders,
Canada adopts an overall TAC (shared between Canada and Greenland), and claims its
domestic share based on the formula of 17% of 5/6 of the overall TAC (14.2%) accepted
by Canada, recognizing that 1/6th of the area would be inshore waters in Greenland with
the remaining 5/6 being offshore areas. There are also specific processes in place to
establish TACs and quotas in the WAZ and EAZ which require specific decisions and
recommendations from the NWMB and NMRWB. The TAC in SFA 7 is set by NAFO.
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The latest
TAC announcements
can
be found at:
http://www.dfompo.gc.ca/decisions/index-eng.htm and the Profile of Access at ANNEX B.
7.2 Fishing Seasons
The fishing season for the Northern shrimp >100’ sector is from January 1 – December
31 for transboundary and NAFO managed stocks (SFAs 0, 1, 3L (SFA 7) and 3M), and
April 1 – March 31 for DFO managed stocks, (SFAs EAZ, WAZ, 4, 5, and 6). The
inshore trawlers’ season is generally from April 1 – December 31, or until the quota is
taken, whichever comes first. The opening of the fishery depends on the TAC being
announced and for the inshore trawlers, is also based on the sharing of the inshore quota
between the 2J, 3K north, 3K south, 3L and 4R fleets. Fishing seasons are regulated
under the authority of the Atlantic Fishery Regulations, 1985.
7.3 Closed Areas
The following closed areas have been implemented for conservation purposes related to
habitat and / or benthic issues, and are regulated through a variation order under the
authority of the Atlantic Fishery Regulations, 1985.
7.3.1 Hatton Basin - Coral Protection Zone
In 2007, the > 100’ sector shrimp and groundfish sectors introduced a 12,500 square
kilometre (3,644 square nautical miles) Coral Protection Zone in the northern Labrador
Sea to protect coral concentrations in that area (see Figure 8). This was part of an
industry-led initiative, sponsored by CAPP, the Groundfish Enterprise Allocation Council
(GEAC), and the NC, which also includes other conservation measures designed to
promote marine stewardship and the preservation of sensitive marine ecological features.
7.3.2 Hawke Channel Closed Area
The primary rationale for the closed area was in response to the Fisheries Resource
Conservation Council recommendations in 2000 and 2001 to protect juvenile turbot and
spawning cod respectively. In 2001, due to concerns about the impact of bottom trawling
for shrimp on crab fishing grounds, a proposal for a pilot project involving a “no-trawl”
zone was received from the 2J crab licence holders. After consultation with stakeholders
and a review of available information, in September 2002, DFO implemented a 400
square nautical mile ‘no-trawl/no-gillnetting’ study area to conduct work similar to that
conducted in Division 3K. The 2J ‘no-trawl/no-gillnetting’ study area was expanded to
cover 2,576 square nautical miles in July 2003 (Figure 8). Since the Hawke Box has
been closed, there have been no studies undertaken to determine if the closure is having
any effect on cod and turbot populations. Given this lack of substantiated evidence, the
Hawke Box closure has been a long standing issue with some industry.
7.3.3 Funk Island Deep Closed Area
The Funk Island Deep closed area in SFA 6, was originally closed in 2002 to gillnetting
to protect snow crab, and in 2005 the closure was extended to include the inshore shrimp
trawlers, with their concurrence. This closed area covers roughly 2,119 square nautical
miles and is a voluntary closure for the > 100’ sector shrimp trawlers (Figure 8).
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Figure 8 – Fishery Closures
7.3.4 Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems Closed Areas (in the NAFO Regulatory Area)
Since 2008, the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization has undertaken extensive
scientific research on Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VME). This is part of its ongoing
commitment to an ecosystems approach to fisheries management and to fulfill its
commitment to prevent significant adverse impacts on VMEs as called for by the United
Nations General Assembly resolution 61/105.
Following the identification by NAFO of areas identified as VMEs in the NAFO
Regulatory Area, fourteen areas have been closed to bottom contact fishing, including
two closures that cover a portion of Division 3N to protect significant concentrations of
corals and sponges, to prevent the significant adverse impacts of bottom fishing activities
on VMEs known to occur or likely to occur. One closed area is in 3K, known as the
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Orphan Knoll, where the Northern Shrimp fishery occurs. No vessel shall engage in
bottom fishing activities in the following area in Division 3K enclosed by straight lines
joining the following points in the order which they are listed:
50 degrees 00 minutes 30 seconds North 45 degrees 00 minutes 30 seconds West
51 degrees 00 minutes 30 seconds North 45 degrees 00 minutes 30 seconds West
51 degrees 00 minutes 30 seconds North 47 degrees 00 minutes 30 seconds West
50 degrees 00 minutes 30 seconds North 47 degrees 00 minutes 30 seconds West
7.3.5 Inshore Crab Areas Closures
As a result of concerns about the impact of bottom trawling on Snow crab, at the request
of the inshore crab fleets in 3KL the inshore Snow crab fishing areas are closed to all
bottom dragging fisheries in SFAs 6 and 7, which includes Northern shrimp fishing by
the inshore shrimp trawlers.
SFA 6 - Fishing is not authorized in that portion of SFA 6 inshore of a straight line
connecting by the following coordinates:
52 degrees 15 minutes North latitude, 55 degrees 26 minutes West longitude to
52 degrees 15 minutes North latitude, 54 degrees 20 minutes West longitude to
51 degrees 20 minutes North latitude, 54 degrees 57 minutes West longitude to
51 degrees 20 minutes North latitude, 54 degrees 20 minutes West longitude to
51 degrees 00 minutes North latitude, 54 degrees 20 minutes West longitude to
51 degrees 00 minutes North latitude, 55 degrees 09 minutes West longitude to
50 degrees 30 minutes North latitude, 55 degrees 30 minutes West longitude to
50 degrees 30 minutes North latitude, 54 degrees 20 minutes West longitude to
50 degrees 10 minutes North latitude, 54 degrees 20 minutes West longitude to
50 degrees 10 minutes North latitude, 53 degrees 20 minutes West longitude to
49 degrees 35 minutes North latitude, 53 degrees 20 minutes West longitude to
49 degrees 35 minutes North latitude, 52 degrees 50 minutes West longitude to
49 degrees 15 minutes North latitude, 52 degrees 50 minutes West longitude.
SFA 7 - Fishing is not authorized in that portion of SFA 7 inshore of a straight line
connecting by the following coordinates:
49 degrees 15 minutes North latitude. 52 degrees 51 minutes West longitude to
47 degrees 26 minutes North latitude, 52 degrees 03 minutes West longitude to
46 degrees 28 minutes North latitude, 52 degrees 31 minutes West longitude to
46 degrees 12 minutes North latitude, 53 degrees 32 minutes West longitude to
46 degrees 17 minutes North latitude, 53 degrees 32 minutes West longitude to
46 degrees 30 minutes North latitude, 54 degrees 18 minutes West longitude.
7.3.6 Marine Protected Areas
The Government of Canada has agreed to domestic and international marine conservation
targets (MCTs) to conserve 10% of coastal and marine areas through effectively
managed networks of protected areas and ‘other effective area-based conservation
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In support of MCT, a Network of Marine Protected Area (MPAs) and other effective
area-based conservation measures (i.e. Fisheries Act closures) is currently being
developed in the Newfoundland and Labrador Shelves Bioregion to support the
conservation and sustainable management of marine resources and their habitats. Within
NAFO Divisions 2GHJ3KL there are two inshore MPAs established under the Oceans
Act. The Gilbert Bay MPA is located on the southeast coast of Labrador in NAFO
Subdivision 2J and covers approximately 60 km2. This MPA was designated in 2005 to
conserve and protect Gilbert Bay golden cod and its habitat. The Eastport MPA is located
in Bonavista Bay in NAFO Subdivision 3L. It was also designated as an MPA in 2005
and covers 2.1 km2. The conservation objective of the MPA is to maintain a viable
population of American lobster through the conservation, protection, and sustainable use
of resources and habitats; and to ensure the conservation and protection of threatened or
endangered species.
Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas
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Within the range of the Northern shrimp fishery, 17 Ecologically and Biologically
Significant Areas (EBSAs) have been identified (Figure 9), however division 3L is part
of a larger area currently being re-evaluated and could potentially change.

Figure 9: Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas (EBSAs) located within the
range of the Northern shrimp fishery.
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EBASs are identified by science and other experts as areas that are particularly important
to the structure and function of the marine environment or a particular ecosystem. They
are not based on regulation, and are not managed in the way MPAs are managed. Rather,
their identification is intended to raise awareness and draw attention to activities that may
threaten an area. The identification of EBSAs is a tool for calling attention to areas that
have particularly high ecological or biological significance, to facilitate provision of a
greater-than-usual degree of risk aversion in the management of activities in such areas.
Further information on these EBSAs can be found in the following documents:
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/ResDocsDocRech/2007/RES2007_052_e.pdf
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2013/2013_048-eng.pdf
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2011/2011_055-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/publications/sar-as/2015/2015_049-eng.pdf
7.4 Enterprise Allocations
Enterprise Allocations (EA) are the total quota that each > 100’ sector licence holder is
allocated in each management area. Quota transfers among allocation holders are
permitted in all SFAs, however access to the Nunavut and Nunavik MUs is limited to
those entities receiving allocations in these areas, as amended from time to time. EAs also
apply to the four inshore licences with allocations in SFA 4. EA is similar to an
individual quota. EAs are managed as a condition of licence. The EA Program is
described in ANNEX F.
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7.5 Quota Reconciliation
Quota reconciliation is the process of deducting inadvertent quota overruns from one year
to the next, with the enterprise(s) paying for the full allocation, and fishing only that
portion remaining after the previous year’s overruns have been deducted. This procedure
is applied to all sectors participating in this fishery.
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7.5.1 >100’ Sector Season Bridging
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Season bridging was first introduced in 2007. Season bridging refers to a licence holder
1) borrowing from the following year’s quota to be fished in the current year; or 2)
transferring some of the current year’s unused quota to be caught in the following year
(carry forward). The ability to season bridge provides the >100’ sector harvesters with
increased flexibility to better prosecute the fishery and adjust to mechanical problem,
weather and ice conditions and resource availability. This policy applies to >100’ sector

Quota reconciliation is not a penalty or sanction; it is an accounting of overruns to ensure
that quotas are respected. However, for the inshore fleet, DFO will close fisheries when
established quotas are reached or projected to be reached, and those who continue to fish
after the closure may be subject to prosecution.
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licence holders in Davis Strait East and West and SFAs 4 – 6 without limitation when the
stock is in the Healthy Zone. “Without limitation’ means that all 17 licences could carry
forward or borrow their permitted amount of quota in the same SFA. Should there be a
conservation concern in a particular SFA as evidenced by its positioning in the Cautious
zone of the PA framework, season bridging amounts may be capped or suspended in that
particular SFA, as has been the case in SFA 6 since 2012.
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7.5.2 Inshore Fleet Season Bridging
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Beginning in 2012, Season bridging for the inshore shrimp fleet allowed limited bridging
of unharvested quota in SFA 6 from one year to the next, contingent on the stock being in
the Healthy Zone. Should there be a conservation concern in a particular SFA as
evidenced by its positioning in the Cautious zone of the PA framework, season bridging
amounts may be capped or suspended. Fleets have the opportunity to request carry
forward prior to the end of the fishing season. Carry forward will be limited to 5% of the
inshore fleet’s quota up to a maximum of 1,500t.

The >100’ sector licence holders may each carry forward a total of 750t from the
previous year’s uncaught commercial quota, with no limitation in any Healthy SFA, that
must be fished during the first 90 days (April 1 – June 30) of the new fishing seasons for
SFAs 5 and 6, and the first 120 days (April 1 – July 31) for Davis Strait and SFA 4.
Licence holders may borrow up to 500t from the next year’s quota in SFAs 4 – 6 and
Davis Strait, with no limitation in any Healthy SFA, to be fished during the last 30 days
(March 1 – 31) of the fishing season.

7.6 Fishing Gear Restrictions
The minimum mesh size authorized while fishing for shrimp is 40mm throughout the
otter trawl. The minimum mesh size requirement is regulated through the Atlantic
Fishery Regulations, 1985.
The otter trawl must be configured with toggle and chain lengths set to a minimum of
71.12cm (28 inches), length measured from the centre of the toggle hole to the fishing
line (bolch line) for both > 100’ sector and inshore vessels.
Nordmore Grate
As a result of concerns about the level of by-catch of marine mammals, turtle and
groundfish species by the small-meshed shrimp trawls and the effect on their populations,
an exclusion device known as the Nordmore grate was introduced in the Canadian shrimp
fishery in 1993. This device sorts out the larger species, allowing them to escape through
an opening in the top of the net, while allowing smaller shrimp to pass through and be
retained in the cod-end of the net (Figure 10).
Although grates were not mandatory in the most northern areas prior to 1997, the >100’
shrimp sector had been using them voluntarily in all areas for some time. In 1997, the
grate was made mandatory in all areas and is now required in all shrimp trawls, in all
SFAs, at all times. The maximum grate spacing for the inshore shrimp trawlers is 22mm.
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Fisheries Waters in 3L, and 28mm grate in the EAZ, WAZ, and SFAs 4 and 5.
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Figure 10 – Nordmore Grate
7.7 Incidental Catch
Information on bycatch is obtained by the Department from logbooks completed and
submitted by industry, and from observer data. DFO Science compiles data and produces
reports and updates.
Minimizing the bycatch of groundfish in all Atlantic fisheries is extremely important
given the conservation concerns for the groundfish stocks and the management measures
in place for their protection. All shrimp vessels fishing in Canadian waters use sorting
grates to separate and release marine mammals, turtles and groundfish (and other finfish)
species. Further efforts to minimize by-catch may be required with the listing of
additional protected species under the SARA. Closed areas are an additional measure to
minimize bycatches and negative interaction with groundfish and other species. In
absolute and relative terms, and especially compared to shrimp fisheries in many other
parts of the world, bycatches in the Northern shrimp fishery are very low – averaging less
than [2%] of the directed shrimp catch by weight.
A number of provisions are employed with respect to incidental catch in the Northern
shrimp fishery. These include:



All incidentally caught species shall be returned to the water from where they were
taken and where alive in a manner that causes the least harm.
In the event that the total incidental catch of all groundfish species in any set exceeds
the greater of 2.5% or 100 kg total weight, the licence holder/operator must
immediately change the vessel’s fishing area by a minimum of 10 nautical miles from
any coordinate during the last tow.
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If total bycatches of capelin in any haul exceed the greater of 5 metric tonnes or 10
percent by weight of the catch of shrimp, the licence holder/operator shall employ
active avoidance measures to reduce capelin bycatch. If a subsequent tow is made in
the same area within 72 hours of the first tow and the subsequent haul contains
bycatches of capelin exceeding 5 metric tonnes or 10 percent by weight of the catch
of shrimp, the licence holder/operator must change fishing area by a minimum of 10
nautical miles from any position of that tow. The operator must record in the logbook
the active avoidance measures taken in response to the first haul which contains
excessive capelin bycatch. The operator must also record in the logbook the position
(latitude and longitude) at time of capelin bycatch, as well as the quantity caught by
weight in kilograms.

7.8 Control and Monitoring of Removals
Access to Northern shrimp stocks is regulated through fishing licences, and measures that
include, but are not limited to shrimp fishing area, season, quotas and enterprise
allocations, and gear specifications.
At-sea observers monitor for compliance of the management measures including bycatch, discarding and highgrading, gear restrictions, area and closed time provisions.
Observers also collect valuable scientific information including size composition, catch,
effort, by-catch composition etc. Dockside monitoring by a certified Dockside
Monitoring company is conducted on all landings from the inshore fleet. Dockside
monitoring of shrimp landed from the >100’ shrimp sector is not required because of the
100% observer coverage. Completion and submission of accurate fishing log books and
fish purchase slips are required.
7.9 Quota Monitoring and Bycatch
Catch estimates including bycatch levels are supplied by the licence holder on a daily
basis. This is supplied though the completion and submission of a fishing logbook. For
vessels >100’, a daily hail on catch is required.
Observers estimate catch and by-catch based on observations of catches within the
codend and by estimating the total packout product weight. All shrimp caught must be
counted against the quota.
Additional information on compliance protocol for Northern shrimp is at Section 9.
7.10 Decision Rules
As described, for each SFA there are rules related to TAC level, gear type, season and
closed areas, as well as other limits as outlined in the Northern shrimp condition of
licence. Additionally, the PA Framework requires that Harvest Decision Rules are
developed that provide details on the harvest rates and possibly other management
procedures that are required in each zone, or steps within a zone. These management
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actions are designed to achieve the desired outcome by affecting the removal rate. For
Northern shrimp, the spawning stock biomass is used to determine what PA zone the
stock is in – Healthy, Cautious or Critical. Ultimately, the Minister has full authority on
setting TACs.
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Nunavut sub-allocation recipients receive a temporary licence.

22

Additional Inshore Licencing/ Allocation Measures- NL

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45



Past management decisions, including TACs, for Northern shrimp can be found here:
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/decisions/index-eng.htm
The PA is described in section 2.6, and the Harvest Decision Rules are at ANNEX I.
7.11 Licencing
The Northern shrimp fishery is a limited entry fishery with no new licences available.
Only those who held a licence in the previous year will be eligible for renewal of that
licence in the current year. The Minister of Fisheries and Oceans has absolute discretion
under the Fisheries Act for the issuance of fishing licences. Licences may be reissued to a
new licence holder upon the request of the current licence holder. In the case of offshore
corporations, only those that have a majority of Canadian ownership are eligible to obtain
licences. .Generally, in the inshore fishery, only independent core fish harvesters are
eligible to obtain a licence, they may decide to hold this licence in their wholly-owned
corporations.





Beam Trawl Licences:
o 3K and 3L Shrimp beam trawl licences cannot be converted to otter trawl
licences,
o 3K and 3L Shrimp beam licences are not eligible for reissuance.
SFA 4 Licences:
o SFA 4 Northern shrimp licences may be reissued to an eligible 3L
Independent Core fish harvester who does not currently hold a Northern
shrimp licence.
o Reissuance of SFA 4 Northern shrimp licences to individuals or entities in
NAFO Division 2GHJ may be considered.
o The permanent transfer of allocations from the SFA 4 inshore Northern
shrimp fleet to the >100’ shrimp sector is not permitted.
Other general licencing policy provisions will apply.

Enterprise Combining & Licence Combining in the Inshore Sector
Enterprise combining is a voluntary fleet self-rationalization policy which allows most
shrimp licence holders in Newfoundland and Labrador to acquire Northern shrimp from
an enterprise within the same NAFO Division that is exiting the industry; other eligibility
provisionsapply. Licence Combining is similar to Enterprise Combining but does not
require the enterprise holding the shrimp licence to exit the fishery, all other licences in
the enterprise will not be cancelled. A maximum of four harvest caps may be held by one
enterprise, however 3K south based enterprises hold a maximum of five harvest caps; this
in order to reach a level of parity with a fully combined 3K north based enterprise Shrimp
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Fishing Area 6 Northern shrimp licence. Shrimp beam trawl licences in 3KL and 3L are
not eligible for enterprise combining. In addition, inshore enterprise allocations (EAs) in
SFA 4 are eligible for combining within SFA 4.
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The fishery is monitored by extensive industry-funded at-sea observer coverage. The
>100’ shrimp sector and Nunavut temporary licence holders carry 100% observer
coverage resulting in approximately 2000 observer days annually. Observer coverage
requirement for the inshore fleet is based on a 10% coverage target. Inshore licence

7.12 Logbooks & Purchase Slips
Catch estimates including by-catch levels are supplied by the licence holder on a daily
basis. This is supplied though the completion and submission of a fishing logbook, either
paper or electronic. For vessels >100 ft, a daily hail on catch is required. All shrimp
caught must be counted against the quota.
Logbooks are one of the monitoring tools used in this fishery. Under Section 61 of the
Fisheries Act, all licence holders are required to complete and return logbooks to DFO.
Logbooks must be completed accurately, in accordance with instructions provided.
Logbook data is vital to both monitoring catch and for the science assessment process.
Prompt return of logbooks is vital to ensure all logbook data is available for science
assessments in January. The mandatory completion and return of logbook is a condition
of licence. Shrimp purchase slips are required to be submitted by processors.
7.13 Dockside Monitoring
The objective of the Dockside Monitoring Program (DMP) is to provide accurate, timely,
and independent third party verification of landings to ensure the TAC is not overrun, and
to ensure licence holders’ catches are accurately accounted. DMP constitutes one of the
primary sources of landing information on which the management of the inshore fishery
is based. The fishing industry and the Department are therefore dependent on the
accurate verification of landings by Dockside Monitoring Corporations (DMCs). All
DMP costs are the responsibility of individual fish harvesters or fishing fleets. It is also
the responsibility of licence holders to ensure that monitors who oversee the offloading of
catches are certified by Fisheries and Oceans Canada. The dockside monitoring
requirement is managed as a condition of licence.
Dockside monitoring by a certified Dockside Monitoring company is conducted on all
inshore fleet landings. Dockside monitoring of shrimp landed from the >100’ shrimp
sector is not required because of the 100% observer coverage.
7.14 At-Sea Observers
The At–Sea Observer Program was designed to collect independent third party fisheries
data for science, resource management and compliance and deterrence purposes. This
important component of fishery management provides information and an at-sea presence
while fisheries are on-going. At-Sea Observers observe, record and report detailed
biological and fishery data, such as size composition, catch, bycatch composition, fishing
effort and all catch data, fishing gear type, fishing location, discarding and highgrading,
gear restrictions, area and closed time provisions, etc.
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7.15 Vessel Monitoring System
As a means to ensure compliance with regulations regarding the area fished, mandatory
use of the electronic vessel monitoring system (VMS) was fully implemented in 2004.
By utilizing VMS in the fishery there is more accurate, complete and detailed statistical
information on the location and timing of fishing activity for DFO Science and Fisheries
Management, and improved compliance for restricted areas and more efficient
deployments of Conservation and Protection (C&P) resources. VMS includes an
automatic location and communication (ALC) device that will transmit the vessel’s
position to DFO. Fish harvesters are responsible for covering the cost of the ALC device,
its installation on-board their vessel, and the cost of operations. The VMS requirement is
managed as a condition of licence.
7.16 NAFO Regulatory Area
NAFO REGULATORY AREA – The Northern shrimp fishing licence is not valid for
operating in the NAFO Regulatory Area (NRA) unless the NAFO Schedule is attached
and the licence holder/operator has received a briefing from the Offshore Compliance
Unit, NL Region. While operating in the NRA outside Canadian Fisheries Waters, the
licence holder/operator shall abide by the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement
Measures.
7.17 Land Claims Restrictions
Fishing for shrimp is only permitted in the NSA as defined in the Nunavut Land Claims
Agreement (NLCA), or in the NMR as defined in the Nunavik Inuit Land Claims
Agreement (NILCA) to enterprises that receive allocations in these areas, as amended
from time to time.
7.18 Species at Risk Act
The Species at Risk Act (SARA) came into force in 2003. Under the SARA species may
be identified as “at risk”. The purposes of the Act are: “…to prevent wildlife species
from being extirpated or becoming extinct, to provide for the recovery of wildlife species
that are extirpated, endangered or threatened as a result of human activity and to manage
species of special concern to prevent them from becoming endangered or threatened.” A
main issue related to species at risk is the incidental capture of species of Wolffish. Their
status as species at risk in Canada results in legal protection and mandatory recovery
requirements. Protection under the Act prohibits killing, harming and harassing of
individuals and also prohibits damaging or destroying their residence, i.e., protection of
critical habitat.
Three species of Wolffish are commonly caught as bycatch. Two species, the Northern
wolffish (Anarhichas denticulatus) and the Spotted wolffish (Anarhichas minor), are
listed as “threatened” under SARA and therefore prohibitions apply. Both species have
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undergone a decline in population size of more than 90% since the late 1970’s. For these
two species, current management measures, as conditions of licence for the fishery,
require that they be returned to the water at the site where they are captured. Release
should be done as quickly as possible without harm to the Wolffish in order to maximize
the animal’s survival, however, dead wolfish must also be returned to the water. A third
species, the Striped wolffish (Anarhichas lupus), is listed as “special concern” and is also
protected under SARA. Conditions of licence require reporting of interactions with
wolffish while conducting fishing operations, in the logbook.
To address the condition of these wolffiish species, DFO, in conjunction with industry,
fish harvesters and other governmental departments, has developed a Recovery Strategy
for Northern Wolffish and Spotted Wolffish, and Management Plan for Atlantic Wolffish
in Canada that has identified actions to protect and recover these species.
The Species at Risk Public Registry can be accessed at: http://www.registrelepsararegistry.gc.ca/sar/index/default_e.cfm
7.19 Other Inshore Management Measures, NL Region
All shrimp harvested must be landed
Freezing of shrimp is not permitted on the vessel during any trip, except the four SFA 4
licence holders
Mechanical shrimp sorting device are not authorized on board the vessel
The Licence Holder/Operator shall not fish in more than one Shrimp Fishing Area during
the same Shrimp fishing trip, unless there is an At-sea Observer onboard the fishing
vessel. If an At-sea Observer is onboard the fishing vessel, the Licence Holder/Operator
is authorized to fish multiple Shrimp Fishing Areas during the same trip
The Licence Holder/Operator shall not fish in more than one Shrimp Fishing Area during
the same tow
Under existing regulations, transport licenses are required to transport Northern shrimp
by vessels other than fishing vessels. For the inshore fleet transport licences will only be
issued for transporting Northern shrimp that has been landed on shore. Transhipment
from inshore fishing vessels is not authorized
8 SHARED STEWARDSHIP ARRANGEMENTS
There are mechanisms not based on policy or a regulatory framework that allow the
Department to advance conservation aspects of the Northern shrimp fishery.
8.1 Working Groups
Working Groups: There are several NSAC Working Groups established to address
ongoing issues or resolve one time occurrences. Ongoing working groups include:
 Marine Stewardship Council – aids industry in maintaining their MSC certification,
which was achieved in 2008
 Ecosystems – looks at issues such as closed areas, corals and sponges, and other
ecosystem related concerns
 Precautionary Approach – established to improve the current PA
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SFA 1 PA – established to develop HDRs and a PA for SFA 1, which is a shared
stock with Greenland
DFO Science / Resource Management / Industry Working Group – established to
look at issues and make recommendations to NSAC on issues where Science and
Resource Management intersect.

8.2 Northern Shrimp Research Foundation
DFO has partnered with the Northern Shrimp Research Foundation (NSRF) to conduct a
shrimp survey in SFA 4 and the EAZ since 2005. In 2012, section 10 of the Fisheries Act
was adopted, which changed the administrative rules around Joint Projects. Beginning in
2014 the NSRF and DFO also worked collaboratively to do the science survey in the
Western Assessment Zone. This survey is the only independent source of information of
shrimp stocks in these areas, providing the necessary information for determining stock
status in the Precautionary Approach Framework and informing decisions on TAC.
Beginning in 2013 and subject to annual Ministerial approvals, a 1,700t allocation of
shrimp from SFA 4 has been used to generate the financing required to cover the costs of
the Northern shrimp survey pursuant to section 10 of the Fisheries Act. For this work,
DFO enters into a collaborative agreement with the NSRF to perform the activities. The
quota for the surveys was added as a NSRF allocation in SFA 4 and generates proceeds
of approximately $1.5 million to fully cover costs of the survey conducted by NSRF.
As per the draft National Policy for Allocating Fish for Financing Purposes, project
proponents must demonstrate support (2/3 majority) for both the proposal and the
allocation that will be set aside to finance the activity before it is approved by the
Department.
8.3 Closed Areas
Information on closed areas, including voluntary closures can be found in section 7.3.
9 COMPLIANCE PLAN
The Conservation and Protection program promotes and maintains compliance with
legislation, regulations and management measures implemented to achieve the
conservation and sustainable use of Canada’s aquatic resources, and the protection of
species at risk, fish habitat and oceans.
The program is delivered through a balanced regulatory management and enforcement
approach including:




Promotion of compliance through education and shared stewardship;
Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS) activities; and,
Management of major cases /special investigations in relation to complex
compliance issues.
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The deployment of Conversation and Protection resources in the northern shrimp fishery
is conducted in conjunction with the management plan objectives as well as in response
to emerging issues. The mix of enforcement options available and overriding
conservation objectives determine the level and type of enforcement activity. The
enforcement operational planning process is designed to establish priorities based on
management objectives and conservation concerns. The monitoring and evaluation
elements of enforcement operational plans facilitate in-season adjustments should
conservation concerns and/or significant non-compliance emerge. Additionally, the
National Fisheries Intelligence Service (NFIS) is to have a growing role in advising
Conversation and Protection programs through intelligence-led, fully integrated, threatrisk based priority setting and decision making practices.
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9.1 Regional Compliance Program Delivery
Conservation and Protection is responsible for compliance and enforcement work related
to all the regional fisheries, as well as habitat, the Canadian Shellfish Sanitation Program,
and other activities. Given the magnitude of the task, allocation of time towards a specific
fishery is based in large part on an assessment of risk to the resource. In relation to the
Northern shrimp fishery, the primary activities conducted by C&P include the following:
 Education and Shared Stewardship
Conservation and Protection Supervisors and Area Chiefs will actively participate in
annual consultations with the fishing industry and Indigenous organizations. Compliance
issues will be presented and recommendations requested for resolution. As well,
informal meetings will continue as required to resolve in-season matters.
As part of its activities under the education pillar, C&P will present and discuss fisheries
conservation with fishers on a regular basis. The resulting information will be used as
part of the planning process within C&P.


Monitoring, Control and Surveillance

C&P promotes compliance with the management measures governing the northern
shrimp fishery by the following means:
Patrols and Inspections: C&P Detachments will conduct shrimp patrols by vehicle,
vessel, and fixed wing aircraft in accordance with national/regional priorities and
operational plan. Detachments will ensure that monitoring and inspections of fish landing
activity are carried out.
Dockside Monitoring: The Dockside Monitoring Program (DMP) provides for
independent third-party verification of landed catch in metric units by a DFO certified
Dockside Observers. DMP is required in the northern shrimp fishery for all landings from
<100ft vessels, but is not currently required on shrimp landed from >100ft vessels due to
100% observer coverage.
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Aerial Surveillance: Conservation and Protection will ensure that surveillance flights are
conducted throughout the season as part of the operational plan. Dedicated air
surveillance patrols are conducted in the northern shrimp fishery areas utilizing both
Transport Canada and DFO contracted air surveillance aircraft.
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9.3 Compliance Performance

Vessel Monitoring: The VMS system will be relied upon to provide real-time data on the
location of vessels within this fleet. Utilization of this resource will assist officers in
monitoring fishing activity, monitoring closed areas, deploying resources, determining
the port of destination and the estimated time of arrival to port. The VMS data will also
be relied upon to conduct future analysis and comparisons of fishing activity.
Additionally, for more complete coverage, there is an agreement in place with Greenland
to share VMS data.
At-sea Observer Program: At-Sea Observers will be deployed in accordance with the
established deployment plan to observe record and report aspects of the fishing activity.
The resulting data will be utilized to compare reported catch composition of vessels
against other available sources of information (DMP, Logbooks, observed trips vs. nonobserved trips). There is 100% Observer Coverage for vessels over 100 feet and 10% for
smaller inshore vessels, other requirements include daily hails, catch reports and port
entry reports.
Fishery Officers will review quota monitoring reports to ensure individual quotas are not
exceeded.
9.2 Consultation
Shared stewardship and education are achieved in Northern Shrimp Fishery through a
renewed emphasis on the importance of C&P communication with the community at
large including:





C&P participation in advisory meetings with Resource Management, other DFO
branches and industry to determine expectations in relation to monitoring, control and
surveillance activities.
Presentations to client/stakeholder groups, including school visits or community
awareness programs.
Informal interaction with all parties involved in the fishery on the wharf, during
patrols or in the community to promote conservation.
Internal DFO consultation with Resource Management and other DFO branches to
assess the effectiveness of enforcement activities and to develop recommendations for
the upcoming season.

Post season analysis sessions will be conducted between C&P and Resource Management
staff to review issues encountered during the previous season and to make
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recommendations on improving management measures. The initial sessions will be
conducted at the Area level, followed by a regional session that will be held with other
sectors.
The C&P program captures and maintains compliance activity information, The
following table gives a breakdown of Fishery Officer enforcement effort and compliance
results in the shrimp fishery for the past five years.
TABLE 2 Northern Shrimp- Enforcement Summary
Violation Break-down
Fishery
Officer
Patrol
Warning
Charges
Charges
Year
Hours
Issued
Laid
Pending
980.5
27
6
0
2012
815
29
9
1
2013
829.75
24
5
0
2014
686
31
5
5
2015
667.5
23
1
9
2016

9
10

Charges
not
Approved
0
1
0
3
0

NAFO
Citations
0
0
1
0
0

Tickets
Issued
0
0
0
0
0

9.4 Current Compliance Issues
Conservation and Protection issues may differ for the >100’ sector and the inshore fleet
but overall include: fishing gear requirements; quota monitoring; by-catch; highgrading;
licence conditions; dockside monitoring requirements; shrimp species verification of
borealis or montagui; and, area/time closures.
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Compliance concerns in this fishery include fishing closed areas, hail requirements for
port entry, bycatch, discards, and misreporting of the species and /or area of capture. The
objective to address the issues are to minimize compliance concerns while ensure
compliance with the management measures as outlined in the Strategy.
9.5 Compliance Strategy
C&P develops operational plans that outline monitoring and compliance activities that
will be carried out by C&P personnel adjacent to shrimp management areas. C&P
Regions collaborate on the development of these operational plans, both formally (e.g.
Northern Operations Committee) and informally. Detachment’s will promote effective
monitoring and enable personnel to effectively maintain compliance with management
measures.
The objectives of the operational plans are to provide a body of information that will
provide guidance to C&P personnel, while engaged in monitoring and reviewing of
fisheries, to ensure compliance and conduct investigations. Sources of information to be
used include vessel positioning data, officer inspection data, fishing logs, DMP records,
briefing and de-briefing of observers, and at sea observer records. Operational plans and
program results will be routinely assessed to ensure compliance principles are met.
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Compliance strategies include:












Compliance promotion activities with all stakeholders
Stewardship activities including the NSAC sub-committee on conservation and
compliance
Report-a-Poacher program through crime stoppers
Scheduled dedicated and multi-tasked air surveillance , and other sea surveillance as
per operational requirements
100% coverage of At-Sea Observers for the > 100’ sector
100% dockside monitoring for inshore vessels, and other dockside checks
Auditing of landings data
Investigating non-compliance
Taking enforcement actions including warnings and prosecutions where
noncompliance is detected
Enforcing Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS) requirements, including an agreement
with Greenland on sharing of VMS data
Working with other enforcement partners, including Transport Canada (use of
surveillance aircraft), Department of National Defence (vessel and surveillance
aircraft use, as available) and Greenlandic Fisheries Authorities (exchange of
information and best practices).

10 PERFORMANCE REVIEW
The Sustainability Survey for Fisheries is completed annually to help DFO self-assess
progress towards sustainability, identify gaps in knowledge and practices, and to report
externally on performance and progress towards sustainable management of fisheries.
Under multiyear management, every second
science advice, management measures and
meeting is an opportunity for stakeholders to
concern and if necessary, propose changes
operations and/ or overall sustainability.

year NSAC convenes to discuss current
performance of the fishery. The NSAC
review the fishery, and raise any point or
to management that could improve the
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A regular review of the Northern shrimp fishery is conducted at NSAC meetings and
includes an assessment of whether the objectives are being achieved and key
management issues are being addressed. Stakeholder experience and feedback,
information gathered through other evaluation processes and science assessments are
used to identify and determine key issues and objectives, as well as potential strategies
for achieving outcomes.
11. Glossary
Abundance: Number of individuals in a stock or a population.
Age Composition: Proportion of individuals of different ages in a stock or in the catches.
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Biomass: total weight of all individuals in a stock or a population.
Bycatch: The unintentional catch of one species when the target is another.
Catch per Unit Effort (CPUE): The amount caught for a given fishing effort. Ex: tonnes
of shrimp per tow, kilograms of fish per hundred longline hooks.
Communal Commercial Licence: Licence issued to Indigenous organizations pursuant to
the Aboriginal Communal Fishing Licences Regulations for participation in the general
commercial fishery.
Discards: Portion of a catch thrown back into the water after they are caught in fishing
gear.
Dockside Monitoring Program (DMP): A monitoring program that is conducted by a
company that has been designated by the Department, which verifies the species
composition and landed weight of all fish landed from a commercial fishing vessel.
Ecosystem-Based Management: Taking into account species interactions and the
interdependencies between species and their habitats when making resource management
decisions.
Fishing Effort: Quantity of effort using a given fishing gear over a given period of time.
Fishing Mortality: Death caused by fishing, often symbolized by the mathematical
symbol F.
Fixed Gear: A type of fishing gear that is set in a stationary position. These include traps,
weirs, gillnets, longlines and handlines.
Food, Social and Ceremonial (FSC): A fishery conducted by Indigenous groups for food,
social and ceremonial purposes.
Gillnet: Fishing gear: netting with weights on the bottom and floats at the top used to
catch fish. Gillnets can be set at different depths and are anchored to the seabed.
Groundfish: Species of fish living near the bottom such as cod, haddock, halibut and
flatfish.
Landings: Quantity of a species caught and landed.
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY): Largest average catch that can continuously be taken
from a stock.

2017 Integrated Fisheries Management Plan - Shrimp

NWMB RM 004-2017 0104

50

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Mesh Size: Size of the mesh of a net. Different fisheries have different minimum mesh
size regulation.
Mobile Gear: A type of fishing gear that is drawn through the water by a vessel to entrap
fish. These include otter trawls and Danish/Scottish Seines.
Natural Mortality: Mortality due to natural causes, symbolized by the mathematical
symbol M.
Observer Coverage: When a licence holder is required to carry an officially recognized
observer onboard their vessel for a specific period of time to verify the amount of fish
caught, the area in which it was caught and the method by which it was caught.
Pelagic: A pelagic species, such as herring, lives in midwater or close to the surface.
Population: Group of individuals of the same species, forming a breeding unit, and
sharing a habitat.
Precautionary Approach: in fisheries management is about being cautious when
scientific knowledge is uncertain, and not using the absence of adequate scientific
information as a reason to postpone action or failure to take action to avoid serious harm
to fish stocks or their ecosystem. This approach is widely accepted as an essential part of
sustainable fisheries management.
Quota: Portion of the total allowable catch that a unit such as vessel class, country, etc. is
permitted to take from a stock in a given period of time.
Recruitment: Amount of individuals becoming part of the exploitable stock e.g. that can
be caught in a fishery.
Research Survey: Survey at sea, on a research vessel, allowing scientists to obtain
information on the abundance and distribution of various species and/or collect
oceanographic data. Ex: bottom trawl survey, plankton survey, hydroacoustic survey, etc.
Species at Risk Act (SARA): The Act is a federal government commitment to prevent
wildlife species from becoming extinct and secure the necessary actions for their
recovery. It provides the legal protection of wildlife species and the conservation of their
biological diversity.
Spawner: Sexually mature individual.
Spawning Stock: Sexually mature individuals in a stock.
Stock: Describes a population of individuals of one species found in a particular area, and
is used as a unit for fisheries management. Ex: NAFO area 4R herring.
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Stock Assessment: Scientific evaluation of the status of a species belonging to a same
stock within a particular area in a given time period.
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ANNEX A - History of the Northern Shrimp Fishery

Total Allowable Catch (TAC): The amount of catch that may be taken from a stock.
Tonne: Metric tonne, which is 1000kg or 2204.6lbs.
Trawl: Fishing gear: cone-shaped net towed in the water by a boat called a "trawler".
Bottom trawls are towed along the ocean floor to catch species such as groundfish. Midwater trawls are towed within the water column.
Validation: The verification, by an observer, of the weight of fish landed.
Vessel Size: Length overall.
Year-class: Individuals of a same stock born in a particular year. Also called "cohort".

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW
The Northern shrimp fishery began back in the early 1970s when DFO conducted
exploratory cruises that verified the presence of shrimp stocks off Newfoundland and
Labrador.
In 1977, four Canadian companies (all with Gulf–based processing facilities) were
licensed to prosecute the Labrador shrimp fishery under co-operative arrangements to
determine the commercial feasibility of harvesting these stocks.
Landings continued to increase significantly into the 1980s and 1990s, and additional
offshore licences were added; by 1991 there were 17, and no additional offshore licences
have been issued since this time.

In 1989 the Enterprise Allocation (EA) regime, which was introduced in 1987 on a trial
basis was adopted permanently, with the introduction of mandatory, industry paid,
observer coverage.
During the early years, many licence holders reduced their risk by using foreign vessels
to harvest allocations of Northern shrimp. By 1990, all licence holders were required to
use Canadian flagged vessels with Canadian crews to harvest all allocations. The
exception to this rule is the use of replacement vessels on a temporary basis.
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In 1996, then Minister Mifflin announced that DFO was calling for proposals on
principles for the sharing of potential quota increases as the fishery expanded to include
inshore and special allocation holders.
In 1996, the >100’ shrimp sector held quota in all SFAs except for SFA 7; these 1996
amounts in each SFA were the thresholds below which sharing to no offshore entities
would cease and formed the foundation of the LIFO policy. Additionally, the total 1996
quota (36,700t) was considered an overall threshold, meaning that if a TAC fell below the
threshold in one area, it could preclude sharing in another.
In 1997, existing licence holders supported the sharing of quota increases as the fishery
opened to other stakeholders.
In 2010, due to a declining biomass in SFA 6, the LIFO principle was triggered for the
first time resulting in the complete removal of two special allocation holders. The
remainder of the reductions was shared by the inshore and >100’ shrimp sectors at 10%
and 90% respectively. The remaining special allocation holders were not affected. With
the exception of 2015, LIFO continued to be triggered every year in SFA 5, 6 and / or 7
until it was abolished in 2016, which resulted in the full or partial removal of several
special allocation holders.
The reductions and the consequent application of LIFO in 2010 and 2011 lead to an
external review of the principles, policies and methodologies used to apply the reductions
was carried out by Ernst & Young. They concluded that the Department did correctly
interpret and apply the appropriate principles, policies and methodologies to the
reductions; however they noted the Department should endeavour to increase
communication with stakeholders in the future.
The Northern shrimp fishery first achieved Marine Stewardship Council certification in
2008, and by 2012, the full > 100’ sector and inshore portions of the Northern shrimp
fishery attained joint Marine Stewardship Council Certification.
In 2013, the boundaries in the North (SFAs 2 and 3 at the time) were modified to align
with scientific surveys and land claim areas. For the first time, allocations were granted
to Nunavik proper in the Nunavik Marine Region. The boundary change included new
allocations for both species to both Nunavut and Nunavik inside the respective settlement
areas, which comprise the WAZ. The management boards representing Nunavut and
Nunavik agreed to share the TACs 50/50.
Also as a result of the boundary changes in 2013, new commercial and exploratory
allocations for borealis and montagui were created for the Eastern Assessment Zone, and
were granted to the >100’ sector, as well as Nunavut and Nunavik. The new TACs and
allocations in the EAZ and WAZ are not comparable to 2012 levels or earlier in SFAs 2
and 3.

2017 Integrated Fisheries Management Plan - Shrimp

NWMB RM 004-2017 0107

53

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

For the 2013/14 season, 1,700t of the increased TAC in SFA 4 was allocated off the top
to the Northern Shrimp Research Foundation survey through the use of fish provision in
the Fisheries Act. Additionally, a cap of 4,033t was first placed on montagui bycatch in
SFA 4.
In 2016, LIFO was replaced by proportional sharing in SFAs 4 – 6, with allocation
holders receiving a percent share of the respective TAC. Decisions in the North will be
made on a case by case basis considering Land Claims obligations.
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ANNEX C – Information on the Last In, First Out (LIFO) Policy
The Last In, First Out (LIFO) principle was a key allocation tool the Department used
between 1996 – 2016. LIFO had been described in principle in all Northern shrimp
IFMPs since 1997, however the term “LIFO” was first used in the 2003 IFMP. The
sharing arrangements and principles agreed to in 1997 formed the basis of LIFO, which
recognized the exploratory work and dependence of the offshore fleet. During the late
1990s, when the shrimp stocks continued to increase, the fishery opened up to other
participants in SFAs 4 – 6. Participation in northern areas began to expand in 1999.
LIFO was an approach to sharing the changes in TAC depending on the SFA, and was
described as follows:
To ensure the viability of the traditional, >100’ shrimp sector was not jeopardized, the
1996 quota levels in each SFA were set as thresholds. Sharing will only take place in a
particular SFA if the quota rises above the threshold of that Area. If quotas decline in
future years back down to the thresholds, the sharing will end and the new, temporary
entrants will leave the fishery. The overall 1996 quota (37,600t) for all Areas combined
will also be used as a threshold to determine sharing. Thus a major decline in one or
more SFAs could preclude further sharing in any Area. Should there be a decline in the
abundance of the resource in the future, temporary participants will be removed from the
fishery in reverse order of gaining access – last in, first out. Temporary licences and
temporary allocations will only continue as long as the overall threshold level or
individual threshold levels are maintained when quotas are set.
In 2006, DFO announced that additional access to the shrimp fishery would be frozen to
encourage stability in the short term. In 2007, the Newfoundland and Labrador’s inshore
fleets’ temporary licences were converted to regular licences to facilitate the
rationalization of the inshore shrimp fishery through Enterprise Combining.
LIFO was applied to manage changes in quotas when the TAC fell to a range below the
threshold for that SFA. . When this occurred, special allocation holders were removed
first from the fishery, with the remainder of the reductions shared among the > 100’
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sector and inshore fleet according to prearranged sharing formulas, (proportional to how
quota increases had been received) , which varied by SFA.
A special allocation was a maximum amount for that group at that TAC level or greater,
with the premise that the special allocation holder entered the fishery at the previous TAC
level, at which point their allocation would have been 0. Therefore, the LIFO policy
recognized that a special allocation holder would hold a proportional level of quota if the
TAC was between these two levels.
Beginning in 2010, decreases began occurring in the southern range of the Northern
shrimp fishery, triggering the LIFO policy each year in one or more SFAs. LIFO was
applied in 2010 and 2011 in SFA 6. In 2012, LIFO was applied in SFA 6 as a
proportionate increase and in SFA 7 as a proportionate decrease. In 2013, LIFO was
applied to reductions in SFAs 5 and 6. In 2014, the TAC and all allocations were fully
reinstated in SFA 5.
In terms of LIFO, SFA 7 was unique in that the fishery began in 2000, after the LIFO
thresholds were announced in 1997. Three allocation holders entered the SFA 7 fishery at
the same time, unlike the other SFAs, and therefore no threshold existed. However, to be
consistent with the management measures in other SFAs, the same principles applied
governing access and allocations in SFA 7. By 2014, the TAC in SFA 7 fell to a level at
which the Miawpukek First Nation held no quota, leaving only the original three
stakeholders; their quotas were reduced to the same proportions as when they first
entered the fishery. Beginning in 2015, the SFA 7 fishery was closed to commercial
fishing.
Independent Review
The 2010 and 2011 application of LIFO to the reductions in SFAs 6 and 7 led to several
stakeholders in the fishery criticizing the Department’s approach publicly and at NSAC
meetings. An independent reviewer (Ernst & Young) was tasked with analyzing whether
the policies, methodologies and principles on applying TAC reductions amongst fleets
and special allocation holders were respected and appropriately applied to the decision
making process for Northern shrimp. Stakeholder participation in the review was high,
with all relevant stakeholders in the fishery, including the > 100’ sector and inshore fleet,
special allocation holders, provincial and territorial governments and agencies, and
relevant land claims Management Boards and Inuit organizations, were provided the
opportunity to participate in the process through interviews, open forum discussions,
conference calls, meetings and/or written submissions.
The final report determined that the appropriate departmental policies, principles and
methodologies were used in both the TAC reductions that occurred in SFA 6 and with the
application of the LIFO principle as it is defined. It also recommended increased
transparency in the establishment of policies and principles and in their application and
interpretation.
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More information on the independent review can be found at http://www.dfompo.gc.ca/fm-gp/peches-fisheries/reports-rapports/eap-pce/index-ns-cn-eng.htm
Ministerial Advisory Panel (MAP)
LIFO remained a highly contentious issue with varying perspecitives from stakeholders
especially when reductions were first applied in 2010. Given the complexity of the issue
and need for a broad range of expertise, a Ministerial Advisory Panel (MAP) comprised
of four individuals was appointed by the Minister in April 2016, tasked with providing
advice on whether the LIFO policy specific to the Northern shrimp fishery should be
continued, modified or abolished.
The MAP operated as an independent, external body, however the Department provided
operational and logistic support to their process. The MAP held five public stakeholder
meetings in Newfoundland and Labrador, and one each in Iqaluit and Halifax. It received
41 written submissions and over 100 in-person presentations in an open and transparent
process. All relevant interests in the fishery participated in the review.
In the final report delivered to the Minister in June, 2016, the MAP concluded that LIFO
was not a sustainable instrument of public policy. Their principle recommendation was
that LIFO should be replaced by proportional percent shares. The recommendation to
move to percentage shares was approved by the Minister after additional NSAC
consultations with stakeholders on the abolishment of LIFO in SFAs 4 – 6. Percent shares
allow for increased predictability in allocations, and for participants to share equitably in
any changes in TAC. In the northern SFAs, proportional percent shares were not
implemented, rather access and allocation decisions will continue to be made through the
appropriate consultative processes in a manner consistent with the Land Claims
Agreements, on a case by case basis.
In establishing the percent shares for the southern areas, adjacency, fairness and
Indigenous access were among the key considerations for the Department.
Information related to the MAP process, including Terms of Reference, written
submissions, supplementary MAP recommendations and the MAP’s final report and
conclusions can be accessed at:
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/peches-fisheries/comm/shrimp-crevette/shrimpcrevette-eng.htm
ANNEX D Northern shrimp licence holders and their representative organizations
Year
Issued

# of
Licences

Licence
Holder

1978

2

Labrador Fishermen's
Union Shrimp Co. Ltd.

1978

2

Ocean Choice International Inc.,
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Organization
Northern Coalition (NC)
Canadian Association of
Prawn Producers (CAPP)
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1978

2

Mersey Seafoods Ltd.,
,

CAPP

1978

1

M.V. Osprey Ltd,

1978

1

Crevettes Nordiques,

CAPP
CAPP

1978

1

Atlantic Shrimp Co. Ltd.,

1978

1

1978

1

Caramer Ltd.,
,

CAPP

1979

1

Makivik Corp,

NC

1987

1

1987

1

Qikiqtaaluk Corporation,
,

1987

1

Harbour Grace Shrimp Co.,

1987

1

Unaaq Fisheries Inc.,

1991

1

Newfound Resources Ltd.

CAPP
Torngat Fish Producers Coop Society NC
Ltd.,

Pikalujak Fisheries Ltd.,

independent
NC
CAPP
NC
CAPP

1
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5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
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19
20
21
22
23
24
25

ANNEX E - Coordinates of the Fishery
Subject to conditions of licence, and not including closed area coordinates, the waters of
the management units in which fishing for shrimp is permitted are:
(a) In the waters of Management Unit 0: Canadian Fisheries Waters in Davis Strait and
Baffin Bay that lie north of latitude 66°15’N, south of latitude 78°10’N, west of longitude
60°30’W, and east of longitude 80°W.
(b) In the waters of Management Unit 1: Canadian Fisheries Waters in Davis Strait and
Baffin Bay that lie north of latitude 66°15’N and east of longitude 60°30’W.
(c) In the waters of Management Unit Davis Strait East (DS E): between 61°N and
66°15’N, east of 63°W and east of the Nunavut Settlement Area.
(d) In the waters of Management Unit Davis Strait West (DS W): between 60°30’N and
66°15’N west of 63°W and east of the Nunavut Settlement Area and Nunavik Marine
Region.
(e) In the waters of Management Units Nunavut East (NU E) and/or Nunavik East (NK
E): the area inside the Nunavut Settlement Area east of 66°W; and the area inside the
Nunavik Marine Region east of 66°W and north of 60°30'N. Access to the NSA or the
NMR is limited to those enterprises which have been allocated quotas in these areas,
which is amended from time to time.
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(f) In the waters of Management Units Nunavut West (NU W) and/or Nunavik West (NK
W): the area inside the NSA bounded by 70°W and 66°W; and the area inside the NMR
bounded by 70°W and 66°W to 60.30°N. Access to the NSA or the NMR is limited to
those enterprises which have been allocated quotas in these areas, which is amended from
time to time.
(g) In the waters of Management Unit 4: Canadian Fisheries Waters adjacent to the Coast
of Labrador that lie north of latitude 57°15'N, south of latitude 61°00'N excluding that
portion north of 60.30N, east of the Nunavik Marine Region and Nunavut Settlement
Area and west of 63W longitude.
(h) In the waters of Management Unit 5: Canadian Fisheries Waters adjacent to the Coast
of Labrador that lie north of a line drawn from shore at latitude 53°45'N, east to longitude
55°00'W, thence north to latitude 54°45'N, thence east to the outer limits of Canadian
Fisheries Waters and south of latitude 57°15'N.
(i) In the waters of Management Unit 6: Canadian Fisheries Waters adjacent to the Coast
of Southern Labrador and Northern Newfoundland that lie north of latitude 49°15'N and
south of a line drawn from shore at latitude 53°45'N, east to longitude 55°00'W, thence
north to latitude 54°45'N, thence east to the outer limits of Canadian Fisheries Waters.

23

ANNEX F - NORTHERN SHRIMP ENTERPRISE ALLOCATION PROGRAM

24

Establishment and Utilization of Enterprise Allocations

25
26
27

Access and quotas allocated to > 100’ sector licence holders are known as enterprise
allocations (EA), and those licence holders shall participate equally in such access and
quotas.

28
29

EAs shall be based on the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) established for the respective
Northern Shrimp Fishing Areas.

30
31

EAs to individual licence holders will be in the form of “licence quotas” which are equal
allocations of shrimp expressed in absolute amounts or tonnages.

32
33
34
35

>100’ sector licence holders will have equal access to all Northern shrimp stocks and
fishing areas for which the sector has EAs (SFAs 0, 1, 4-6 and MUs Davis Strait. The EA
for each licence, for each SFA, is determined by dividing the quota set for the >100’
sector in that SFA by seventeen (the number of > 100’ sector licences in the fishery).

36
37

Administrative Guidelines for Enterprise Allocations in the Northern Shrimp
Fishery

38

1. No permanent transfers of EAs between enterprises are permitted.
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2. Inter-enterprise transfers of EAs are permitted on a temporary basis. Quota is
freely transferable between and within enterprises provided that:
o the transfer applies only to the current season;
o notification of the transfer registered in the EA Temporary Transfer
System (EATTS)
3. Licence holders will have 30 days following the end of the fishing season to
complete transfers in order to cover any inadvertent overruns of their EAs.

8
9

ANNEX G - NORTHERN SHRIMP ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP
AND TERMS OF REFERENCE

10

CHAIR

11
12

Director General, Resource Management Operations, DFO – Ottawa or by another
representative of Fisheries and Oceans Canada.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

MEMBERS
Atlantic Shrimp Company Ltd.
Baffin Fisheries Coalition
Canadian Association of Prawn Producers (CAPP)
Caramer Limited
Crevettes Nordiques Ltée.
Imakpik Fisheries
Ocean Choice International
Harbour Grace Shrimp Company Ltd.
Labrador Fishermen's Union Shrimp Company
Nunatsiavut Government
Makivik Corporation
Mersey Seafoods Ltd.
M.V. Osprey Ltd.
Newfound Resources Ltd.
Northern Coalition
NunatuKavut Community Council
Nunavut Offshore Allocation Holders Association (NOAHA)
P.E.I Atlantic Shrimp Corp.
Pikalujak Fisheries Ltd.
Qikiqtaaluk Corporation
Torngat Fish Producers Cooperative Society Ltd.
Unaaq Fisheries Inc.
Department of Fisheries, Aquaculture, and Environment P.E.I.
Department of Environment, Government of Nunavut
Ministère de l'Agriculture, des Pêcheries et de l'Alimentation du Québec
New Brunswick Department of Agriculture, Fisheries, and Aquaculture
Newfoundland and Labrador Department of Fisheries and Land Resources
Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture and Fisheries
DFO - Newfoundland and Labrador Region
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DFO - Quebec Region
DFO - Maritimes Region
DFO – Gulf Region
DFO - Central and Arctic Region
DFO – Ottawa NHQ
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board
Nunavik Marine Region Wildlife Board
Nunatsiavut Government
Torngat Joint Fisheries Board (TJFB)
Association of Seafood Producers (ASP)
Fish, Food and Allied Workers Union (FFAW)
Fogo Island Co-operative Society
Innu Nation – Labrador
Qikiqtani Inuit Association
Nunavut Tunngavik Inc
Regroupement des Associations de Pêcheurs de la Basse Côte Nord
St. Anthony Basin Resources Inc. (SABRI)
One representative from each FFAW inshore fleet - 2J, 3K north, 3K south, 3L, 4R, and
the Association des Capitaines Proprietaires de la Gaspésie

21

PURPOSE

22
23
24

The Northern Shrimp Advisory Committee (NSAC) serves as a forum for the discussion
of issues on the management and development of the Northern shrimp fishery providing
advice and recommendations to the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans.

25
26
27
28
29
30
31

SCOPE
NSAC will provide input on Integrated Fisheries Management Plans respecting Northern
shrimp, including but not limited to advice on:
 quota allocations and other regulatory measures (such as seasons, size limits and
gear restrictions) and amendments thereto;
 conservation and compliance issues; and
 licencing policy.

32

MEMBERSHIP

33

Membership on the NSAC shall be limited to:


34
35
36
37
38
39
40




one representative of each company that holds a >100’ sector Northern shrimp
fishing licence;
one representative of each area and fishers receiving special allocations or holding
inshore fishery licences;
one provincial or territorial or land claim-government representative from each of
New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward
Island, Quebec, Nunavut Territory, Nunatsiavut and Nunavik Inuit ,
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1
2

one representative of recognized industry associations/groups
representatives from Fisheries and Oceans Canada.

3

PROCEDURES

4
5

No formal voting procedures will be entrenched in the conduct of the NSAC; rather it
will seek to operate on a consensus basis.

6
7
8
9

Meetings will be convened at dates and times agreed upon by the chair and there will be
at least one meeting every second year. The NSAC may determine that additional
meetings are necessary and request the chair to make arrangements accordingly. The
chair shall be responsible for notifying all members of any meeting.

10
11
12

The chair shall establish, in consultation with the NSAC members, agenda items for
NSAC meetings. These items will be subject to the consensus of NSAC members at the
commencement of each meeting.

13
14

Ad hoc working groups may be established by the NSAC to review specific issues and
report their findings to NSAC as a whole.

15
16

If a member cannot attend an NSAC meeting, that member may nominate an alternate by
notifying the chair as far in advance of the meeting as possible.

17
18

Non-members may attend NSAC meetings. They may not sit at the table but can
participate in discussions following input from members.

19
20
21
22
23
24

ADMINISTRATION
Summary minutes of each meeting will be prepared in both official languages (French
and English). The summary minutes will be distributed by the Department of Fisheries
and Oceans after they are reviewed and accepted by the chair. Minutes of NSAC
meetings can be found at:
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/reports-rapports-eng.htm#3

25
26

ANNEX H – Stock Assessment and Precautionary Approach Framework
Stock Assessment and Precautionary Approach

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

The Science Advisory Reports for northern shrimp are available on the DFO Canadian
Science Advisory Secretariat website:
An assessment of Northern Shrimp (Pandalus borealis) in Shrimp Fishing Areas 4-6 and
of Striped Shrimp (Pandalus montagui) in Shrimp Fishing Areas 4 in 2016:
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_012-eng.html
Assessment of Northern Shrimp, Pandalus borealis, and Striped Shrimp, Pandalus
mondagui, in the Eastern and Western Assessment Zones, February 2017:
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http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2017/2017_010-eng.html
SFA 7 is assessed and managed by the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization
(NAFO). NAFO 0 + 1 is assessed by NAFO but managed independently by Canada and
Greenland. Science advice can be found on the NAFO website:
In order to find the advice for SFA 7, follow the link below and click on Scientific
Advice and then NAFO Stocks. The information for SFA 7 is located in the link entitled:
Northern Shrimp in Div. 3LNO.
http://www.nafo.int/science/nafo-stocks.html
In order to find the advice for NAFO 0 + 1, follow the link below. The information for
NAFO 0 + 1 is located in the link entitled: Northern shrimp in SA 0+1.
http://www.nafo.int/science/coastal.html

15
16

ANNEX I : Harvest Decision Rules SFA 4 – 6, EAZ, SFA 1

17

Harvest Decision Rules (HDRs) SFA 4 – 6, EAZ

18

The following provisional rules are to be used when setting TACs.

19

When SSB is Above the Upper Stock Reference (USR):



20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30



31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39



Measures should generally promote the SSB remaining above the URP.
The base target exploitation rate will be 15% of exploitable biomass. This rate can
increase gradually, particularly as an artifact of a stable TAC strategy applied
during a time of declining SSB while in this zone, subject to monitoring/signals
that excessive fishing mortality is being exerted on the stock.
The exploitation rate should not exceed FMSY, a level that is yet to be calculated,
but is thought to be well above the base target exploitation rate. Changes in the
TAC should generally not exceed 15% of the previous TAC, unless the stock is
declining precipitously.
Government should not facilitate any increase in industry capacity/infrastructure
during any period.

When SSB is between the Limit Reference Point (LRP) and the Upper Stock
Reference (USR) (i.e. in the Cautious Zone):
 Measures should generally promote the SSB rebuilding towards the URP, subject
to natural fluctuations that may be expected to occur in biomass and survey
results.
 If SSB is in the upper half of the Cautious Zone, the exploitation rate should not
exceed 2/3 FMSY, thought to be significantly above 15% of exploitable biomass
 If SSB is in the second lowest quadrant of the Cautious Zone, the exploitation rate
should not exceed 1/2 FMSY, thought to be above 15% of exploitable biomass
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If SSB is in the lowest quadrant of the Cautious Zone, the exploitation rate should
not exceed 15% of exploitable biomass
The TAC should not be increased if the SSB is projected to decline or is within a
declining trend
Changes in the TAC should generally not exceed 15% of the previous TAC,
unless the stock is declining precipitously.

When SSB is Below the Limit Reference Point (LRP):
 Measures must explicitly promote an increase in the biomass above the LRP
within 6 years of falling below the LRP.
 Any fishing mortality must be in the context of a rebuilding plan, and should not
exceed 10%.
Harvest Strategy SFA 1
Preamble

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Shrimp Fishing Area (SFA) 1 is the Canadian management unit that is part of a transboundary stock that is harvested and managed separately by both Greenland and Canada.
While an agreement with respect to TAC-setting or quota shares has not yet been
reached, there is full cooperation with respect to scientific research, surveillance and
enforcement, and a full exchange of information between the two jurisdictions. Both
States refer to the NAFO/ICES Pandalus Assessment Group (NIPAG) for formal
scientific advice, which is provided annually. The stock is assessed as a single
population.

25

Stock Assessment

26
27
28
29
30

The assessment framework incorporates a logistic stock-recruit model, fitted by Baysian
methods, that uses CPUE and survey series as biomass indicators, and includes as
removals catch data, assumed free of error, as well as a term for predation by Atlantic
Cod, using available series of cod biomass. The model is used to provide short term (1
year) and medium term (5 year) projections.

31

Stock Status deficiencies

32
33
34
35

After a decade of increasing biomass and expanding distribution in the 1990’s, both the
biomass and the fishery have contracted back towards the north. Fishable biomass has
declined since its 2003 peak, but is currently estimated to remain above Bmsy; the risk of
being below Blim (30% of Bmsy) is very low (<1%).

36

Harvest Decision Rules (HDRs)

37

Preamble

38
39
40
41

In the absence of a TAC-setting and quota-sharing agreement with Greenland on this
trans-boundary stock, the approach outline below will be taken by Canada. Reference
points and scientific advice are based on a quantitative assessment model and stock
composition indices as articulated by the Scientific Council (SC) of the Northwest
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Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO). Previous work by the SC has shown that a
maintained mortality risk of 35% is low enough to keep stock levels safely at or above
BMSY.

4
5

The Harvest Strategy will remain in place until such time that Canada and Greenland may
adopt common Harvest Decision Rules.

6

Objectives

7
8
9
10
11
12
13




14

Reference Points

15
16
17
18






19

Limit Reference Point for total mortality = ZMSY

20

Harvest Decision Rules (HDRs)

21
22

The Canadian quota will be 17% of 5/6 of the TAC designated by Canada, or 14.2%
of the entire designated TAC.

23
24
25
26
27
28



29
30
31
32
33



34

Notes:

35
36









Achieve/maintain the stock in the Healthy Zone (>80% of BMSY)
Avoid serious harm to the reproductive capacity of the stock by maintaining biomass
>30% of BMSY
Avoid total removals in excess of maximum sustainable yield
Manage the TAC and quotas to facilitate a balance of opportunity and stability in the
industry, subject to the need to respond to precipitous biomass declines
Maintain Canada's quota share of this trans-boundary stock.

Healthy Zone = >80% of BMSY
Cautious Zone= >30%Bmsy and < 80% BMSY
Critical Zone is <30%Bmsy
Limit Reference Point for biomass (Blim) = 30% of BMSY

When the biomass is above 80% of BMSY, the risk of being above ZMSY should be less
than 35%, based on the 3-year projections.
When the biomass is between 30-80% of BMSY, the risk of being above ZMSY based on
the 3-year projections should not exceed 17-35%, with the risk tolerance being lower
the closer the biomass is to Blim, with 17% at the lower end and 35% of the upper
end of this range.
If the biomass is below the Healthy Zone and approaching Blim (middle of the
cautious zone) then a special meeting will be sought with Greenland to develop
actions that endeavor to mitigate or reverse the decline (e.g. a rebuilding plan). In the
absence of agreement on measures to be taken, special conservation measures may be
taken unilaterally by Canada.

Biomass refers to fishable biomass as calculated by the assessment model. Biomass
values are to be based on point estimates.
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ANNEX J- NORTHERN SHRIMP RESEARCH – Provisional and Subject to
change




Precipitous decline: When the biomass decreases by more than 25% in the cautious
zone; a special NSAC discussion will be held to evaluate all available biomass signals
and the recent stock trend to determine if special conservation measures are required
and/or consultations with Greenland on appropriate measures will be triggered
Canadian quotas that are uncaught in one year may be carried forward to the
following year in accordance with criteria and levels to be agreed between DFO and
quota holders as long as the harvest level is consistent with the HDRs above.
These HDRs are subject to change as Canada further develops guidance on the
application of the PA framework on its domestic fisheries. This could include rules
that provide stability in TAC (i.e. a maximum and minimum percentage change).

On-going Research (as of 2016):
 In SFAs 5, 6 and 7, continue with the autumn DFO survey in 2HJ3KLNO, and the
spring DFO survey in 3LNOPsn.
 In SFA 4, WAZ and EAZ continue with summer DFO-NSRF survey on an annual
basis in order to determine and update shrimp biomass indices. Also, continue to
collect data on environmental covariates with the intent of developing relationships
with the shrimp distribution.
 In WAZ, DFO will attempt to analyze spatial/temporal variability of shrimp
distribution. Two cruises, in addition to the annual DFO-NSRF survey, will be
performed to study seasonal variability in shrimp biomass distribution.
 Continue to conduct genetic analysis to delineate stock assessment area(s), especially
for use in modeling. Preliminary results from completed work indicate shrimp are
genetically similar along the eastern coasts of NL (SFAs 4-7).
 Continue efforts to develop age-length keys for Northern Shrimp.
 Continue efforts to develop an assessment model.
 Continue to gather and analyze information related to corals, sponges and other
vulnerable marine ecosystems.
 Continue to analyze trends in the fish community (including shrimp).
 Continue diet studies of major groundfish species (predators of shrimp).
Potential Future Research
 Conditional on the development of an accepted assessment model, to begin a
Management Strategy Evaluation in order to develop modeled harvest decision rules.
 To determine trophic level for key species (including shrimp) using diet composition
and stable isotopes.
 To develop fisheries production potential models.
 To analyze relationships between shrimp catch survey results and measured
environmental covariates to seek potential linkages (responses) of the stock to large
scale oceanographic variability.
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Explore relationships/correlations between groundfish and shrimp, including various
size classes of both, from available survey data.
ANNEX K – Economic Information
Canadian Northern Shrimp Fishery, Total Domestic Landings, 2013-20153

4

5
6
7

Inshore Fleet Landings
Annual landed quantities by the inshore fleet declined 30% between 2013 and 2015 in
parallel with TAC declines, while annual landed value more than doubled (Figure X).
Annual average landed prices for unprocessed shrimp increased by 191% from $1.33/kg
in 2013 to $3.87/kg in 2015. Cumulatively, from 2013 to 2015, the inshore fleet’s landed
quantities accounted for 34% of the total taken from the Northern shrimp fishery.

8
9
10
11
12

3

Data source: Canadian Atlantic Quota Reports
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Figure X: Canadian Northern Shrimp Fishery, Inshore Fleet Landings, 2013-2015

2
100’ Fleet Landings

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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Annual landed quantities by the >100’ fleet, which include quotas from special
allocations, declined 10% from 2013 to 2015 in parallel with TAC declines, while annual
landed values increased by 32% (Figure X). Increases in annual landed values were
primarily driven by year-over-year increases in the annual average landed price. For the
majority of landings, average landed prices for the >100’ fleet product, which is
processed at sea, increased 46% from $3.69/kg in 2013 to $5.38/kg in 2015.
Cumulatively, from 2013 to 2015, the >100’ fleet’s landed quantities accounted for 66%
of the total taken from the Northern shrimp fishery.

12

Canadian Northern Shrimp Fishery, >100’ Fleet Landings, 2013-2015

13
14

2017 Integrated Fisheries Management Plan - Shrimp

NWMB RM 004-2017 0121

67

Exports45
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Canadian Northern Shrimp Export Value 2013-2015

3
4
5

Inshore Fleet Exports

6
7
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The inshore fleet focuses on the cooked and peeled product, which is processed on shore.
The market for this product is predominately Europe. Annual exports of Canadian cooked
and peeled product of Northern shrimp averaged 11,000 mt from 2013 to 2015, with an
annual average value of $114M (Table 1). Canada’s main destinations for this product
are the United Kingdom, Denmark, and the United States, accounting for 59%, 23% and
9% respectively, of total cooked and peeled product shrimp export value in 2015.

12

Northern Shrimp Inshore Fleet Product Exports, 2013-2015
Quantity (‘000 mt)
Value (millions $CDN)

2013
12
93

2014
12
112

2015
10
135

13
14

100’ Fleet Exports

15
16
17
18

The >100’ fleet focuses on a frozen at sea, shell-on product (cooked or raw). The product
has strong markets in Asia and Western Europe. Annual export volumes of Canadian
frozen shell-on Northern shrimp averaged 58,000 mt from 2013 to 2015, valued at
$250M annually (Table 2). The >100’ fleet’s product was largely exported to China,
4

Source: DFO EXIM Trade Database: Statistics Canada, International Trade Division.
Export data presented in this section may include a small amount of Gulf of St. Lawrence shrimp exports
since these are captured in the same Harmonized System (HS) export codes. Inshore fleet exports include
products exported directly from Newfoundland and Labrador. A small amount of inshore exports may be
excluded due to transprovincial shipment prior to international export.

5
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Denmark and Iceland, accounting for 41%, 18% and 17% respectively of Canada’s total
frozen shell-on shrimp export value in 2015.

3

Northern Shrimp >100’ Fleet Product Exports, 2013-2015
Quantity (‘000 mt)
Value (million $CAN)

2013
65
234

2014
53
213

2015
57
303

4
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Employment
Approximately 200 inshore NL vessels harvest shrimp, with each vessel having at least
five crew members plus the captain onboard. Additionally, between 2013 and 2015 the
inshore fleet supplied shrimp to 10 processing plants, resulting in onshore employment to
approximately 2,000 people. The >100’ shrimp sector licence holders double-crew their
vessels (24 to 28 crew depending on the size of the vessel) employing approximately 520
crew for the entire fleet. The Northern shrimp fishery also provides indirect employment
for goods and service providers that support harvesting, processing and distributional
activities.

17
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ᒪᓂᔨᒍᑎ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᓕᒃ:
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑎᓂᒃ:

ᐊᖏᕐᓂᒥᒃ: X

ᑲᒪᒍᑎ: ᐊᖏᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᕐᑑᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᒪᒍᑎᖓᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᕐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐳᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓄᒃ (ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑐᑦ
2017-ᒥ)
ᓄᓇᖕᖑᐊᖅ:

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖃᕐᓯᒪᓂᖓ
2017-ᒥ ᐃᓚᐅᕐᑑᑎᒌᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᐅᑎ (IFMP)
ᐱᑦᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐳᑎᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᓂ (SFA-ᓂ) 0,
1, 4-7, ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᓄᐃᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓐᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂ
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ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ (NAFO) ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᐅᑎᖓᓂ 3M (ᐃᒫᒃ, “ᑖᒃᑯᐊ IFMP’)
ᓱᑌᔭᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᕈᑎᖃᕐᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᑕᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᓴᒥᒃ ᐃᓂᓪᓚᑎᕈᑎᒥᒃ
ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ 2007-ᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ IFMP ᐊᓪᓚᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᓄᐃᑦᓯᒍᑕᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᑦᓴᓯᐊᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕕᑭᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᑎᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ
ᐃᓗᕐᖁᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᓗᓯᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖃᕐᓯᒪᒍᑎᓂᒃ, ᓇᔪᕐᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐱᐅᓕᓐᓂᐊᒐᕐᓂᒃ,
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᑖᕐᐸᓕᐊᒍᓯᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓴᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕐᑕᐅᓲᓂᒃ (ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ
ᖁᐳᑎᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕐᓓᑦ ᑕᕐᕋᒥᐅᑌᑦ). ᓱᓕᒋᐊᓪᓚᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ IFMP ᐅᖄᒻᒥᔪᑦ
ᓄᐃᑕᔪᑐᖃᕐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓕᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ ᐋᕐᕿᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓪᓕᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᐃᓘᓐᓈᓄᑦ ᑕᕐᕋᒥ
ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᒧᑦ ᖃᓗᓯᑦᓱᓂ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᓂᒃ (SFA) 0, 1, 4 – 7, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᓪᓗᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᓂᐃᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂ (EAZ-ᒥ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ WAZ-ᒥ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᑦ).
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᖓᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ (NSA) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓯᐊᖃᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᖁᑎᖃᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᕐᐸᓕᐊᒍᑎᓂᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᑉᐱᒍᓱᓪᓗᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ IFMP
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖕᖏᒪᑕ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑎᓂᒃ, ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖕᖏᒪᑕᓗ ᓇᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ
ᐋᕐᕿᑕᐅᒍᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓱᕐᕃᒐᔭᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᓕᒫᒥᒃ ᐊᒡᒍᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᒥᒃ,
ᐊᓐᓂᑐᕐᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑯᒻᒪᓲᑎᓕᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥ ᓇᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᓂᒥ, ᖃᓗᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒡᒍᑎᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ NSA ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᐊᖃᑎᖓᓂ.
ᐊᑦᑐᐊᒥᔪᖅ, ᓄᑖᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ 2017-ᒥ IFMP-ᓄᑦ ᐅᖄᔪᓕᒃ ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ
ᑭᓪᓕᖃᕐᑎᓯᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᕙᓯᒻᒥ ᐋᕐᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᔪᔪᓂᒃ 2013-ᒥ
ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᓯᐅᕐᓂᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓱᑎᒃ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑏᑦ
ᐃᓂᐅᑉ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᑐᓵᒍᑎᖏᑦᑕ
ᐊᓪᓚᓯᒪᕕᖓᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ: https://www.nwmb.com/en/public-hearings-ameetings/public-hearings-1/2012-1/shrimp-hearing-on-proposed-sfa-2-3-a4-changes-18/proposal-for-nwmb-decision-and-supporting-evidenc
2007-ᓂᑌᑦ IFMP ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐱᑦᔪᔨᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᓄᑦ ᒪᑐᖕᖔᕕᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ
(http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/peches-fisheries/ifmp-gmp/shrimpcrevette/shrimp-crevette-2007-eng.htm). ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ, 2017-ᓂᑌᑦ IFMP
ᓯᖏᑦᓯᓛᕐᑐᑦ 2007-ᓂᑕᕐᓂᒃ. ᑌᒪᖕᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᐆᒪᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐋᕐᕿᓯᒣᓐᓇᓚᖓᔪᑦ
ᓱᓕᒋᐊᓪᓚᒃ ᓄᑕᐅᓯᓕᕐᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᖕᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᑏᑦ
ᓄᑕᐅᓯᓕᑎᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᒐᓚᑎᒃ ᖃᓗᔭᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ IFMP ᐊᓪᓚᒪᕆᖏᑦ ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᕈᑎᖃᕐᐸᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓱᑌᔭᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᕈᑎᐊᐲᑦ
ᓄᐊᓯᒪᓕᕐᐸᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᕐᑎᒍᑦ. ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᑦᔨᐅᖏᓕᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᖓᕗᑦ ᒪᑭᑕᐅᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᖃᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ 3-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2.5-ᒥ ᐃᓛᒃᑯᑦ),
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᑯᓓᓐᓂᓴᒥᒃ ᓄᑕᐅᓯᓕᑎᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᐃᑕᑦᓯᒍᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ
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ᖃᒻᒥᓂᑕᐅᓂᕐᐹᓂᒃ ᒪᑭᑕᐅᑎᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᕐᑏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᑐᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎ:
ᓄᑕᐅᓯᓕᑎᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2017-ᒥ IFMP ᐃᒣᒻᒪᑕ:
 ᐅᖃᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᑎᕆᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᒐᓂ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᒐᕐᒥ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐃᑦᓯᒪᑕ ᑐᑭᑖᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᕐᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᑌᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᓄᐃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᑖᕐᐸᓕᐊᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ;
 ᓱᕐᕃᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᐅᓕᒫᒥᒃ ᓄᐃᑕᔪᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᕐᕈᓯᕐᒥᒃ /
ᐋᕐᕿᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᓇᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ SFA-ᓂ 0, 1, 4 – 6
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ EAZ-ᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ WAZ-ᒥ, ᖃᓗᓗᒋᑦ ᑌᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ NSA ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓂᑖᓂ;
 ᓄᐃᑦᓯᒋᐊᖕᖏᒪᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒍᑕᐅᖕᖏᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᒍᑏᑦ ᐋᕐᕿᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
 ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓱᓇᒥᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᓯᐅᕐᓂᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᕕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ
ᑯᒻᒪᓲᑎᓕᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᐃᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᖁᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑎᓗᒍ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓭᔭᕈᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ,
ᑌᒣᓕᖓᒻᒪᑦ NMWB-ᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐋᕐᕿᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 2017-ᓂᑕᕐᓂᒃ IFMP-ᓂᒃ
ᐆᒪᖏᓐᓇᓕᒫᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᐅᓚᖓᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐅᕐᓯᐅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 2007-ᓂᑕᕐᓄᑦ IFMP-ᓄᑦ
2018/19-ᒥ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᓇᐅᑉ ᐱᒋᐊᖕᖓᓂᖓᓂ.
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: ᐆᒪᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ,
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᐱᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂ ᑳᓇᑕᒥ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ:
ᓄᕕᒻᐱᕆ, 2017
ᒪᓕᑦᑎᖏᑦ (3):




ᐅᖃᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᑎᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᖏᑦ (ᐅᖃᕕᒎᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ)
ᐃᓱᒪᑦᓴᓯᐅᕐᓂᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᑭᓪᓕᑎᕆᓂᖅ (ᐅᖃᕕᒎᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ)
ᐊᓪᓚᒋᐊᖕᖓᐅᑏᑦ 2017-ᑕᕐᓂᒃ IFMP-ᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ (SFA-ᓄᑦ) 0, 1, 4-7,
ᓯᕿᓂᐅᑉ ᓄᐃᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᐱᕝᕕᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂ
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᕐᔪᐊᖓᑕ (NAFO) ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᐅᑎᖓᓄᑦ 3M
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ᓴᑦᕿᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦᑯ’ᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ
ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥ
ᐆᒧᖓ
ᒥᒃᓵ’ᓄᑦ:

_____

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ:

ᐱ’ᓗᒍ: ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᓴᐳ’ᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱ’ᓗᒋᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ:
ᔫᓂ 2016-ᒥ, ᒐᕙᒪᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᓗᐊ’ᒪᑕ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓕᖓᔪᒥᒃ
ᓴᓇᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃ’ᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᖁ’ᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐃ’ᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒃ
ᓴᐳ’ᔨᑦᔪᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏ’ᓂᒃ (MCT-ᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ), ᐃᓚᒋ’ᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ
ᓴᐳ’ᔭᐅᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏ’ᓂᒡᓗ (MPA-ᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ). ᓴᐳ’ᔭᐅᕕᑦ ᑕᓴᑉᑯᐊᑦ ᐱᑦᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᓴᐳ’ᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᒡᓗ ᐳᐃᔩᓂᒡᓗ, ᓴᐳ’ᔨᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ
ᐃᑭᒡᓕᕙᓪᓛᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋ’ᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊ’ᔨᒋᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊ’ᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᖅᑕᖃᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋ’ᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕ’ᓇᐃᑦᑐᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᖃᖅᑳᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳ’ᔭᐅᕕᐅᔪᒥᓇᖅᑑᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒃ (AOI-ᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ)
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ.
1) ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᐳ’ᔭᐅᕕᐅᔪᒥᓇᖅᑑᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓵ’ᓄᑦ:
• ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᒌᕋᓗᐊᕋᑉᓯ, AOI-ᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖅᐸᒃᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒡᓗ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓴᐳ’ᔭᐅᕕᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ 9-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ AOI-ᓂᒃ (ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ) ᐱᑦᔪᑎᖃᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᒋᐊᒃᓴᐃᑕ MPA ᓴᐳ’ᔭᐅᕕᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐃ’ᓂ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᕋᓛᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᓈᒻᒪᓇᐅᑎᓚᐃᕋᓗᐊ’ᒪᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓕᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ AOI-ᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥ.
• ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏ’ᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏ’ᓂᒡᓗ ᑐᔪᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦᑯ’ᓄᑦ, ᐅᐃᒍᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂᓗ ᐃᓚᒋ’ᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓵᖅᑐᑦ
ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ.
• ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᔨᓂ ᓴᓇᔨᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᑉᑲᐃ’ᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᖡ’ᓗᑎᒃ
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᓗ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒡᔪᐊᖅᑎ’ᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᖡᔪᒫ’ᒥᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᖃᑎᒪᓕᖅᑎ’ᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥ.
• ᐅᖃᖃᖅᑲᖅᐸᖕᓂᐊ’ᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᓰ’ᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎ’ᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳ’ᔭᐅᕕᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ
MPA-ᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
2) ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳ’ᔨᑦᔪᑎᖃᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏ’ᓂᒃ MCT ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
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•

•
•

•

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᒌᕋᓗᐊᖅᕋᑉᓯᑦᑕᐅᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓴᐳᑦᔭᐅᕕᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ MCT ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐊ’ᔨᒋᙱᑕᐃᑦ AOI ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᐸᓪᓗ’ᒪᑕ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᑦᔭᐅᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓱᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ, ᒐᕙᒪᕐᔪᐊᑦᑯ’ᓂ
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓰ’ᓂᒃ ᑲᒪ’ᒪᑕ.
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᑦᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓪᓗ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᒐᕙᒫᓗ, ᒐᕙᒪᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓪᓗ.
ᒪᑦᕈᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᓯᕙᔭᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᒻᒪᕆᒃᖢᑎᒃ
(ᓯᑉᑎᐱᕆ 6-7-ᒥ, 2017) ᑖᑉᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑦᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᒃᐹᓪᓕᕋᓱᐊᕋᓗᐊ’ᒪᑕ
ᐃᖕᒥ’ᓄ’ᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖑᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏ’ᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᓯᑉᑎᐱᕆᒥ ᖃᑎᒪᑎ’ᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦᑯ’ᓂᑦ ᐊᑕᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ
ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖃᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᓴᓇᔨᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑕᐅᑕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ
ᒥᒃᓵ’ᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖃᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᖅ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓇ’ᖓᑦ: ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑕᕆᐅᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᕝᕕᒃ
ᐅᑉᓗᐊ’ᓂ:
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 27, 2017
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ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ
ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓐ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2017

ᐆᒧᖓ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑦ: X
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᔅᓴᖅ:

ᐊᖅᑭᒋᐋᕈᑦ:
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ

ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ:

ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᒻᒥ:
1. ᑐᒑᓖᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ:
 ᒥᓂᔅᑐᕆᔭᖓᑦ ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᕕᓈᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓂᒻᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ ᓅᑕᔅᓴᐅᑉ−ᑰᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕕᓐᖓᒃᑯᑖᑦ
ᓅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖓ II ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᕈᖅᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒐᔅᓴᓕᒫᓄᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᐊᓂ.
 ᒥᓂᔅᑐᕆᔭᖓᑦ ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᓯᒪᒋᕗᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᔅᓴᖏᓄᑦ
ᑭᒡᓕᐊᑕ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓄᑦ; ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑑᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᒥᑦ
ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᑕ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐊᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᔅᓴᖏᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᒡᓕᐊᑕ
ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒋᔭᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᑉᐱᐊᔾᔫᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐋᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖓᑕ
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓂᑯᑦ 2016−ᒥ
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ.
 ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 2016 ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐄᓴᐅᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᒐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᓱᓕ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓇᒃᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ.
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐳᐃᔨᖏᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑕ (NMMPRC) ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 28 − ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 1,
2017−ᒥ. ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓇᓱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑎᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᓂᒃ
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖓᓄᑦ 2 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ NMMPRC ᐃᓱᓕᓕᕈᓂ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2018.
2. ᐊᐃᕕᑦ:
 ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ 18−ᓂᒃ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓰᑦ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓄᑦ 2017 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᑕ. ᓴᓪᓕᖅ (11 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ), ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ (2
ᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ) ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ (4 ᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ (1 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ).
 ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᕈᖅᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒐᔅᓴᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓ (IFMP) ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕕᖏᓄᑦ
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᔪᓂ 2016 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᔭᖓ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑐᒧᑦ
ᑕᖅᑭᐊᒍᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2016.
 ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒋᔭᖏᑦ, ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ
ᑐᓴᕆᐊᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖓᒍᑦ 2017.
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᔪᖃᕋᓂ, ᑖᓐᓇᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔭᓕᒃ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᖢᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.
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ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᖅ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᑎᒍᑦ
ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᖁᓪᓗᒍ. ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 2016 ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖅᑮᓂᕕᓂᖏᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ
ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᓂᒃ:
 ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᔪᖅ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᓖᑦ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᓲᓪᓗ, ᓄᓇᓐᖑᐊᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᕋᓱᒃᖢᒍ;
 “ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᖓ” ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐆᒧᖓ “ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᖓ”;
 ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᓂᑯᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᕈᑎᖓ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
 ᐅᐃᒍᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᐅᓲᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᑕ
ᓇᐄᓴᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

3. ᑎᓄᔾᔭᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᕕᐊᑕ ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᖏᑦ:


ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒋᑦ 38 ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᓐᓇᖅᑑᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ



ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᔅᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᖅᑯᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐴᑲᑕᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥᒃ
ᓂᕿᔅᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᖏᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᑉᐸᕈᑕᖏᓄᑦ
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓯᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᓄᔾᔭᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ

4. ᐊᕝᕖᑦ:
 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓈᕆᔭᕆᐊᓕᓪᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᑐᐋᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᒐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕝᕕᕋᓱᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2017.
 ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐳᐃᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᓂᒃ ᓴᓪᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᑭᒻᒥᕈᒻᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᕝᕕᒐᓱᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᖢᒋᑦ; ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓄᓇᓖᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕝᕕᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑑᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᔪᒥᒃ.
 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑰᕈᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕝᕕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᒃᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ
ᐅᒃᑐᐳᕆᐅᑉ ᐱᒋᐊᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᖢᓂ. ᓱᓕ ᓄᑖᒥᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᔅᓴᖓᓐᓂᒃ
ᑭᖑᕝᕕᐅᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᓇᑎᒃ.
 ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓂᕈᐊᒐᔅᓴᖃᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᒃᑲᓐᔅᓴᐅᑉ,
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᕆᓂᒻᒥᓪᓗ
ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᔅᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑎᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᐸᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ.

5. ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ:
 ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕝᕕᖓ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐄᓴᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᓄᑦ, ᐊᐃᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒑᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᖁᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔪᓪᓗ)
ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᒻᒪᑕ ᓴᖅᑮᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
 ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᖃᓐᓂᖏᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓲᓪᓗ ᓯᓗᕕᓂᖅ ᑎᔾᔭᕿᑦᑐᖅ, ᓯᒃᑯᔾᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ
 ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᖅ ᓱᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ
ᐱᖁᔭᖓᑦ, ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕋᓛᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᐊᒍᑦ. ᐊᒃᓱᕈᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓯᒪᕗᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓲᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᕇᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓵᖃᓐᓂᒻᒥᓪᓗ.
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ᐃᖃᓗᑦ:
1. ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒍᓯᑦ
 ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒍ 16,508 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᐊᓂ
 ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒍ 51,100 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᐊᓂ
2. ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᖅ:


ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᖅ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᑖᖅᖢᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 28, 2017−ᒥ.



ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᖓ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑖᓄᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᖃᖅᑎᒋᓂᐊᑕ



ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓄᑦ 2017 ᓇᐄᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᔅᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᓗ
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᓇᐄᓴᐅᑎᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓪᓗ.



ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᓇᐄᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑕᕆᐅᖑᔫᓐᓄᑦ; ᑐᐊᐸᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ
ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᔅᓴᖁᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔪᑦ.

ᑲᓛᖠᑦ ᓇᑖᓐᓇᖏᑦ (ᖃᓕᕋᓖᑦ):
3. ᑎᓄᔾᔭᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᒐᓱᓐᓂᖅ
 ᓯᑯᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑎᓄᔾᔭᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐊᑕ ᐃᓄᖓᓄᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ
ᑎᓄᔾᔭᐅᑉ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᔾᔪᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᐃᔭ II−ᒧᑦ.
 ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ 50.605 ᒪᑐᕆᒃ ᑕᓐᓯᑦ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᕕᓂᖓ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅ 500
ᒪᑐᕆᒃ ᑕᓐᓯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᑭᒡᓕᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᓐᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᐊᓄᑦ.
 ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒍ 9,109 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕝᕕᐊᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᓚᑦᑎᐊᕙᒻᒥ. ᓯᓚᕈᔫᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᓚᒃᖢᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᖏᑕ
ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᓂᒃ.
4. ᐃᒪᕕᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓃᑦ:


ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒍ 6687.30 ᒪᑐᕆᒃ ᑕᓐᓯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ NAFO ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓂ 0A



ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒍ 3007.84 ᒪᑐᕆᒃ ᑕᓐᓯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ NAFO ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓂ 0B



ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒍ 860 ᒪᑐᕆᒃ ᑕᓐᓯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪᐅᑉ NAFO ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᓂ 0B ᐱᖅᑳᕋᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑐᑦ



ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐅᑕᖅᑭᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓯᖏᐊᖅᑕᓄᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐸᐃᑉᐹᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᒥ
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᓇᐄᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓄᑦ 2017



ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑑᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑎᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖃᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓐᓂᖏᑕ 1000 ᑭᓗᒑᕐᒧᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᐃᖅᑲᒻᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᓂᐅᑯᑖᓕᖏᓄᑦ
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ NAFO ᐊᒡᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᑕ 0B
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ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᖏᑦ:





ᓄᓇᕘᑉ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᖓᓱᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓵᖓᒍᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᑕ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ:
ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒍ 784.33 ᒪᑐᕆᒃ ᑕᓐᓯᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑑᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖅ
ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒍ 915.641 ᒪᑐᕆᒃ ᑕᓐᓯᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑑᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖅ
ᑲᑎᓕᒫᖅᖢᒍ 418.295 ᒪᑐᕆᒃ ᑕᓐᓯᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᒐᓱᕝᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓ ᓇᐄᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 1

ᐸᓐᓇᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:

ᕿᑎᕋᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᓪᓗ − ᐃᒪᒻᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᐅᒃᑐᐱᕆ 26, 2017
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Atlantic Walrus (Odobenus rosmarus rosmarus)
in the Nunavut Settlement Area
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Foreword
The purpose of this Integrated Fisheries Management Plan (IFMP) is to identify the
objectives and requirements for the Atlantic walrus (Odobenus rosmarus rosmarus)
fishery in the Nunavut Settlement Area, and the management measures that will be used
to achieve these objectives. This document also serves to communicate the basic
information on the fishery and its management to Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO)
staff, legislated co-management boards, Hunters and Trappers Associations (HTOs),
Regional Wildlife Boards (RWOs), Inuit, communities and other stakeholders. This
IFMP provides a common understanding of the basic “rules” for the sustainable
management of the fisheries resource.
This IFMP is not a legally binding instrument which can form the basis of a legal
challenge. The IFMP can be modified at any time and does not fetter the Minister
of Fisheries and Oceans’ discretionary powers set out in the Fisheries Act. The
Minister can, for reasons of conservation or for any other valid reasons, modify any
provision of the IFMP in accordance with the powers granted pursuant to the
Fisheries Act, and subject to the relevant terms of the Nunavut Agreement.
Where DFO is responsible for implementing obligations for any land claims agreements,
the IFMP will be implemented in a manner consistent with these obligations. In the event
that an IFMP is inconsistent with obligations under land claims agreements, the
provisions of the land claims agreements will prevail to the extent of the inconsistency.

Dale Nicholson, A/Regional Director General, Central and Arctic Region
Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Date

Daniel Shewchuk, A/Chairperson, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board

Date
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1.

Overview

The following is an Integrated Fisheries Management Plan (IFMP) that will be used to provide
direction in the management of Atlantic walrus (Odobenus rosmarus rosmarus) stocks in the
Nunavut Settlement Area (NSA). Walrus in the Areas of Equal Use and Occupancy, as set out in
Schedule 40-1 of the Nunavut Agreement (NA), will continue to be managed under applicable
Acts, Regulations and land claims agreements, and are currently excluded from the management
structure identified within this IFMP.
This IFMP was developed and will be implemented by the Government of Canada and comanagement organizations through an adaptive co-management process. Working Groups
comprised of Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTO) from Arctic Bay, Grise Fiord, Hall
Beach, Igloolik, Pond Inlet and Resolute, Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB), Nunavut
Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI), the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) and the
Department of Fisheries & Oceans (DFO) were formed to lead the development of the IFMP.
The Working Groups have been instrumental in the development of the IFMP.
1.1

History

The walrus is one of the largest members of the seal family with two subspecies recognised.
Pacific walrus inhabit the Bering, Chukchi, and Laptev seas. Atlantic walrus inhabit coastal
areas of north-eastern Canada, Greenland and Svalbard (NAMMCO 2004).
Walrus have been harvested by Arctic indigenous peoples for thousands of years, providing
valuable products such as blubber, bones, tusks and meat. The commercial harvesting of walrus
in the 19th and 20th centuries resulted in a rapid decrease of walrus across their Arctic ranges,
including the extirpation of the Northwest Atlantic population. By 1928, commercial harvesting
of walrus was banned in Canada by the Walrus Protection Regulations. Currently walrus in the
NSA are managed under the Marine Mammal Regulations, the Fisheries Act and the NA.
Walrus are a key species in the Arctic marine food web, are of high economic, social and cultural
importance for Inuit, and are iconic to Canadians since they are so easily identified with the
Arctic environment.
1.2

Type of Fishery and Participants

Atlantic walrus are primarily harvested by Inuit, and are highly valued as a traditional source of
food and other products. The Inuit hunt provides an opportunity to maintain cultural traditions
and for experienced hunters to pass on their skills and knowledge to younger generations. Walrus
products also provide a secondary source of income for hunters. Walrus ivory is either sold raw,
or carved into fine art pieces such as jewelry or sculptures. Some communities engage in a smallscale sport hunt conducted by non-Inuit hunters.
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1.3

Location of the Fishery

Atlantic walrus are found across most of Nunavut, with the majority of harvests occurring in
eastern Nunavut (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Map of the eastern Canadian Arctic, showing locations mentioned in the text.
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1.4

Governance

The walrus fishery in the NSA is co-managed by DFO, the NWMB, RWOs and HTOs, in
accordance with the Nunavut Agreement (NA or Agreement), and the Fisheries Act and its
regulations. Under this co-management regime, the NWMB is the main instrument of wildlife
management in the NSA, but the Minister retains authority and ultimate responsibility for
wildlife management and conservation of fish, including marine mammals.
Fisheries Act, regulations, and policies
The walrus fishery is regulated by the Fisheries Act (R.S., 1985, c. F-14) and regulations made
pursuant to it, including the Fishery (General) Regulations and the Marine Mammal Regulations.
Where there is an inconsistency between the regulations and the Agreement, the Agreement shall
prevail to the extent of the inconsistency.
DFO has adopted a Sustainable Fisheries Framework for all Canadian fisheries to ensure that
objectives for long-term sustainability, economic prosperity, and improved governance for
Canadian fisheries are met. The Sustainable Fisheries Framework contains policies for adopting
an ecosystem based approach to fisheries management, including A Fishery Decision-Making
Framework Incorporating the Precautionary Approach, and Managing Impacts of Fishing on
Benthic Habitat, Communities and Species. This policy framework applies to the walrus fishery
in the Nunavut Settlement Area.
These documents are available on the Internet at:
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/reports-rapports/regs/sff-cpd/overview-cadre-eng.htm
Nunavut Agreement
In 1993, Canada settled a comprehensive land claim agreement with the Inuit of the NSA. The
NA created priority access and wildlife harvesting rights for Inuit and other Aboriginal groups
who traditionally harvested within the NSA.
The NA also created an Institution of Public Government, the NWMB, to share decision making
authority with the Federal Government. The NWMB and DFO Minister consider matters relating
to the proper management and control of fisheries and the conservation of fish within the NSA.
Under this co-management regime, the NWMB is the main instrument of wildlife management,
but the Minister retains ultimate responsibility for wildlife management and may accept, reject or
vary decisions made by the NWMB with respect to harvesting and other decisions related to the
management and protection of wildlife and wildlife habitat.
The NA establishes wildlife management authority for the NWMB including the establishment,
modification, and removal of levels of Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) or harvesting in the NSA,
as well as Non-Quota Limitations (NQLs) on harvesting such as management units and
harvesting seasons. Once a total allowable harvest has been established, the NWMB is also
required to strike a Basic Needs Level (BNL), which is the portion of the TAH allocated to Inuit
that constitutes the first demand on the TAH. Once established for a stock or population, the
TAH replaces the existing regulatory quota.
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The NL establishes wildlife management authority for RWOs and HTOs. The powers and
functions of the RWOs (NA 5.7.6) include:

Regulation of harvesting practices and techniques among the members of HTOs in the
region, including the use of non-quota limitations.

Allocation and enforcement of regional basic needs levels and adjusted basic needs levels
among HTOs in the region.
Assignment to any person or body other than an HTO, with or without valuable

consideration and conditions, of any portion of regional basic needs levels and adjusted
basic needs levels.

Generally, the management of harvesting among the members of HTOs in the region.
The powers and functions of the HTOs (NA 5.7.3) include:
Regulation of harvesting practices and techniques among the members, including the use of

non-quota limitations.

Allocation and enforcement of community basic needs levels and adjusted basic needs
levels among members.
Assignment to non-members, with or without valuable consideration and conditions, of any

portion of community basic needs levels and adjusted basic needs levels.

Generally, the management of harvesting among the members.
The NA establishes authority to Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI) as the primary
Designated Inuit Organizations (DIO) under the Agreement. It is responsible for ensuring that
Inuit rights and obligations under the land claim are implemented, including the wildlife
management provisions (Article 5) of the NA.
Under the NA, wildlife management and Inuit harvesting are guided by the principles of
conservation (NA s.5.1.5).
The Nunavut Agreement is available on the internet at:
https://www.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/eng/1100100030601/1100100030602
1.5

Fishery Characteristics

In Nunavut, Atlantic walrus are harvested year round. Inuit hunters use a combination of modern
equipment, such as snowmobiles, boats with outboard motors, and rifles, as well as traditional
sleds, harpoons and floats. Typically, walrus are hunted from boats when they are on ice floes or
while they are swimming in open water. In most cases walrus are shot first and then harpooned.
Hunters prefer to kill walrus on ice where they are easier to retrieve and process. Animals on the
ice are shot from close range with the intention of killing them immediately before they can fall
into the water. Loss rates can be high when walrus are killed in deep water because they sink
quickly (NAMMCO 2004, COSEWIC 2006). To reduce losses, animals in the water may be
harpooned before they are shot, wounded so they can be harpooned before being killed, or killed
in shallow water where they can be retrieved with grappling hooks or at low tide (NAMMCO
2004, COSEWIC 2006). Harpooning a walrus is dangerous, since animals must be approached to
within 10m and wounded walrus become very aggressive and can capsize canoes or small boats
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(COSEWIC 2006). Floats made from seal skin are still heavily used, although hunters are finding
that modern floats are more durable.
Some communities conduct walrus sport hunts. Individuals hunting under the authority of a
marine mammal fishing licence issued by DFO must travel with local guides approved by the
HTO. The licence stipulates when and where the hunt is authorized to take place, by whom, their
country of origin, quotas, gear type to be used, as well as any specific conditions related to the
hunt, such as the reporting of all hunts to the local DFO office, firearm muzzle velocity
requirements, and the total number of strikes allowed. Individual HTOs may also have local bylaws. Licenced sport hunters report harvest information directly to DFO. See section 6 and
Appendix 3 for more information on walrus sport hunts.
Table 1. Primary Harvesting Communities of Atlantic Walrus in the Eastern Canadian Arctic

Population

Stock

Nunavut
Harvesting
Communities

High Arctic

Baffin Bay

Grise Fiord

West Jones
Sound
Penny StraitLancaster Sound

Grise Fiord

Foxe Basin
(northern and
central Foxe
Basin stocks)

Central Arctic
Hudson BayDavis Strait

Unknown

South and East
Hudson Bay

Nunavik
Harvesting
Communities

Greenland
Harvesting
Communities
Qaanaaq
Avanersuaq

Resolute Bay
Arctic Bay
Pond Inlet
Igloolik
Hall Beach
Clyde River
Qikiqtarjuaq
Iqaluit
Pangnirtung
Arviat
Cape Dorset
Chesterfield Inlet
Coral Harbour
Kimmirut
Rankin Inlet
Repulse Bay
Whale Cove
Sanikiluaq

Puvirnituq
Akulivik
Ivujivik
Salluit
Kangiqsualujjuaq
Kuujjuaq
Tasiujaq
Aupaluk
Kangirsuk
Quaqtaq
Kangiqsujuaq

Sisimiut

Inukjuak
Kuujjuarapik
Umiujaq

(COSEWIC 2006, Stewart 2008a)
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1.6

Approval Process

This IFMP has been approved by the Minister of DFO and the NWMB pursuant to section 5.2.34
of the NA. It will be reviewed and amended as necessary in collaboration with co-management
organizations to ensure it remains relevant and current with new science, Traditional Ecological
Knowledge and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit.
This IFMP will be translated to Inuktitut and made available from DFO.

2.

Stock Assessment, Science and Traditional Knowledge

2.1

Biological Synopsis

The walrus is Canada's largest member of the seal family. It is a large animal with limbs that
have developed into flippers, upper canine teeth that develop into long tusks (ivory) at about 2
years of age, and a moustache made of quill-like whiskers. Males and females are about 125 cm
long at birth. As adults, males are significantly larger than females (Garlich-Miller & Stewart
1998). Adult males reach up to 1,100 kg in weight and 3.1 m in length and females can reach 800
kg and 2.8 m in length. Walrus can live to 40 years of age, and are considered to be long-lived
animals. As walrus have a delayed sexual maturation, fairly low reproductive rates and
specialized habitat requirements, they are vulnerable to over-harvesting and sensitive to
environmental changes (COSEWIC 2006).
Mating occurs from February to April. Little is known about their reproduction because they
mate in the water and in remote areas. Males mature between 7 and 13 years of age and compete
intensely for females, defending access to them for up to five days. Females mature between 5
and 10 years of age and give birth on average every three years. Gestation lasts about 11 months
and the young nurse for up to 27 months. Expectant mothers move onto land or ice to give birth.
Protective care by mothers and the herd assures high calf survival (DFO 2007).
2.2

Ecosystem Interactions

The habitat requirements of the Atlantic walrus are very specific. They need large areas of
shallow (100 m or less), open water that support an abundant clam community. In addition, there
must be ice or land nearby to ‘haul out’. Moving pack ice is ideal for this purpose; however, in
the summer and fall if ice is scarce, large herds congregate and haul out on low, rocky shores
with steep subtidal zones. In areas of deeper water without plentiful clams, some walrus will
consume seals. These walrus tend to be more aggressive, and are usually solitary or found in
smaller groups. Although some hauled out groups of walrus may contain animals of all ages and
both sexes, walrus tend to segregate by age and sex during most of the year. It is thought that
females and their young return to certain sites more faithfully than do adult males (DFO 2007).
Following harvesting by humans, polar bears are thought to be the main predators of walrus,
though it is believed they take few animals.
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The full effects of climate change on Atlantic walrus are unknown. However, potential effects of
a warming climate may include, but are not limited to:
 A reduction in winter and summer ice cover
 A rise in sea level
 An increase in sediment transport
 An increase in the frequency and severity of storms
 An increase in the presence of killer whales in the Arctic.
These may all be important factors for walrus, potentially impacting food supply and/or quality,
ecosystem interactions, affecting their ability to access food and appropriate haulout sites,
thereby influencing their health, distribution and abundance. These affects could also impact
hunters’ ability to access walrus.
2.3

Traditional Ecological Knowledge

Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) of walrus throughout Canada’s Arctic is extensive.
Each community has hunters and elders that have knowledge in areas of distribution, seasonality,
migration, birthing areas and haulout sites. Inuit have observed changes with respect to impacts
from climate change, past and present disturbances and development/exploration. When shared,
this information is considered with scientific knowledge to provide a more robust understanding
of walrus distribution, movements and environmental interactions. TEK has also been used in
assisting with the delineation of stocks and is used in the design of surveys by DFO Science to
estimate population abundance. TEK is used with scientific data and observations to contribute
to management decisions, as well as to identify information gaps, areas of uncertainty, and to set
research priorities.
TEK has been recorded on unpublished maps, in meetings minutes, documented in a number of
different published papers (DFO 2002a, DFO 2012a, NCRI 2014), and through consultations
with experienced hunters and community elders.
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) consists of TEK, as well as Inuit beliefs about how the world
works, and the values necessary to behave in an ethical manner in human interactions with the
animals and the environment. The collaborative approach to developing this IFMP for walrus
that includes representatives from HTOs and other co-management organizations has assisted in
the inclusion of IQ, such as decision-making through consensus, working together for a common
cause, and respect and care for the land, environment and animals (NWMB). This IFMP will
allow for the continued inclusion of IQ, TEK and science as it becomes available.
2.4

Stock Delineation

Two populations of walrus have been identified in Canada based on analysis of microsatellite
DNA (Shafer et al. 2013): the high Arctic population (comprised of the West Jones Sound,
Baffin Bay and Penny Strait-Lancaster Sound stocks) and the central Arctic population
(including the north and central Foxe Basin stocks and the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait stocks).
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There are a number of factors used in delineating stocks, including ecological factors that
determine distribution of walrus (ice cover, polynyas, shallow banks with suitable habitat,
migration routes and availability of haulout sites), historical and current distribution, seasonal
movements, age and sex composition, catch levels, composition of catches and hunting loss,
hunter observations, harvest sites, survey observations, genetic information, satellite tagging
data, heavy metal/ organochlorine data, lead isotope ratios and trace elements (Stewart 2008b).
Based on consultations with local communities, stock reassessment by the North Atlantic Marine
Mammal Commission (NAMMCO) (2011), and Stewart (2008a), six stocks or management
units of Atlantic walrus have been identified for management purposes in the NSA (Figure 2).
These include:
 Baffin Bay- Management Unit AW-01 (shared with Greenland);
 West Jones Sound- Management Unit AW-02;
 Penny Strait-Lancaster Sound- Management Unit AW-03;
 Foxe Basin- Management Unit AW-04;
 Hudson Bay- Davis Strait- Management Unit AW-05 (shared with Nunavik and Greenland);
 South and East Hudson Bay- Management Unit AW-06 (shared with Nunavik).
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Figure 2. Location of Atlantic walrus management units in the eastern Canadian Arctic and the
Nunavut Settlement Area.
Note: This version of the IFMP does not apply to the Areas of Equal Use and Occupancy as set out in
Schedule 40-1 of the Nunavut Agreement.
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2.5

Precautionary Approach

A precautionary approach to fisheries management links harvest level recommendations with
stock assessment data. Lower harvest levels are recommended when stock assessments are
uncertain to avoid serious harm to fish or marine mammal stocks or their ecosystem. A lack of
stock assessment data should not be used as a reason to postpone, or fail to take, management
actions. This approach is widely accepted as an essential part of sustainable fisheries
management.
In accordance with the Fisheries Act and the NA, the best available information guides walrus
management decisions made on behalf of the NWMB and the Minister. A management decision
to restrict Inuit harvesting shall do so only to the extent necessary to affect a valid conservation
purpose; to give effect to the allocation system outlined in the NA; or to provide for public health
or public safety (NA s. 5.3.3).
The amount of information available for resource management varies among species and
populations. For those species where information on abundance, mortality and reproductive rates
may be limited, DFO uses the Potential Biological Removal (PBR) method to estimate the
maximum number of animals that may be removed by all human activities without depleting the
stock or population (DFO 2012b). This total amount of removals accounted for using PBR would
include removals of harvested animals, animals shot at, but not harvested (called struck and lost),
as well as losses to ship strikes, net entanglements and any other human activities. The PBR is
calculated using a number of biological parameters (Stewart 2008b, Stewart and Hamilton 2013).
In calculating sustainable harvest levels, PBR results are multiplied by a Loss Rate (LR) to
obtain Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC) values. Loss rates represent all indirect human
caused mortalities (struck and lost, ship strikes, net entanglements). At this time, only struck and
lost rates are considered in the estimate of TALC; however, this may change if more information
becomes available.
TALC = PBR (1- LR)
Struck and lost rates are incomplete for walrus and can vary with season, weather, location,
hunter experience, hunting technique/equipment, and animal behavior. In Canada, struck and lost
rates have been documented to range between 30% and 32% (Orr et. al 1986), although some
hunters believe the rates to be as low as 5% (DFO 2002a). Inuit harvesters have noted that loss
rates will vary depending on when and how the walrus is harvested. NAMMCO applies a struck
and lost rate of 30% for those stocks lacking specific loss rate information (2006).
2.6

Stock Assessment and Trends

Most indicators of trends in stock size are based on distributional changes, differences in
physical conditions of the animal, and harvest data. Whenever there is a local decrease in
numbers, it may be that the animals have moved to another area, but until increases in other parts
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of the range have been clearly documented, the possibility of a reduction in numbers should be
considered.
Walrus are widely distributed in the eastern Canadian Arctic, and are most often found in
aggregations, or groups, numbering from the tens, to thousands. In order to estimate walrus
numbers, aerial surveys are conducted of walrus haulouts. Walrus haulouts are identified based
on a number of factors including information from past surveys, existing scientific information,
and local traditional knowledge. Data from satellite tags active during surveys are used to adjust
the haulout counts to account for animals at sea, and therefore missed by the survey. If no active
tags are in the survey area at the time of the survey, data from other walrus studies are used to
estimate the numbers of walrus at sea, and determine an abundance estimate. Although aerial
surveys combined with satellite telemetry are the standard methods used to estimate abundance
of walrus populations across their range, new approaches, such as genetic capture-markrecapture methods, should be investigated.
The most recent science advisory report on walrus abundance estimates can be found at:
ENGLISH: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2013/2013_034-eng.pdf;
and: http://waves-vagues.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/Library/365442.pdf
INUKTITUT: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2013/2013_034inu.pdf; and http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csas-sccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2016/2016_007-inu.pdf
Baffin Bay (BB) - Management Unit AW-01

In Canada, the Baffin Bay stock extends from eastern Jones Sound to eastern Ellesmere Island
and NW Greenland (Stewart 2008a). Analysis of aerial surveys conducted by DFO and
Greenland Institute of Natural Resources in 1999, 2005, and 2009 resulted in population
abundance estimates ranging from 1,249 to 1,251 and PBR estimates to range from 10 to 11
walrus (DFO 2013, Stewart et al. 2013a, Stewart and Hamilton 2013). See Figure 2.
West Jones Sound (WJS) - Management Unit AW-02

This stock is separated from the Baffin Bay stock by seasonal distribution and tag movements
(Stewart 2008a). Aerial surveys by DFO were conducted between 1998 and 2009, resulting in an
abundance estimate ranging from 470 to 503, and PBR estimates ranging from 7 to 17 animals
(DFO 2013, Stewart et al. 2013b, Stewart and Hamilton 2013). There was no statistically
significant evidence of population change between these surveys and the late 1970s, but there
were differences in coverage and walrus distribution may have changed. See Figure 2.
Penny Strait- Lancaster Sound (PS/LS) - Management Unit AW-03

This stock is separated from the Baffin Bay stock by isotope data, and from the West Jones
Sound stock by distribution and tag movements (Stewart 2008a). Aerial surveys were conducted
between 1998 and 2008 and resulted in an abundance estimate of 727 walrus in 2009 and PBR
estimates ranging from 10 to 24 animals (DFO 2013, Stewart et al. 2013b, Stewart and Hamilton
2013). There was no statistically significant evidence of a trend in population numbers when the
recent surveys were compared to similar surveys in the late 1970s, although differences in
coverage and possible changes in walrus distribution may influence comparisons. See Figure 2.
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Foxe Basin (FB) - Management Unit AW-04
Stewart (2008b) delineated the Foxe Basin stock into 2 units: northern Foxe Basin stock and
central Foxe Basin stock. In Foxe Basin, the two stocks share an overwintering area and breed as
a single unit, but they may occupy different areas in the summer and may be susceptible to
different hunting pressures. Lead isotope ratios and trace element profiles from teeth suggest two
different stocks, and since isotope ratios are a reflection of the migratory patterns of the animals,
they are useful in discriminating management units. Although there is evidence to delineate two
stocks in the Foxe Basin area, currently there is not enough information (science or TEK) to
visually or geographically separate the stocks within the larger Foxe Basin area. Therefore, until
additional information is available to further partition this stock, the management of walrus will
continue to occur at the larger Foxe Basin management unit. See Figure 2.
Analysis of surveys conducted in 2010 and 2011 resulted in a range of abundance estimates of
8,153-13,452 and PBR estimates ranging from 211-422 walrus (DFO 2016, Stewart et al. 2013c,
Stewart and Hamilton 2013).
Changes in the distribution of walrus within Foxe Basin have been documented by local hunters
and researchers, with many haulouts being abandoned on the west coast (Mansfield 1966, Brody
1976, Anderson and Garlich-Miller 1994, DFO 2002a). This may suggest declines in numbers of
walrus, habitat availability, or both. Local Inuit have noted that ice conditions have changed in
Foxe Basin resulting in a reduction of multiyear ice that walrus use for hauling out on.
Hudson Bay-Davis Strait (HBDS)- Management Unit AW-05

Walrus from the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait (HBDS) stock have been distinguished from the other
five stocks based on distances, movements, differences in growth patterns, as well as differences
in genetics, contaminants, and lead isotope ratios (DFO 2002b, COSEWIC 2006, Stewart
2008a). A comprehensive, systematic survey over the entire geographic area has not occurred for
this stock. Currently, due to the limited amount of data over the stock’s full range, it is not
possible to determine the size or trend of this stock. See Figure 2.
South and East Hudson Bay (SEHB- Management Unit AW-06

The South and East Hudson Bay walrus stock was originally delineated by Born et al. (1995) on
the basis of distribution, but since then, lead isotope data has provided stronger evidence that
supports the differentiation between this stock and the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait stock (Stewart
2008a). A complete or comprehensive survey of this stock has not been conducted. Based on a
few walrus sightings in a large geographical area over a long period of time, Richard and
Campbell (1988) and Born et al. (1995) estimated the population size to be a minimum of 410
and 500 animals, respectively (COSEWIC 2006). Currently, due to the limited amount of data, it
is not possible to determine the size or trend of this stock. See Figure 2.
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Table 2. Abundance Estimates and Potential Biological Removal Levels (PBR) for Atlantic Walrus in the
Eastern Canadian Arctic

Population

Stock/Management Unit
Abundance Estimates
Baffin Bay (BB)/ AW-01
1249-1251
West Jones Sound (WJS)/ AW470-503
High Arctic
02
Penny Strait- Lancaster Sound
623-831
(PS-LS)/ AW-03
Foxe Basin/ AW-04
8,153-13,452
Central Arctic Hudson Bay-Davis Strait/ AWNo recent estimate.
05
Unknown
South and East Hudson Bay/
No recent estimate.
AW-06
(Stewart and Hamilton 2013, DFO 2013, DFO 2016)

PBR
10-11
8-17
12-24
211-422
-----

PBR represents the total number of animals that can be removed from all human activities while
allowing the stock or population to maintain or achieve its optimal sustainable level.
2.7

Research

The following research is required:
 Determine abundance estimates for Hudson Bay-Davis Strait and South and East Hudson
Bay stocks;
 Apply new methods to determine walrus abundance, such as genetic capture-mark-recapture;
 Continue to research genetic diversity and stock discrimination;
 Continue to investigate and assess potential threats resulting from human activities (e.g.,
shipping routes, noise disturbance, tourism);
 Determine the extent of exchange between shared Canada/Greenland stocks;
 Determine changes in habitat availability (pack ice and food); and
 Continue to investigate distribution and abundance of stocks.

3.

Social, Cultural and Economic Importance of the Fishery

For centuries, walrus have been used by Inuit as a traditional food source and for supplying
important materials for day to day living. Walrus meat is eaten in raw, cooked or fermented
(igunak) forms by Inuit. Molluscs found in walrus stomachs are considered a delicacy in some
Inuit communities (Whitford 2008). Some communities now obtain their walrus meat and tusks
from hunters in other communities rather than conduct their own hunts (DFO 2012a).
Historically, walrus products provided materials for numerous necessities required for arctic
living such as bones used for carvings, tent poles, and walking sticks, tusks/ ivory used to
construct harpoons, toggles, handles, and handicrafts, sinews used for sewing thread, and skin for
tents and ropes. The tusk and baculum (penis bone) are valuable economic commodities and
provide important sources of cash income, particularly, for the hunting communities. Ivory from
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walrus is commonly used for carvings and crafts and is sold both inside and outside the NSA.
Although not as much trade occurs with walrus products as some other arctic species,
international and domestic trade does still occur, mostly via exporters in southern Canada.
International export of walrus products includes carved and un-carved tusks, bones, teeth,
skeletons and skulls. International markets for Canadian walrus products include France, India,
China, Japan, Korea, Singapore, United States and Australia (Shadbolt et. al 2014).
The walrus sport hunt in some communities can provide a major source of cash income through
the hiring of local guides, and sport hunters purchasing various goods and services (food, crafts,
and accommodations). Sport hunters are permitted to keep the tusks, baculum and head of the
walrus, but the meat remains within the community for community use.
Hunting walrus, especially at traditional summer hunting camps, helps foster interdependence
both within and between communities, provides opportunities to share knowledge between
generations and community members and strengthens kinship ties and community cohesion.
These cultural values are difficult to measure in economic terms but are very important to help
maintain the Inuit way of life. The walrus hunt itself, as well as the sharing of the products of the
hunt, continues to be of great social, cultural and economic significance to Inuit and the
economic value of the meat and the ivory is substantial (COSEWIC 2006).

4.

Management Issues

IFMPs are required to cover all aspects of a fishery, in particular, those areas that are related to
the sustainability of the target species, ecosystem considerations and monitoring. The following
represent the main management issues for the Atlantic walrus in the NSA.
4.1

Fisheries Issues

Abundance Estimates
While recent estimates are available for four of the six walrus stocks or management units,
abundance estimates are still required for the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait stock and the South and
East Hudson Bay stock. Funding for surveys will be needed to obtain abundance estimates and
recommend sustainable harvest levels.
Sustainable Harvest Levels
It is important to ensure the conservation of walrus and that the harvesting of walrus is
sustainable. There is growing national and international pressure to demonstrate that walrus are
being harvested at sustainable levels. This will require the establishment of sustainable harvest
levels for all stocks.
Struck and Lost Rates
Accurate struck and lost rates are important for understanding the impacts of hunting and to
maximize sustainable harvest levels. Struck and lost rates vary or are incomplete in the NSA.
Determining appropriate struck and lost rates are required in order to estimate sustainable harvest
levels.
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Hunter Training/ Reducing Loss Rates
Training for harvesters and youth has been identified as an important component for the
sustainable management of the walrus fishery. This would include training on the best harvesting
techniques, when and where to harvest, hunter safety, preparation and preservation of meat, and
how to minimize struck and lost rates. HTOs may develop plans or best management practices
that set out practical measures for community hunters to reduce the number of struck and lost
walrus while harvesting.
Monitoring and Reporting
Once a TAH/BNL is established for walrus, a method to control removals will be required to
ensure walrus harvesting remains within regulated harvest levels.
Timely, accurate reporting of walrus harvesting is essential. Without complete and accurate
estimates of local harvesting activity, co-managers must exercise caution when recommending
harvest limits so that vital, healthy walrus populations/stocks that are capable of sustaining
harvesting needs of Inuit can be maintained. The timeliness of the reporting allows managers to
assess the harvest as limits are approached.
Sport Hunt
There is a need for all HTOs that pursue sport hunt opportunities to develop by-laws or
guidelines that would identify the community rules or best management practices for the sport
hunt.
Ship Traffic/Development/Tourism
There are a number of potential impacts and threats to walrus and walrus habitat resulting from
increased development and shipping activities. These could include increased oil spills, ship
strikes, disruption of migration, avoidance of ecologically or biologically important areas (e.g.
birthing, mating or feeding areas), noise disturbance and the introduction of alien or invasive
species through activities such as ballast water exchange. Tourism is increasing in the Arctic and
concern with increased disturbance to important walrus areas (e.g. haulouts) has been expressed.
4.2

Oceans and Habitat Considerations

Under the Health of the Oceans Initiative, Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas
(EBSAs) in the Eastern Arctic were identified (DFO 2011). Experts from Canadian federal
departments, academics, Inuit organizations and various environmental non-government
organizations having expertise in a number of different areas were involved. EBSAs are intended
to identify areas that have high ecological or biological significance and are useful in assisting
with management decisions.
The EBSAs were evaluated based on set criteria for marine biogeographic regions. Of the 41
EBSAs identified in the Eastern Arctic, 14 included walrus as a component contributing to the
EBSA criteria. The ecological functions identified as being important for walrus included known
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distribution, presence of haulouts, migration corridors, presence of polynyas, calving areas and
feeding grounds.
4.3

National and International Issues

Food Safety
Outbreaks of trichinosis have been reported in Nunavut over the years, most commonly from
consuming meat that has been infected with a parasitic worm called Trichinella nativa, which
lives inside the bodies of walrus and some other birds and mammals. The Government of
Nunavut’s department of health has responsibilities around food safety within the Nunavut
Settlement Area and have established programs to test walrus meat for the parasite that causes
the disease. Harvesters are asked to contact their HTO or a Government of Nunavut
Environmental Health Officer for additional information on the Nunavut Trichinosis Prevention
Program.
COSEWIC and SARA
COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) is an independent
committee of government and non-government experts that assesses and designates the status of
wildlife species that may be in some danger of disappearing from Canada. COSEWIC uses a
process based on science, Aboriginal Traditional Knowledge and community knowledge to
assess the risk of extinction for wildlife species. Wildlife species that have been designated at
risk by COSEWIC may then qualify for legal protection and recovery or management under the
Species at Risk Act (SARA).
The Species at Risk Act is a federal Act that was created to prevent Canadian species and their
distinct populations from becoming extirpated or extinct, to provide for the recovery of
Extirpated, Endangered or Threatened species, and to encourage the management of Special
Concern species to prevent them from becoming further at risk. In the case of species listed as
Special Concern, a management plan must be created which outlines the actions required to help
prevent the species from becoming further at risk. For Extirpated, Endangered and Threatened
species, a Recovery Strategy and Action Plan are developed which outline exactly what will be
done to help recover the species to a larger, “pre-harm” population size. For Extirpated,
Endangered and Threatened species, SARA also provides legal protection of their critical
habitats and prevents any harm to the species, except under certain circumstances.
In 2006, COSEWIC designated Atlantic walrus as a species of Special Concern. However, the
species is scheduled to be reassessed by COSEWIC and while the ‘special concern’ designation
for a single population of Atlantic walrus could remain, it could be replaced with a higher
designation of risk or multiple populations with multiple at risk designations. Once assessed by
COSEWIC the Government of Canada will follow an established process to determine whether
or not to recommend listing the species under the Species at Risk Act. This process includes
biological, social and economic assessments of possible listing scenarios, as well as consultation
with co-management organizations, stakeholders and interested individuals.
This IFMP could help inform any SARA-compliant documents that would be required if walrus
was added to the List of Wildlife Species at Risk on SARA.
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CITES
The Atlantic walrus is listed on Appendix III of the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species (CITES). As such, anyone wishing to export walrus parts or derivatives
from Canada must obtain an export permit from the Canadian CITES administration. A nondetriment finding (indicating that levels of export are not detrimental to the survival of the
species in the wild) is not required for species on Appendix III of CITES.
In 2009 and 2012 the United States considered submitting a proposal to up-list walrus to
Appendix II of CITES based on the lack of information around the management of the species
(e.g. sustainable harvest levels) and population species information (e.g. population abundance
estimates). If listed on Appendix II of CITES, a non-detrimental finding (NDF) decision from the
DFO Scientific Authority would be required to obtain a CITES Export/Re-export permit to
export walrus products internationally.
Shared Stocks: Nunavik
Harvesting of the Hudson Bay-Davis Strait and South and East Hudson Bay stocks occurs in
both the Nunavut Settlement Area and Nunavik Marine Region. As there are no population
abundance estimates for these two stocks, the existing regulatory regime and quotas identified in
the Fisheries Act and the Marine Mammal Regulations, and provisions in the Nunavut
Agreement and the Nunavik Inuit Land Claims Agreement would continue to apply.
Shared Stocks: Greenland
Some stocks of Atlantic walrus inhabit and are harvested in both Canadian and Greenland
waters. As such, it is important that discussions on management and sustainable harvesting occur
between the two countries.
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5.

Objectives

A number of objectives were established for the walrus fishery. Long term objectives guide the
management of the fishery and may be categorized as stock conservation, ecosystem, shared
stewardship and social, cultural and economic objectives. Each long term objective is supported
by one or more short term objectives. Various co-management organizations may take the lead in
developing specific actions to address certain objectives.
Table 3. Long and Short-Term Objectives for the Walrus Fishery in the Nunavut Settlement Area

Objectives
Long-term:
Stock Conservation
Maintain vital, healthy walrus stocks and
populations through sustainable use and
effective fishery management consistent with
the wildlife harvesting and management
provisions under the Nunavut Agreement.

Short-term:








Take a precautionary approach to fishery
decisions for walrus stocks or populations.

Ecosystem
Protection of walrus habitat.



Given uncertainties related to walrus
stocks, take a precautionary approach to
establishing TAHs and BNLs for each
walrus stock or population.



Continue to identify and document
traditional ecological knowledge of
important walrus habitats.
Investigate and assess threats resulting
from human activities (e.g. shipping
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Improve knowledge of Atlantic walrus
biology, abundance and distribution.
Conduct surveys of remaining walrus
stocks to obtain abundance estimates.
Use local knowledge/TEK/IQ in aerial
survey designs and use local community
members in conducting the surveys
Develop training materials for Inuit
harvesters to maximize harvest and
minimize losses.
Develop communication materials to
inform elders, harvesters and community
members on research methods, activities
and results.
Develop/enhance monitoring program to
reduce struck and lost, including an
assessment of harvesting methods and
equipment, and collection of data on rates
of struck and loss.

18



Shared Stewardship
Promote collaboration, participatory decisionmaking and shared responsibilities with
resource users, co-management organizations
and other stakeholders.







Social, Cultural and Economic
Promote traditional Inuit harvesting
techniques and practices within communities.
Promote and maintain vital, healthy, walrus
populations capable of sustaining harvesting
needs.






Maintain access to international markets for
the export of walrus products.




Compliance
Support effective fisheries management
through a defined compliance program.
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routes, sonar, noise disturbance, and
tourism).
Support research into the effects of
invasive species on walrus and walrus
habitat.
Conduct IFMP evaluations with walrus
working groups.
Develop sport hunt guidelines.
Develop appropriate guidelines for
activities that could negatively affect
walrus Once TAH/BNLs are established
for walrus stocks, co-management
organizations to implement the shared
responsibilities in accordance with land
claims agreements, the Fisheries Act¸ and
its regulations.
Develop and/or participate in more
formalized discussions with Greenland on
the management of shared stocks.
Develop and/or enhance training programs
for inexperienced hunters.
Increase awareness of the importance of
walrus to public, communities, and
stakeholders.
Include IQ in all policies and program
development.
Promote territorial health programs aimed
at food safety.
Demonstrate harvest levels and practices
are sustainable.
IFMP in place.
Conduct a risk assessment of compliance
issues.
Develop a variety of compliance activities
and tools to address the identified risks.
Support Communities in the development
of by-laws related to walrus or activities
that may affect walrus.
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6.

Access and Allocation

Upon ratification of the NA in 1993, all existing restrictions or quotas on the amount of wildlife
that could be harvested within the NSA were retained and deemed to have been established by
the NWMB.
6.1

Where a Total Allowable Harvest has not been established

Unless a TAH has been established, an individual Inuk may harvest up to four (4) walrus in a
year without a licence (MMR s. 6(1) (c)), except where community quotas exist (MMR s.26).
Annual quotas have been set for the communities of Coral Harbour (60), Sanikiluaq (10), Arctic
Bay (10) and Clyde River (20).
6.1.1 Sport Hunt
Marine Mammal Fishing Licences may be issued for non-beneficiaries to participate in walrus
sport hunts (MMR s.4) provided there is support from the local HTO and annual approval from
the NWMB based on its Interim NWMB Sport Hunt Policy. Sport hunters must provide detailed
harvest reporting directly to DFO. The full Walrus Sport Hunt Policy can be found in Appendix
3.
6.1.2 Harvest Reporting
Harvest information is provided by Inuit hunters to the HTOs, which is then relayed to DFO
(MMR s. 17; Fisheries Act s. 61; NA s. 5.7.43). Appendix 1 provides information on annual
quotas and landed catch for communities that have harvested walrus. These numbers are not
corrected for hunting losses. A Fishery Officer will notify the community and HTO when the
quota has been reached and will close the fishery (MMR s. 12, 26).
6.2 Where a Total Allowable Harvest has been established:
The NWMB is in the process of establishing Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) levels and Basic
Needs Levels (BNL) for walrus. In 2013, the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans accepted the
NWMB’s decision to establish the BNL for beluga, narwhal and walrus in the NSA to be equal
to the levels of TAH for those species. Therefore, since the BNL is the first demand on the TAH,
Inuit will always have the right to the entire TAH. RWOs and HTOs are responsible for
allocating this BNL/TAH, as well as regulating harvesting practices and techniques among their
members, including the use of NQLs.
Article 40 of the NA will be considered for other Inuit or aboriginal groups that may demonstrate
traditional use of walrus in the NSA.
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6.2.1 Total Allowable Harvests
Total Allowable Harvest levels have been established for the following stocks:
Table 4. Total Allowable Harvests established for walrus stocks/management units in the eastern Canadian
Arctic

Population

Stock/ Management Unit

Harvesting
Community

TAH

Baffin Bay /AW-01

Grise Fiord

West Jones Sound / AW-02

Grise Fiord

To be
established
To be
established
To be
established

High Arctic
Penny Strait- Lancaster
Sound /AW-03

Community
Harvest
Level

Arctic Bay
Pond Inlet
Resolute
Foxe Basin / AW-04
Hall Beach
To be
Central Arctic
Igloolik
established
*see Figure 2 for a map of Atlantic walrus by stocks and management units.
6.2.2 Allocation of the TAH:
As identified in the NA, the RWOs will be responsible for allocating annual regional BNL,
which in the case of walrus will be the TAH, to their respective community HTOs, regulating
their members and fulfilling other wildlife co-management obligations in accordance with the
NA. The community HTOs will be responsible for allocating and enforcing the community BNL
(community harvest limit) among members, and generally the management of harvesting among
members (see Figure 3).

NA s.5.3.4
Obligations
Outside NSA
SUM Community Harvest Limits = Basic Needs Level

Figure 3. Allocation of the Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) and Basic Needs Level (BNL)

Where a TAH has been established for a walrus management unit, the combined annual
community harvest limits for that management unit shall not exceed the TAH.
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6.2.3 Sport Hunt
An assignment under section 5.7.34 (b) of the NA is used to authorize walrus sport hunts to a
person qualified to harvest walrus under the laws of general application. Under this section, a
person authorized to harvest walrus under a licence may be assigned part or all of a share of the
total allowable harvest by an Inuk, RWO or HTO. Through the assignment provisions, an Inuk,
an HTO or a RWO may assign its share of the TAH to a walrus sport hunt, if so desired, so long
as the established annual total allowable harvest for that particular management unit is not
exceeded.
An assignment under Article 5 of the NA must be evidenced by documentation containing
information on both the assignor, and the assignee. Once the required documentation is received
by DFO, the Minister may issue a Walrus Marine Mammal Fishing Licence (MMR s.4). The full
Walrus Sport Hunt Policy can be found in Appendix 3.
6.2.4 Post-Harvest Walrus Tag
For management units where a TAH has been established.
The Post-Harvest Walrus Tag is an important management tool for RWOs and HTOs to be able
to allocate and account for harvesting among their members. Where a TAH has been established,
DFO will issue Post-Harvest Walrus Tag to the RWO and/or HTOs in the amount equal to the
annual harvest level for the corresponding management unit. Post-Harvest Walrus Tags will be
allocated by the RWO/HTO and will be proof of allocation to a share of one walrus from the
walrus TAH for a particular management unit. This forms part of the walrus management system
in which RWOs and HTOs decide on community allocations, in the form of community harvest
limits.
The Post-Harvest Walrus Tag is not a licence to hunt and will be issued without fee or
administrative charge. A Walrus Harvest Tag system will assist in:
o Evidencing a person’s authority to harvest/possess wildlife appropriate to the
particular Management Unit;
o Regulating the allocation of a share of TAH, including the BNL, as allocated by
the RWO and/or HTO;
o Collecting information in relation to harvesting activities;
o Regulating harvesting activities in relation to sport hunt assignment.
6.2.5 Harvest Reporting and Monitoring
Hunters provide information on their hunts to their HTO. HTOs will provide the information to
the RWO and DFO in a timely manner. A Fishery Officer will notify the community and HTOs
when the harvest level has been reached for a management unit and will close the fishery (MMR
s. 12, 26).


Harvest information must be reported (MMR s. 17; Fisheries Act s. 61; NA s. 5.7.43):
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7.

Management Measures for the Duration of the Plan

The management measures identified in the IFMP outline the controls or rules adopted for the
walrus fishery for the purposes of stock conservation and sustainable management. These
measures are based on the Fisheries Act, the Marine Mammal Regulations and the NA.
The Marine Mammal Regulations (MMR) include provisions related to the hunting, movement,
and sale of walrus products. These provisions include requirements for hunters to hunt a walrus
in a manner that is designed to kill it quickly, to make reasonable efforts to retrieve a killed or
wounded walrus without delay and to have all necessary equipment on hand to retrieve it.
Abandoning, discarding or wasting edible parts of walrus is prohibited.
Domestic movement of walrus products requires a DFO Marine Mammal Transportation
Licence. Indians or Inuit who land walrus in one jurisdiction and are returning to their home in
another jurisdiction are exempted from this requirement. International trade of walrus products
requires a CITES) Export/Re-export Permit.
A full list of the management measures can be found in Appendix 2.

8.

Shared Stewardship Arrangements

The Atlantic walrus IFMP was initiated and developed by the Foxe Basin Walrus Working
Group in 2007 and the High Arctic-Baffin Bay Walrus Working Group in 2009. Participation on
the Working Groups includes representatives from each of the HTOs, the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife
Board (co-chair), NTI and DFO. Staff from the NWMB have attended Working Group meetings
when possible. The Working Groups invite subject-matter experts to provide additional
information in the development of the IFMP as required. This has included representatives from
the mining industry and community elders.
The Walrus Working Groups produced Terms of References to help guide the development of
the IFMP. Meetings have been held in the communities of Resolute, Grise Fiord, Arctic Bay,
Pond Inlet, Hall Beach and Igloolik to obtain the views of elders and community members on
issues related to walrus management, including the identification of fishery issues and long and
short term objectives for the fishery.
There are a number of different ways that the objectives for the fishery may be achieved, such as
the effective implementation of the management measures identified in Appendix 2. Other
measures may be initiated by co-management organizations through the development of by-laws
or guidelines. Once developed, these would be included as an Appendix of the IFMP.
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9.

Compliance Plan

The Conservation and Protection program promotes and maintains compliance with legislation
and regulations implemented to achieve the conservation and sustainable use of Canada’s aquatic
resources, and the protection of species at risk, fish habitat and oceans. Conservation and
Protection works closely with internal partners to evaluate risks to fish and fish habitat to ensure
program delivery meets Departmental objectives.
Fishery Officers monitor fishing and related activities to ensure compliance with the Fisheries
Act and its regulations as well as several other federal statutes. Fishery Officers investigate
violations of these acts and regulations and resolve them by applying various compliance
options.
Regional Compliance Program Delivery
Fishery Officers in the Eastern Arctic Area monitor the Atlantic walrus fishery and the trade of
Atlantic walrus products for compliance with the MMR which are made pursuant to the
Fisheries Act. Conservation and Protection works closely with internal and external partners to
consult on and or resolve compliance issues.
Fishery Officers promote compliance with regulations by working with user groups (e.g. hunters
and buyers) and other stakeholders to better understand the laws. Fishery Officers engage hunters
and people involved in the marine mammal trade industry to provide information that increases
awareness and helps address compliance and conservation concerns in the Atlantic walrus
fishery. Increased education and awareness will help protect the legal market and trade of
Atlantic walrus ivory and parts.
Current Compliance Issues
Specific concerns may arise from: failing to follow conditions of licence for the sport hunt, nonreporting or misreporting of harvest, wastage, illegal harvest or illegal trade and exporting of
Atlantic walrus ivory and or parts. Patrols have been conducted in Atlantic walrus hunting areas
and communities to monitor these concerns.
Compliance Strategy
Conservation and Protection collaborates with internal and external partners to identify and
prioritize compliance issues and works with resource managers to address them.
Fishery Officers focus efforts on:
 compliance with legislation, including sport hunt licence conditions;
 tusk traceability / illegal trade of ivory tusks;
 licence inspections.

Operational Activities include:
 Monitoring of Atlantic walrus sport hunts;
 Education of user groups and stakeholders;
 Inspections of Atlantic walrus products from harvest to export;
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Cross reference of harvest data with trade data;
Liaise with Nunavut Conservation Officers and other territorial or provincial law
enforcement agencies.

Table 5. Compliance Focus and Strategies for Atlantic Walrus in the Nunavut Settlement Area

COMPLIANCE FOCUS
Issue
Regulation
Monitor harvest and enforce MMR: Sections 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 
regulations
11, 13, 15, 17, 25 and 26


Harvest reporting and quota MMR: Sections 6, 12, 17 and 
compliance
26 .

Fishery (General) Regulations:
Sections 6, 7, 9, 11, 15 and 22 
Tusk traceability
MMR: Sections 15 and 16


Strategy
Hunt monitoring
Inspections
Licences
Inspections
Licence cross referencing
and issuance
Variation Orders
Inspections

10. Performance Review
This Atlantic walrus IFMP was developed through an extensive consultative process including
the NWMB, NTI, RWOs, HTOs, walrus hunters and community members. DFO will continue to
consult with these groups throughout the life of this IFMP as circumstances require.
Annual post season review sessions will be conducted with co-management organizations and as
circumstances require. Progress on achieving the short term objectives and effective
implementation of management measures identified in the Plan will be reviewed.
Recommendations to improve management of the walrus fishery will be developed to meet the
long term objectives of maintaining a sustainable walrus fishery.
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Glossary of Terms
Abundance: Number of individuals in a stock or a population.
Basic Needs Level (BNL): Means the level of harvesting by Inuit identified in Sections 5.6.19 to
5.6.25 of the Nunavut Agreement.
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC): Committee of experts
that assess and designate the conservation status of species that may be at risk in Canada.
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES): An international agreement
to ensure that international trade in specimens of wild animals and plants does not
threaten their survival.
Harvest Limit: A maximum number of walrus permitted to be landed by a community or from a
stock/ management unit in a given time period.
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit: Is a body of knowledge and unique cultural insights of Inuit into the
workings of nature, humans and animals.
Marine Mammal Regulations (SOR/93-56): Federal regulations under the Fisheries Act that
govern the management and control of fishing for marine mammals and related activities
in Canada or in Canadian fisheries waters.
Marine Mammal Fishing Licence: Licence required to fish for marine mammals under the
Marine Mammal Regulations (s. 5).
Marine Mammal Transport Licence (MMTL): Licence required for transport of marine mammal
parts and products from one province (or territory) to another.
Non-quota Limitation (NQL): Means a limitation of any kind, except a total allowable harvest,
and may include a limitation on season of harvest, sex of wildlife, size of wildlife, age of
wildlife or method of harvest.
Population: A reproductively isolated group of animals, sharing a habitat.
Potential Biological Removal (PBR): A statistical method currently used by DFO Science to
provide recommendations on sustainable harvest levels.
Precautionary Approach (PA): Applying caution to management actions when scientific
knowledge is uncertain and not relying on the absence of adequate scientific information
as a reason to postpone action to avoid serious harm to wildlife stocks or their
ecosystems.
Quota: The number of walrus that can be harvested by a community, as set out in Column 1,
Section 26, or by an individual, as per Section 6. (1)(c) of the Marine Mammal
Regulations.
Species at Risk Act (SARA): The Canadian Act to prevent wildlife species from becoming
extinct and secure the necessary actions for their protection and recovery in Canada.
Stock: Refers to a resource management unit. For walrus, it refers to a geographically segregated
group of animals that are subject to hunting.
Total Allowable Harvest (TAH): For a stock or population this means an amount of wildlife able
to be lawfully harvested as established by the NWMB pursuant to Sections 5.6.16 to
5.6.18 of the NA.
Total Allowable Landed Catch (TALC): A sustainable harvest level recommendation for a stock
or population developed by applying an estimate of harvest loss rates as a correction
factor in the PBR calculation.
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Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK): A cumulative body of knowledge handed down
through generations by cultural transmission, about the relationship of living beings
(including humans) with one another and with their environment. Inuit hold traditional
knowledge on walrus.
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Appendix 1. Landed Catch (Subsistence Harvest and Licenced Sport Hunts) of Walrus in Nunavut 2000-2016
Quota ¥
Area of Harvest (Stock Settle- Individual
and Management Unit) ment
Hudson Bay- Davis Strait (AW-05)
Clyde River
20
Qikiqtarjuaq
4
Pangnirtung
4
Iqaluit
4
Kimmirut
4
Chesterfeild In.
4
Cape Dorset
4
Coral Harbour
60
Repulse Bay
4
Arviat
4
Rankin Inlet
4
Whale Cove
4
TOTALS
Total Reported Harvest (Sp + Sb)

2000/01

2001/02

2002/03

2003/04

2004/05

2005/06

2006/07

2007/08

2008/09

2009/10

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

Sp

Sb

------0
0
----0

0
0
15
19
0
4
46
1
1
1
7
0
94
94

-0
----1
2
----3

1
1
19
7
0
NR
10
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
38
41

------0
2
0
---2

0
33
9
1
4
NR
5
28
20
3
12
1
116
118

------------0

0
1
15
1
7
4
1
10
NR
5
2
NR
46
46

----0
-0
-----0

2
0
NR
NR
4
3
NR
NR
3
NR
2
NR
14
14

-0
----0
2
----2

NR
NR
NR
10
6
3
6
15
6
1
3
NR
50
52

-NR
--NR
-NR
3
----3

1
9
15
9
2
0
25
15
6
0
13
0
95
98

-------NR
----0

0
6
NR
11
NR
2
NR
4
12
0
6
0
41
41

-------4
--NR
-4

NR
NR
10
NR
NR
0
NR
NR
NR
NR
3
NR
13
17

--0
----9
----9

NR
NR
NR
14
NR
NR
NR
6
4
NR
6
NR
30
39

-------8
-0
--8

NR
6
NR
14
7
NR
1
NR
NR
0
2
0
30
38

-------4
----4

0
5
NA
14
0
7
2
7
0
0
4
0
39
43

------0
3
----3

0
10
7
19
1
4
0
12
5
0
6
0
64
67

------0
7
----7

0
0
0
6
0
0
0
15
0
0
0
0
21
28

------0
7
----7

0
0
4
1
2
15
0
15
0
0
0
0
37
44

-------7

3
7
NR
11
2
9
0
20
12
0
15
0
79
86

Baffin Bay (AW-01) and West Jones Sound (AW-02)
Grise Fiord
4
-4
TOTALS
0
4

-0

2
2

-0

3
3

-0

7
7

-0

5
5

-0

2
2

-0

5
5

-0

4
4

NR
0

NR
0

-0

7
7

-0

2
2

-0

4
4

-0

NR
0

-0

0
0

-0

16
16

Penny Strait - Lancaster Sound (AW-03)
Arctic Bay
10
Resolute Bay
4
Pond Inlet
4
TOTALS
Foxe Basin (AW-04)
Hall Beach
Igloolik
TOTALS
Total Reported Harvest (Sp + Sb)

4
4

Southand East Hudson Bay (AW-05)
Sanikiluaq
10
TOTALS
Kitikmeot Region
Bathurst Inlet
Cambridge Bay
Gjoa Haven
Kugaaruk
Kugluktuk
Taloyoak
Umingmaktok
TOTALS

---0

2
0
5
7

---0

2
NR
3
5

---0

0
1
0
1

---0

0
6
1
7

---0

1
4
0
5

---0

NR
1
1
2

---0

0
0
0
0

---0

1
1
0
2

---0

NR
NR
NR
0

---0

0
2
NR
2

---0

1
3
3
7

-0
-0

0
2
0
2

---0

0
2
NR
2

---0

0
0
0
0

---0

0
1
0
1

1
6
7

87
168
255
262

0
12
12

40
40
80
92

4
10
14

1
NR
1
15

1
14
15

87
97
184
199

NR
10
10

66
NR
66
76

3
12
15

75
100
175
190

4
2
6

100
184
284
290

-NR
0

35
54
89
89

--

33
74
107
107

NR
-0

70
89
159
159

0
-0

75
141
216
216

2
6
8

33
95
128
136

1
4
5

107
107
214
219

10
0
10

NR
NR
0
10

2
0
2

92
9
101
103

-0

1
1

-0

0
0

-0

15
15

-0

3
3

-0

NR
0

-0

NR
0

-0

2
2

-0

NR
0

0
0

-0

2
2

-0

2
2

-0

2
2

-0

3
3

-0

0
0

-0

0
0

NR
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

NR
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

NR
0
0
0
0
0
NR
0

0

-0

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

NU Reported Totals
NU Total Reported Harvest (Sp + Sb)

7

0

1
1

0

0
0
1
1

11
-11

36
NR
36
47

0

1
1

0

NR
0
NR
0
0
0
NR
0

2016/17
Sp

9

9

Sb
0
4
25
10
3
5
2
42
12
1
2
0
106
115

0

0
0

0

0
0
1
1

6
6

110
129
239
245

0

0
0

0

NR
0
NR
3
0
0
NR
3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

7

361
368

15

125
140

16

136
152

15

247
262

10

90
100

17

229
246

9

386
395

0

136
136

4

120
124

9

200
209

8

257
265

12

175
187

8

283
291

17

21
38

9

155
164

18

118
136

15

346
361

17

--

7

--

14

11

0

NR

0

NR

0

NR

0

NR

0

NR

Salluit ~
14
24
~ The Nunavik community of Salluit conducts licensed sport hunts within the Area of Equal Use and Occupancy described in S. 40 of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement.
Salluit's sport hunts are licenced by the Eastern Arctic Area office.

(Legend on following page)
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Legend:

¥
Sp

see Marine Mammal Regulations (SOR/93-56) S. 6 (1)(c ), S. 6 (2)( c ), and S. 26.
Licensed Sport Harvest - a regulated sport hunt is conducted in some Nunavut communities. The NWMB reviews walrus sport hunt applications annually, and transmits its approval
decisions to DFO. Approved sport hunts are conducted under DFO license and landings are reported to the DFO Eastern Arctic Area Office, Iqaluit. In cases where sport hunts were
approved but not conducted, the landings are reported as '0'. 'NR' if information has not yet been received

Sb

Subsistence Harvest - 'NR' indicates the community has not reported its subsistence walrus harvest. DFO compiles information on subsistence walrus harvests by telephone calls to
community Hunters and Trappers Organizations, or the local Government of Nunavut Wildlife Officers.

'-- '

Community does not conduct sport hunts

Notes

Cresswell Bay is associated to Resolute Bay - there used to be hunt camps there
Pangnirtung Subsistence harvest 2001 was originally reported as 19 +/- 1; this value was replaced with the average (19)
Coral Harbour Subsistence harvest 2002 was originally reported as 25-30; this value was replaced with the average (28).
Coral Harbour Subsistence harvest 2009 was originally reported as 5-6; this value was replaced with the average (6).
Qikiqtarjuaq Subsistence harvest 2010 was orginally reported as 5-6; the value was replaced with the average (6).
Hall Beach Subsistence harvest 2010 was orginally reported as 70-80; the value was replaced with average (75).
Qikiqtarjuaq Subsistence harvest 2011 was orginally reported as 4-5; the value was replaced with average (5).
Hall Beach Subsistence harvest 2011 was originally reported as 30-35; the value was replaved with average (33).
Igloolik HTA implemented a two year moratorium on walrus sport hunts and tourism. Decision was made November 30, 2007.
Harvest season runs from April 1 to March 31
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Appendix 2. Overview of Current Management Measures for the Atlantic Walrus Fishery
in the Nunavut Settlement Area
Management Measure
Harvest Levels

Monitoring and Reporting

Licences

Post-Harvest Walrus Tag

Humane Harvesting

Reducing Loss Rates
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Applicable Legislation/ Regulation
 Unless a TAH is in place, an Inuk may, without a
licence, fish for food, social or ceremonial
purposes for four (4) walrus in a year except where
community quotas exist (Coral Harbour (60),
Sanikiluaq (10), Arctic Bay (10) and Clyde River
(20)). (MMR, s. 6 and 26).
 Where a TAH has been established, annual harvest
may not exceed the total allowable harvest level
established for a particular management unit.
 Harvest information must be reported (MMR s. 17;
Fisheries Act s. 61; and the NA s. 5.7.43).
 When the quota or total allowable harvest level is
reached, the community will be notified and the
fishery will be closed (MMR s. 12 and 26).
 The Minister may issue a marine mammal fishing
licence (MMR s. 4).
 The Minister may issue a licence for certain
activities such as for tagging (satellite tracking),
live capture, biopsies (MMR s. 11).
 Where a TAH has been established, DFO will
issue Post-Harvest Walrus Tags to the RWO
and/or HTOs in the amount equal to the annual
harvest level for the corresponding management
unit. These tags will be issued without fee or
administrative charge and are not to be considered
a licence to hunt.
 Hunters shall only kill a walrus in a manner that is
designed to kill it quickly (MMR s. 8).
 No person shall disturb a walrus except when
hunting for walrus (MMR s. 7).
 Hunters must have all necessary equipment on
hand to retrieve a hunted walrus (MMR s. 9).
 Hunters that kill or wound a walrus must make all
reasonable efforts to retrieve it without delay, must
not abandon or discard it, or waste any edible part
of a walrus (MMR s. 10).
 Hunters are to use a rifle or shotgun with the
following restrictions: a) a rifle and non-full metal
jacketed ammunition that produce a muzzle energy
of not less than 1,500 foot pounds; or b) a shotgun
and rifled slugs that produce a muzzle energy of
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not less than 1,500 foot pounds (MMR s. 25).
Sale and Transportation




Habitat/Ecosystem Protection
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A Marine Mammal Transportation Licence is
required to transport walrus or walrus parts from
one province to another (MMR s. 16).
A CITES Export Permit is required to transport
walrus products outside of Canada.
Fisheries Act s. 35: prohibits any person from
carrying on any work, undertaking or activity that
results in serious harm to walrus that are part of a
commercial, recreational or Aboriginal fishery,
unless authorized by the Minister.
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Appendix 3. Walrus Sport Hunt Policy in the Nunavut Settlement Area
A.
Where a Total Allowable Harvest has been established for a walrus stock or
population
Where the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) and the Minister of Fisheries and
Oceans Canada (DFO) establish a total allowable harvest (TAH) for a stock or population of
walrus in the Nunavut Settlement Area (NSA), the assignment provisions of the Nunavut
Agreement (NA) shall be used to assign part or all of the TAH to a walrus sport hunt.
In 2013, the Minister of DFO accepted the NWMB’s decision to establish the basic needs levels
(BNL) for beluga, narwhal and walrus in the NSA to be equal to the levels of total allowable
harvest (TAH) established or modified by the NWMB. As per the NA, Hunters and Trappers
Organizations (HTO) and Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWOs) are responsible for
allocating their community’s and regional TAH to their members and the assignment to nonmembers (e.g. walrus sport hunt) (s. 5.7.3 and 5.7.6).
An assignment under section 5.7.34 (b) of the NA is used to authorize walrus sport hunts to a
person qualified to harvest walrus under the laws of general application, so long as the
established annual total allowable harvest for that particular management unit is not exceeded.
Under sections 5 and 6 of the Marine Mammal Regulations, no person other than an Indian,
Inuk, or beneficiary, may fish for walrus except under the authority of a licence.
If an HTO wishes to assign part or all of a share of their community’s allocation of the TAH for
walrus sport hunting purposes, the following process will be undertaken to obtain a valid Marine
Mammal Fishing Licence prior to engaging in walrus hunting activities:
The HTO will:
1. Complete and submit the Sport Hunt Application package to DFO.
2. Upon receiving the completed documents and payment of fee, the Minister of DFO may
issue a Marine Mammal Fishing Licence for walrus pursuant to section 4(1) of the Marine
Mammal Regulations.
3. All conditions identified on the Marine Mammal Fishing Licence must be followed by the
assignee (sport hunter). The Marine Mammal Regulations (MMR) include provisions related
to the hunting, movement, and sale of walrus products. These provisions include
requirements for hunters to report on harvesting activities, to collect biological samples, to
hunt in a manner that is designed to kill the walrus quickly, to make reasonable efforts to
retrieve a killed or wounded walrus without delay and to have all necessary equipment on
hand to retrieve it. Abandoning, discarding or wasting edible parts of walrus is prohibited.
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4. Any HTO by-laws that are in place governing walrus hunting will also be followed by the
assignee (sport hunter).
5. A DFO Marine Mammal Transportation Licence is required to transport walrus or walrus
parts from one province to another (MMR s. 16(1)). These are free and available from a DFO
Fishery Officer or from the community’s local Conservation Officer.
6. Anyone wishing to export walrus parts or derivatives from Canada must obtain an export
permit from the Canadian CITES administration. These permits can take several weeks to
obtain. For more information, contact the DFO CITES Permitting Officer at: (888) 641-6464.
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B.

Where a TAH has not been established for a walrus stock or population

Each year the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) requests applications (Request to
Conduct Walrus Sport Hunts) from communities and individuals for walrus sport hunts. These
applications are reviewed by the NWMB according to its Interim Policy for Walrus Sport Hunts.
Decisions of the NWMB are forwarded to the Minister of Fisheries & Oceans Canada (DFO). If
approved, and upon payment of fee, the Minister will provide the applicant with a Marine
Mammal Fishing Licence under section 4(1) of the Marine Mammal Regulations. The process is
detailed in the steps below:
1. Request to conduct walrus sport hunt:
Each fall, the NWMB seeks applications from individuals and communities who wish to conduct
walrus sport hunts for the following walrus harvesting season (April 1-March 31). Applicants are
required to submit a completed “Request to Conduct Walrus Sport Hunt” form that includes
information on the hunt plan, outfitter information, a safety plan, and evidence of support from
the local HTO.
2. NWMB review of applications:
The NWMB reviews the Requests to Conduct Walrus Sport Hunts against its Interim Policy for
Walrus Sport Hunts. This Policy seeks to consider conservation concerns, health and safety,
humane harvesting and minimization of waste, and long-term economic, social and cultural
interests of Inuit harvesters, in making sport hunt decisions.
3. NWMB decision to DFO:
Decisions of the NWMB in relation to the walrus sport hunt are forwarded to the Minister of
DFO as per the NA. Additional conditions may be included with the NWMB decision, such as
the assignment of each walrus to a sport hunter is made in writing and that individuals applying
for walrus sport hunts obtain written support from their local HTO.
4. DFO review:
The decisions of the NWMB are forwarded to the Minister of DFO for review. If approved, DFO
will notify successful applicants. Upon receiving the completed “Assignment Document”,
“Hunter Information Sheet”, and payment of fee, the Minister of DFO will issue a Marine
Mammal Fishing Licence for walrus pursuant to section 4(1) of the Marine Mammal
Regulations.
5. Marine Mammal Fishing Licence:
All conditions identified on a Marine Mammal Fishing Licence must be followed. Such
conditions include: when and where the hunt is authorized to take place, by whom, their country
of origin, quotas, gear type to be used, as well as any specific conditions related to the hunt, such
as the reporting of all hunts to the local DFO office, firearm muzzle velocity requirements, the
total number of strikes allowed, as well as biological sampling requirements.
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6. Any HTO by-laws that are in place governing walrus hunting should be followed by the sport
hunter.
7. A DFO Marine Mammal Transportation Licence is required to transport walrus or walrus
parts from one province to another (MMR s. 16(1)). These are free and available from a DFO
Fishery Officer or from a local Conservation Officer.
8.

Anyone wishing to export walrus parts or derivatives from Canada must obtain an export
permit from the Canadian CITES administration. These permits can take several weeks to
obtain. For more information, contact the DFO CITES Permitting Officer at: (888) 641-6464.
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Appendix 4. Geographic coordinates of boundaries for Atlantic walrus stocks within the
Nunavut Settlement Area.

Population

Stock/
Management Unit

x
(Longitude)

y
(Latitude)

-54.24297530150
-54.24297530150
-54.24297530150
-54.24297530150
-54.24297530150
-54.24297530150
-54.24297530150
-54.24297530150
-84.96233489570
-84.96233489570
-84.96233489570
-84.96233489570
-84.96233489570
-84.96233489570
-84.96233489570
-84.96233489570
-73.49375430420
-73.49375430420
-73.49375430420
-73.49375430420
-73.49375430420
-73.49375430420
-73.49375430420
-73.49375430420
-73.49375430420
-73.49375430420
-73.49375430420
-70.57925897140
-70.57925897140
-70.57925897140
-70.57925897140
-70.57925897140
-70.57925897140
-70.57925897140
-70.57925897140
-54.20362912320
-54.20362912320
-54.20362912320

74.03754489970
74.03754489970
74.03754489970
74.03754489970
74.03754489970
74.03754489970
74.03754489970
74.03754489970
75.30730634850
75.30730634850
75.30730634850
75.30730634850
75.30730634850
75.30730634850
75.30730634850
75.30730634850
71.86979037450
71.86979037450
71.86979037450
71.86979037450
71.86979037450
71.86979037450
71.86979037450
71.86979037450
71.86979037450
71.86979037450
71.86979037450
67.49418275430
67.49418275430
67.49418275430
67.49418275430
67.49418275430
67.49418275430
67.49418275430
67.49418275430
71.39690545840
71.39690545840
71.39690545840

Point

Marine waters enclosed by the following coordinates:
High Arctic

Baffin Bay
AW-01

West Jones
Sound
AW-02

Penny Strait –
Lancaster Sound
AW-03

Central Arctic

Foxe Basin
AW-04

Hudson Bay –
Davis Strait
AW-05

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
1
2
3
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Population

Unknown

Stock/
Management Unit

South and East
Hudson Bay
AW-06

Point
4
5
6
7
8
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

x
(Longitude)
-54.20362912320
-54.20362912320
-54.20362912320
-54.20362912320
-54.20362912320
-79.90028974730
-79.90028974730
-79.90028974730
-79.90028974730
-79.90028974730
-79.90028974730
-79.90028974730
-79.90028974730
-79.90028974730
-79.90028974730

y
(Latitude)
71.39690545840
71.39690545840
71.39690545840
71.39690545840
71.39690545840
60.68356082350
60.68356082350
60.68356082350
60.68356082350
60.68356082350
60.68356082350
60.68356082350
60.68356082350
60.68356082350
60.68356082350
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ᓱᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ:
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᖃᐅᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ/ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ.
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᑦᑎᐊᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ, ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎ ᑭᓱᓕᒫᑦ (ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ,
ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ) ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓵᔨᒥᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᑎᒎᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔭᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᔪᒍᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒧᑦ.

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ:
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᐃᕖᑦ
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ
ᐊᐃᕕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᑯᐸᐃᒃᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖅᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᖏᓐᓂ
ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥ, ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᑉᐸᓯᒻᒥ, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑭ
ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᒋᖓᓂ ᓱᓪᓗᐊᓗᒃ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ. ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᑦ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ.
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓘᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ.

ᐊᕐᕖᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐋᒡᒋᓯ 15 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 24, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ
ᒪᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ. ᒪᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᕿᑭᐅᑦᑕᐅᔭᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᐳᑦᑕᖅᑯᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ 40mm ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᖅ ᓄᕗᖓᓂ. ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᒫᓂ ᐃᓄᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ (UAS) DJI Phantom 4. ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ, 108 ᐊᕐᕖᓂᑦ ᒪᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 1014 ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ
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ᓇᑦᑏᑦ
ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᑦᑎᕐᓂᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒥᑦ, ᓴᕖᓐᒥᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓪᓗᐊᑕ
ᐃᒪᖓᓂ. ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᔫᓂ 6 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 11, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᓕᒃᑯᑦ. ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᑉᕌᓂᓕᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ, ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ.

ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ
ᐅᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑉᐱᐊᔪᒻᒥ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᓐᓄ ᓄᖑᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᒡᒌᓯ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᓄᓂᕈᓯᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᑲᑭᐊᑦ ᓄᕗᖓ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ. ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ; ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᓪᓕᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑕᖏᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ. ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒥᑦ (ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ.

ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᔪᓚᐃᒥ ᐋᒡᒌᓯᒥᓗ 2017. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᕐᓯᐅᖅᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ (ᑲᖏᓪᓚᖅ), ᐃᓱᐊᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᓱᐊᓄᖅᐸᓯ ᐃᑭᖓᑕ. ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᔅᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᑦ ᓄᐊ ᒨᓯᓯ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᖃᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᓕᒫᖑᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᐊᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ − ᑖᓐᓇ
ᖃᖓᑕᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐃᓱᐊᑦᑑᑉ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2014−ᒥᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ 2017 ᐃᓚᒋᓕᐅᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᒧᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2018 ᓄᖑᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᒥ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ UAS ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑎ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᐋᒡᒋᓯ 18−ᒥ 2017, 222 ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᒥ ᐃᓄᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᓄᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ (sUAS) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᖃᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓄᑦᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ ᕿᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ,
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅᐊᖏᔫᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᖃᖓᑖᓱᕋᓛᖅ
ᓈᒻᒪᓐᓇᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕋᓛᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᒻᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕈᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᓴᕈᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᓂᑦ UAS.

ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ

EAT ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ
EAT (ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪ Tremblay−ᒥ), ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ! ᐅᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: 20 ᑑᒑᓖᑦ, 31 ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᑦ, ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓇᑦᑏᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 170−ᖑᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ (ᐃᖃᓗᐲᑦ,
ᐆᒐᐃᑦ, ᑲᓇᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓂᖅᑑᑦ). ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ: ᐃᒪᖓ ᓱᑲᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ,
ᐃᒪᖓ ᐆᓇᕐᓂᖓ, ᐃᒪᖓ ᐃᑎᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᕕᒻᒥ ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗ
ᐃᖏᕋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ADCP).
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐊᔾ−ᔨᒋᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ − ᑐᕌᖓᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓛᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒧᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑦᑐᓂ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ,
Ocean Wise, WWF, ᕕᓂᐸᐃᒡᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᒐᖃᕐᕕᒃ, ᓯᓚᑦᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᒃ ᑭᐅᕈᕆ, ᓯᓚᑦᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᕗᐃᓐᓱ, ᔪᐊᒃ
ᓯᓚᑦᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ, UQAR, Golder ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᒫᓐᑐᕆᐊᓪ).
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 40 ᐅᖓᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᔨᓴᕐᕕᒻᒨᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᑦ 15−ᓂᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 20 ᐃᖃᓗᔾᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 30 ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ
ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅ.

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᓪᓚᕆᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦᑲ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓐᖓᐅᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᐃᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᑭᑕᓪᓗᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ) ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ (MSc Theses). ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ
ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ
ᐃᖏᕋᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒪᑭᑕᓪᓗᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᓪᓚᕆᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ
(CMIST)
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ
30−ᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒦᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎ
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᓪᓚᕆᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓛᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒨᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ ᓇᒦᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓕᖓᓂᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓐᖓᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
8−ᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᐅᔪᓂᑦ Bioinvasions.
ᑖᓐᓇ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᖓᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ DNA (eDNA)
ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒨᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᓗ ᓴᕖᓐᓂᑦ ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 2017 ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᑦᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑎᓴᒪᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑐᕐᑦ
ᓇᓗᓴᐃᔭᐃᓪᓗᑎ
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ
ᐃᒥᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ eDNA ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓛᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ CTD ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ
ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍ
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐅᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᑎᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᔅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ eDNA.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᓯᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 2017).
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑐᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᓂᑦ eDNA
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᒃ.
ᑖᓐᓇ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᓪᓚᕆᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐃᑲᒧᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒥ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖅᑐᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᒥ
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᑐᓚᑦᑕᕕᓐᓂᑦ
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᒡᒐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ/ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᖓᕐᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᑦ
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᓪᓚᕿᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᖓ
ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓗᒍ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.
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ᐃᒪᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᐸᓯᒻᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᓐᖓᕐᕕᐅᓗᓂ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ. ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕿᐊᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᐲᑦ
ᐱᔭᕇᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ
ᑳᓐᑐᕌᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑕ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᑖᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐱᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ 2018−ᒥᑦ.
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐱᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ − ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᓂᑦ
200−ᓂ
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ
ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᒥ
ᐊᒻᓴ
ᓵᑐᑦ,
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑖᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑐᐃᑦ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎ
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᑦ.
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥ; ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᑦ
ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ
ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓂᑯᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓂᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ 2018.
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᕐᑕᖅᔪᐊᒥᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᕿᑭᕐᑕᖅᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᑦᑎᕙᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᖅ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ, ᐱᔪᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ.
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑦᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
(ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᕐᖐᓐᓈᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ).
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᓕᕿᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᕐᑕᖅᔪᐊᒥ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ,
ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᓂᐊᑕᕗᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᓃᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2017/18 ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᖃᐃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ.
ᐃᖃᓗᑦ ᑰᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᐱᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ! ᐊᒪᕈᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒌᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ 211
ᐃᖃᓗᐱᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑰᖓᓂ, ᐋᖅᑭᓯᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑐᑎ DIDSON ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐋᒡᒌᓯᒥᑦ
ᒪᔪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑰᖓᓂ (11ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ); ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓗᐊᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓄᑦ (121
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ). ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑏᒃ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓴᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕿᐊᒥᑦ. ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒥ ᐸᕐᓴᐃ;ᑕ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ.
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑲᔪᒥᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᔭᒥ 2017. ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ
ᐋᖅᑭᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᒋᓪᓗ 100%−ᑎᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ 2017−ᒥ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒥᑦᑎᐊᕙᓐᓂ
ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ.
17−ᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ Ferguson Lake ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᕐᐃᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᑎᕋᐃᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᒥᑦᑎᐊᕙᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᓪᓕᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒧᕙᐃᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᖃᓄᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᖃᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒥᑦᑎᐊᕙᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᓯᔪᓂᑦ,
ᓄᐊᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᖑᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᓴᕙᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᖓᓱᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᓂᑦ Ferguson lake ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ. 70−ᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 30 lake
trout ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᓯᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ Ferguson Lake−ᒥ
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ,
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᔅᓱᕈᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᐊᒻᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑲᑎᓐᖓᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐃᒥᑦᑎᐊᕙᓐᓂᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ
ᒪᔪᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔮᖑᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᒌᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕿᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᕿᐅᕐᒦᖔᖅᑐᑎ ᒪᔪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 2013−ᒥᓂᑦ,
ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓛᖑᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕿᐊᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᐱᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᑦ: Z. ᒫᕐᑎᓐ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ, Dr. ᓯᑎᕝ ᕘᒐᓴᓐ, Dr.
ᒥᐅᕆᐋᓐ ᒫᑯᐊᓪ, Dr. ᑰᕆ ᒫᑎᐅᔅ, Dr. ᑭᒻᐳᓕ ᕼᐊᐅᓚᓐ, Dr. ᐹᓪ ᐸᓛᔅᕕᔪᑦ, ᓕᐊᔅ ᕼᐃᐅᕆᔅ ᐊᒻᒪ Dr. R.
ᑖᒪᓐ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᕗᐃᓂᐸᐃᒡ.
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔪᑦ: Dr. ᕌᐳᑦ ᔭᖕ ᐊᒻᒪ Dr. ᓖᐊᓐ ᐴᔅᑦᒪ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᕗᐃᓂᐸᐃᒡ.
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ 17, 2017
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ᑐᓂᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓄᑦ
ᐱᔪᑎᖓ
ᑐᓴᕐᑎᓯᔪᑎᒃ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X

ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᐊ ᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᓯ ᒋ ᐊ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᖁᔭ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

:

ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅ ᑎᒍ ᑦ

ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᓇ ᓐ ᖓᑦ

ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆ ᔭ ᐅ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ ᐅ ᓗ ᕆᐊ ᓇ ᖅ ᑐ ᒦ ᓕ ᓂ ᕋ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᕐ ᒧ ᑦ
ᖃᓄ ᖅ ᐱ ᒋ ᐊ ᖄᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᖕ ᒪ ᖓᑕ



ᐊ ᒃ ᑑ ᐱᕆ

.

:

2016-ᒥ , ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᓕ ᖓᓂ ᖏᓐ

ᓄᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓂᕋ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᓄᑦ
ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᕋ ᓛ ᖏᑦ

ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ

ᓄ ᖑᓕ ᒑ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᕋ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓂ ᒃ ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᓄ ᖓᖔᖅ

- ᓄᓇᕗ ᒻ

ᒥ

- COSEWIC-ᑯ

ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ
ᑦ

ᑐ ᓂᓯ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ
ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᓴ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂ ᖅ ᑎ ᑕ ᕕ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ
ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᑲ ᓇ ᑕ ᐅ ᑉ ᒥ ᓂ ᔅ ᑕ ᖓᓄ ᑦ

ᐊ ᕙ ᑎ ᓕ ᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ

ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑲ ᖓᑦ

ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᒪ ᓕ ᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ
ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅ ᑎ ᒍ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

,ᒫ

ᐃ ᓕᔭ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᒪ ᓕ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

.

ᓐ ᓇᐅ ᔪ ᖅ

ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᓪ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ

ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᒥ ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᐃ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᖏᓗ ᐊ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᐃ ᑦ

ᓄ ᖑᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᕋ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑎ ᑐ ᑦ

COSEWIC-ᑯ

ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅ ᑎᒍ ᑦ

ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᓕ ᒫ ᒥ ᐅ ᒪ ᔪ ᐃ ᑦ

ᐅ ᓗ ᕆᐊ ᓇ ᖅ ᑐ ᒦ ᓂ ᓐ ᖏᓄ ᑦ ᒪ ᓕ ᒐ ᕐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᓐ ᓄᑦ

, ᖃᐅ ᔨ

SARA-ᑯ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᓰ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ

ᑐ ᑭ ᓕᐅ ᕈ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᓄᑦ

. ᑕ ᐃᒃ

ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᓕ ᐅ ᕈ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ ᐅ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᖏᓗ ᐊ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᓱ ᓕ ᐱ ᑕ ᖃᕆ ᐊ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᕆᕗ ᑦ

,ᐊᒃ

ᑐ ᐊ ᕕ ᕐ ᓇ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᒧ ᑦ

ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ

ᐊ ᑦ ᑎ ᖕ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᔪ ᓂᒃ

ᒪ ᓕ ᒐ ᖓᒍ ᑦ

,ᐊᒥ

ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᓰ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ

ᑐ ᖅ ᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᔾ ᔭ ᖏᔅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒡ ᓗ ᒫ ᓐ ᓇ ᐅ ᔪ ᖅ ᐱ ᑕ ᖃᓕ ᐊ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐱ ᒋ ᐊ ᖅ ᑎ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᑦ ᑎ ᖕ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᒧ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᖁᔨ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᓚ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᒥ ᖏᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑎ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒋ ᖏᑦ
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ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᓄᑦ

.

ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊ ᕐ ᕕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ
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ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓂᒃ

ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᓕ ᐅ ᕈ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂ ᒃ ᑎ ᑎ ᕋ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᒥ

ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕ ᖕ ᒥ ᐅ ᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᕋ ᓚ ᓄᑦ

.

ᑯ ᐊ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕈ ᑎ ᒃ ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᐅ ᑉ ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᐃ ᑦ



ᐊ ᑦ ᑎ ᖕ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᔪ ᒦ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

, ᑕ ᐃᔭ

ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᓕ ᐅ ᕈ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᖃᕆᐊ ᖃᓱ ᖑᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᑕ ᒪ ᐃ ᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᓄ ᖑᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᐅ ᓗ ᕆᐊ ᓇ ᖅ ᑐ ᒦ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᓯ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ

GN - Morgan Anderson

ᑦ

ᓴ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂ ᕋ ᒥ ᒃ ᑲ ᓇ ᑕ ᒥ ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᓕ ᖓᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᐅ ᓗ ᕆᐊ ᓇ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ ᓐ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆ ᔭ ᐅ ᓪ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ



.

ᐱᒋ ᐊ ᕈ ᑕ ᐅ ᓕᓚᐅ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆ ᔭ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᒥ ᒃ ᐃ ᓕ ᔭ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᑦ



,

, ᑕ ᐃᑯ ᐊ
, ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᕕᒃ

ᑐᖅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᔅᓯ

ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᓕ ᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ
ᖑᑎ ᓪ ᓗ ᒍ

.ᑲ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᐅᔪ ᑦ

ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖑᔪ ᑦ

ᐊ ᑦ ᑎ ᖕ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᓄᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖃᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᕙ ᖕ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑕ ᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓂ ᖓ,.ᐊ ᑯ ᓐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᔫ ᓐ ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊ ᒐ ᓯ
ᐊ ᐱ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅ ᖁᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒡ ᓗ ᓐ ᓂ ᑦ



2017-

ᑐ ᓂ ᓯ ᖁᔨ ᓂ ᖅ ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆ ᔭ ᐅ ᖁᔭ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᓕ ᖓᖁᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆ ᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᓯ ᖁᔨ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᒪ ᓕ ᒐ ᖅ ᑎ ᒍ ᑦ

ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᐊ ᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᓯ ᖃᕈ ᑎ ᒃ



– 2017 ᑎᓯᐱᕆ

, ᐃᓱ

ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᓕ ᖓᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᒪ ᓘ ᑎ ᖃᕈ ᑎ ᒡ ᓗ ᓐ

,ᐊᒻ
ᓃᑦ ,

ᒪ ᓗ

ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅ ᕈ ᑕ ᐅ ᖁᔭ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ

, ᖃᐃ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᑎ ᑭ ᓪ ᓗ ᒍ ᔫ ᓐ 30, 2017.
ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊ ᕈ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ ᐊ ᑐ ᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᔅ ᓯ
ᑎ ᑐ ᓪ ᓗ ᖃᓪ ᓗ ᓈ ᑎ ᑐ ᓪ ᓗ , ᑐ ᔪ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ ᑎ ᑎ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᕕ ᑯ ᑦ
ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖃᕆ ᑕ ᐅ ᔭ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ ᑎ ᑎ ᖃᖅ ᑖ ᑲ ᐅ ᑎ ᒋ ᕕ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ . ᐃ ᓚ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᒪ ᑯ ᓂ ᖓ: ᑎ ᑎ ᖃᒥ ᒃ ,
ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂ ᒃ ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᓴ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ , ᐊ ᐱ ᖁᑎ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂ ᒡ ᓗ /ᑭ ᐅ ᔭ ᐅ ᕕ ᒃ ᓴ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ
ᑕ ᑕ ᑎ ᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂ ᒃ . ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᓂ ᐊ ᕈ ᑕ ᐅ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ ᐅ ᖄᓚ ᕕ ᐅ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑎ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ
ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒋ ᖏᑦ ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊ ᕕ ᒃ ᑐ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᓕ ᕆᓂ ᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᖏᑦ ᓯ ᑎ ᐱ ᕆ 27, 2017 ᖑᑎ ᓪ ᓗ ᖑ .
ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᓕ ᖓᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᑦ ᑐ ᑭ ᓯ ᓂ ᐊ ᕈ ᑕ ᐅ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ :
ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᕿᑎ ᖅ ᒥ ᐅ ᑦ ᐃ ᓄ ᐃ ᑦ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒋ ᖏᑦ
ᑕ ᓗ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ
, ᐃ ᓄᒃ

ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗ ᑦ

ᑐ ᓐ ᖓᕕ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ

ᑎ ᒥ ᖁᑎ ᖓᑦ

ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᖅ ᑑ ᕐ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ

ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒋ ᖏᑦ ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᖅ ᑑ ᕐ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ
ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒋ ᖏᑦ

ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ
ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒋ ᖏᑦ
ᕿᑭ ᖅ ᑖ ᓗ ᖕ ᒥ ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᓕ ᕆᔨ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᖏᑦ
ᐊᐃᕕᒃ ᑯ ᑦ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ

ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒋ ᖏᑦ
ᕿᑎ ᖅ ᒥ ᐅ ᑦ

ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᐊ ᕕ ᒃ ᑐ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖓᓄ ᑦ

ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᓕ ᕆ ᔨ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᖏᑦ

ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᑦ

ᑰ ᕐ ᑕ ᕿᕿᕈ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ

ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒋ ᖏᑦ

ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᐃ ᖃᓗ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑑ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᑉ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ
ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒋ ᖏᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᓯ ᕋ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗ ᕐ ᒥ ᐅ ᒪ ᔪ ᓕ ᕆᔨ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᑯ ᑦ



ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ

ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓄ ᓇ ᕗ ᒻ ᒥ ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᓕ ᕆᔨ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ
ᐊ ᖏᕈ ᑎ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᓐ ᖏᒻ ᒪ ᖔᑕ ᓗ ᓐ ᓃ ᑦ
ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅ ᕈ ᑎ ᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᒪ ᖓᑕ ᐊ ᖏᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᒪ ᖔᑕ

ᐃ ᓕ ᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅ ᑎᒍ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐅ ᓗ ᕆ ᓇ ᖅ ᑐ ᒦ ᓐ ᓂ ᕋ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᕐ ᒧ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᖏᓗ ᐊ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ
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ᒪ ᓕ ᒐ ᖓᒍ ᑦ

.
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ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᐊᑖᒍ ᑦ

ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᐃ ᑦ

ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᓕ ᒪ ᒥ ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᐃ ᑦ

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᔅᓯ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

– 2017 ᑎᓯᐱᕆ

• ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ:
ᐃᑳᕼᐆᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ −
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᐅᑉ
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖕᖏᓐᓂ
ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕌᓗᐊᑕ
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖕᓂ
ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕌᓗᐊᑕ
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖕᓂ
ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ −
ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ
ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓐᓂ − ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑑᑉ

ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ − ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ: ᐄᒥ ᒑᓐᑕᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔩᑦ, ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867‐669‐4710
2017-ᓄᕕᐱᕆ-03
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ᖃᐅᔨᔭᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓯᑕᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᓃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ 10−ᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐸᕐᒥᒃ
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ 2005−ᒥ, ᓴᕿᐅᒪᔪᖃᖏᑦᑎᐊᓕᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋᔪᓂᒃ 35% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ,
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ 20−ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐸᖑᕗᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᓗ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᒪᖁᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᖅ
ᓯᓚᓗᒃᐸᓕᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᐱᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ,
ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ,
ᓵᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᕙᖕᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓯᑯᐊᓗᐊ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᑕ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᒐᔪᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᕙᖕᓂᖅ.

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᓐ ᓛᑎᓐᑎᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ

Rangifer tarandus pearyi

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒫᒪᒃᑎᑦᑎᓱᑦ

ᖁᒃᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᑉ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᖃᑯᖅᑐᐃᓇᑲᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ, ᑕᖅᓴᖃᓲᖑᒋᕗᑦ
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᑐᓄᐊᒍᑦ

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦᑐᑦ

ᑕᑭᔪᑯᑖᖕᒥᒃ ᓯᐊᕐᓈᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᒥᖁᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓯᐊᕐᓈᖓᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᒥᖁᖃᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᐅᖓᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ.
ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓯᐊᕐᓈᖓᓂᖓ ᑕᑯᔪᑯᑖᖑᓂᖓ
ᑲᔪᕈᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ

ᖃᑯᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖑᔮᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ. ᓇᒡᔪᖏᓂ ᐊᒥᕋᖏᑦ
ᓯᐊᕐᓇᖓᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ, ᑲᔫᒐᑎᒃ ᓱᕐᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓇᓂ

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᕙᕋᓚᖅᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ.

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ
ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑑᓂᖓᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖏᓐᓂ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓱᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ
ᐱᕈᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᒥ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᒪᖁᒐᔪᐃᓐᓂᕐᒥ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᖕᓂ.
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ
13,200−ᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 22,000−ᓂᒃ 1987−ᒥ,
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ 1990 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ
ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᖏᓐᓂ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ
ᓯᑯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ 5,400-ᓂᒃ
ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1996−ᒥ,
ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓐᓂᖅᐹᑦᑎᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 1961−ᒥ. ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖁᒃᑎᒃᑐᒥ, ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ

ᓇᒡᔪᖏᑕᐅᖅ ᓂᕈᑐᑎᒋᕙᖏᓚᑦ ᐊᓯᒥᑎᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
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ᓇᒡᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᖅᓱᓂᒋᑦ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ
ᓯᒡᒍᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᓇᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐳᖅᑐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓂᐊᖁᖓ.

ᑯᑭᖑᐊᓗᖏᑦ

ᓇᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕈᑐᔪᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎᒃ.
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᖕᓄᓪᓗ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ.
ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᒻᒪᕆᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑐᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ
ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑉ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ
1

ᓂᐅᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ
ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᓪᓗ ᓯᓚᑕᓂ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ.
ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᒃ,
ᐆᒪᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ, ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᕗᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑏᓪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᐅᑕᐃᓪᓗ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ.

ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒦᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖅᐸᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᓱᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓇᔪᒐᖃᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑲᓴᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᖓᑕ
ᕿᑭᑕᑯᓗᖏᓐᓂ, ᐱᖏᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓘᖕᒥᓱᖑᓂᖏᓐ. ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓅᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᖕᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᑰᓇᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ
ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑳᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ
ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᐃᑦ

ᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ

ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓐᓂ, ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᑐᖃᕆᒐᒥᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᓯᑕᒪᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑦᑕᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ.

ᓇᒧᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᒃᑮᕐᓇᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᓕᕋᖓᑦ
ᓯᓚᖓ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ. ᓯᑕᒪᓄᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᐊᐱᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᐃᒧᑦ

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᒪᓕᒃᓱᒋᑦ

(ᐃᑳᕼᐆᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ) ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓄ

ᐊᐅᖏᓐᓂ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᑕᕿᐅᑉ ᔫᓐᓂᐅᑉ (ᐅᖅᓱᕆᐊᕐᒥ). ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖕᓃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ

ᐸᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᓲᖅ ᑕᒪᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᓕᖕᒥᒃ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ

36% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᕙᐃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ: 1) ᐃᑳᕼᐆᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ −

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ

ᑭᓪᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖕᖏᓐᓂ, 2) ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ

ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ, ᓄᓇᐃᓪᓗ

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ − ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓐᓂ −

ᖃᖃᔭᖃᕋᔪᐃᑦᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ (ᖃᐃᖅᑐᖃᕋᔪᑦᑐᑦ

ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑑᑉ ᓄᕗᐊᓂ, 3) ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕌᓗᐊᑕ

ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖏᓐᓂ)

ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖕᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 4) ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ

ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑎᑭᒃᑯᑎᒃ

ᑕᕆᐅᕌᓗᐊᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖏᓐᓂ.

ᑭᓐᖓᓕᖕᓄᑦ (ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ). ᓯᓚᖓ ᓴᖏᔫᕙᒃᐳᖅ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᒃ-

ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ

ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᒃ-

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᒥ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ

ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᔅᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᒪᖁᒃᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐ,

ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᐊᓗᖕᒥ

ᖃᓐᓂᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐸᓂᖅᑐᒥ, ᕿᓚᒥᐅᕙᒃᑐᒥᒃ, ᐅᖁᓇᖅᓯᓗᐊᖅᐸᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ

ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ

ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ, ᐃᒃᑮᕐᓇᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ

ᓄᕐᕆᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.

ᐅᑭᐅᖃᓱᖑᔪᒥ. ᐱᕈᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ

ᖄᖓᒍᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᖏᓂ

ᕿᓚᒥᐅᕙᒃᐳᖅ (50-60 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᐸᓐᖏᔅᓱᑎᒃ

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ <100 g/m2-

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ.

ᓂᒃ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᓕᖕᓂ (ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ
ᑕᕆᐅᕌᓗᐊᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖏᖕᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᑳᕼᐆᑉᓗ ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗ
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ᓯᖓᐃᓕᔅᓱᖑᖏᓚᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ
ᐊᒫᒪᒃᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓃᖅᓵᓕᓂᖅᓴᐅᔅᓱᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᕐᕋᕐᒥᓂᒃ.
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᖑᕙᕇᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖃᕋᔪᒃᐳᑦ
9-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ.

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ, ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ)
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ 500-2000 g/m2ᓂᒃ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ. ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ
ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑦᑑᑎᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᓱᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᓱᖏᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᔅᓱᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ

ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ

ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 1960-ᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ,
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ (ᐱᕕᒃᑭᑦᑑᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ,
ᓇᓂᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖅ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᐅᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 1961-ᒥᒃ 2014-ᒧᑦ,
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 154ᖑᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᖃᖓᑕᓱᒃᑯᑦ, ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ
ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᖓᓂ.
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅᑕᖃᖏᓚᖅ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ.
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖃᕐᓂᖅ 13,200-ᓂᒃ
ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. 1960-ᖏᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂ,
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᒐᒥᒃ, ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ
ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ 50,000-ᓂᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂ.
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 1987-ᖑᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᓃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ 22,000ᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓛᖑᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ
1996-ᒥ ᓇᓚᐅᑕᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ 5,400ᖑᕋᑕᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᐃᑦ
ᑐᖁᕋᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑯᕕᒡᔪᐊᖅᑐᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᑕ
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖕᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕆᕗᓪᓕ
ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓᓂ − ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖁᑎᖓᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓐᓂ −
ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑑᑉ ᓄᕗᐊᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ,
ᐊᕝᕙᓪᓗᐊᑦᑎᐊᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ (ᓇᑉᐸᓪᓗᐊᑎᐊᕆᔭᖏᑦ)
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 1987-ᒥᓂᒃ,
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1980-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ,
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᓱᓕ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᔅᓱᑎᒃ.
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐸᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2006-ᒥ,
ᓴᕿᐅᒪᔪᖃᖏᓚᖅ ᓱᓕ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔪᖅ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᑳᕼᐆᑉᓗ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᐅᑉᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ 10-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐅᕙᓂᐅᖏᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᐅᑉ
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓲᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐ (ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᕋᓗᐊᑕ
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖏᓐᓂ) ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ
ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ 1990-ᖏᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖓᑕ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᐊᓗᒃ

ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑏᑦ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ,
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᔅᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓱᕋᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᒐᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᕈᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ.

ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᔪᕋᔪᒃᑕᖏᑦ

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᖅ
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᒥᒍᑦ
ᓱᖏᐅᑎᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᓄᑦ ᓱᕐᓗ ᒥᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᑎᒥᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑯᑭᖃᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ
ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᑦᑎᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒡᒐᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᓗᕋᐃᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᓯᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒥᖁᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᖏᑦ ᑕᓕᖓᔾᔪᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓴᓇᓯᒪᕗᑦ
ᐱᐅᓯᖏᑦ ᓱᖏᐅᑎᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᓗᐊᕈᓐᓇᖏᓂᕐᒥ,
ᕿᓚᒥᐊᓗᒡᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᖕᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ
ᐊᐳᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᑲᑎᖓᔅᓱᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᒥᓱᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᓂᕈᑐᔪᒥᒃ
ᓇᔪᒐᖃᔅᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ, ᓄᕐᕆᒋᓕᐊᕋᓗᐊᕈᑎᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓕᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑕᐅᖅ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ
ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ 15-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑑᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ.
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᓱᖑᕗᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ;
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ, ᐊᕐᓇᓗᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ
ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᐃᑦᑑᕗᑦ, ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑲᒥᒃ,
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ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓚᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖅᑕᖅᑎᒋᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᕿᖑᕚᕇᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (27-ᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᖕᒥ) ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
35% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓂᓗ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ
ᑭᖑᕚᕇᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ
ᐱᐅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ (ᓇᓚᐅᑕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 142%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ).

ᓯᓚᒃᑰᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᒥᖓᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᒧᑦ.

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓃᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ 2015-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ
ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓱᓕ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᒪᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓂ
ᖃᖓᖑᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᖏᓐᓂ 1-ᒥ
ᓄᖑᓕᒐᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ (2011-ᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ (ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ) 2013ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᐃᑦ
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑕᐅᖕᒪᑕ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᕕᐊᓗᖕᓂ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ.

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᔭᐅᕗᑦ
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᒥᒃ-ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓂᕈᑐᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᕈᓯᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᑲᓪᓚᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ,
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓈᓂᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᖁᓪᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᑕᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᒍᖓᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ.
ᐱᓂᖅᐹᑦᑎᐊᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᖓ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ,
ᐃᓚᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒡᓗ
ᓯᓚᓗᖕᓂᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᒥ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᖃᑎᖓᓂ, ᓯᑯᐃᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᔾᔪᓂᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ,
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓅᕝᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ. ᖃᓄᑎᒋ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᖕᒪᑕ
ᐱᕈᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐆᓇᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑦ. ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐆᖅᒪᖁᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᒐᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓕᒪᖅ ᐅᓇᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐃᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᑭᑑᒃᑯᑦ,
ᕼᐊᓕᑳᑉᑕᒃᑯᑦ/ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᒃᑯᑦ, ᖃᖓᑕᓱᕐᓄᑦ (ᑎᖕᒥᔫᕐᓄᑦ),
ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
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ᓇᑭᖓᕐᓂᖏᑦ: ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ. 2015. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᑦᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᓛᑎᓐᑎᑐᑦ Rangifer tarandus pearyi ᑲᓇᑕᒥ.

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᐋᑐᕚ. xii + 92 ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖏᑦ.
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COSEWIC
Assessment Summary
Assessment Summary – November 2015
Common name
Peary Caribou
Scientific name
Rangifer tarandus pearyi
Status
Threatened
Reason for designation
This subspecies of caribou is endemic to the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, living on the edge of plant growth in polar
desert and arctic tundra environments. The current population is estimated at 13,200 mature individuals. From a
population high of 22,000 in 1987, the species experienced a catastrophic die-off in the mid-1990s related to severe
icing events in some parts of its range. The population was ca. 5,400 mature individuals in 1996, the lowest since
surveys first commenced in 1961. Of four subpopulations, two are currently showing an increasing trend, one is
stable, and the fourth had fewer than 10 individuals at the last count in 2005, with no evidence of any recovery. The
overall population has experienced an estimated three-generation decline of 35%, but has been increasing over the
past two decades. The highest-impact threats derive from a changing climate, including increased intensity and
frequency of rain-on-snow events negatively affecting forage accessibility in winter, and decreased extent and
thickness of sea ice causing shifts in migration and movement patterns.
Occurrence
Northwest Territories, Nunavut
Status history
The original designation considered a single unit that included Peary Caribou, Rangifer tarandus pearyi, and what is
now known as the Dolphin and Union Caribou, Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus. It was assigned a status of
Threatened in April 1979. Split to allow designation of three separate populations in 1991: Banks Island
(Endangered), High Arctic (Endangered) and Low Arctic (Threatened) populations. In May 2004 all three population
designations were de-activated, and the Peary Caribou was assessed separately from the Dolphin and Union
Caribou, Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus. The subspecies pearyi is composed of a portion of the former “Low Arctic
population”, and all of the former “High Arctic” and “Banks Island” populations, and it was designated Endangered in
May 2004. Status re-examined and designated Threatened in November 2015.
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COSEWIC
Executive Summary
Peary Caribou
Rangifer tarandus pearyi
Wildlife Species Description and Significance
Peary Caribou are the smallest North American caribou. They are mostly white
with a slate back and a grey stripe down the front of the legs. In winter, the slate back
may turn a dingy brown, and some individuals appear almost entirely white. Antler
velvet is slate-coloured instead of brown like deer and other caribou. The antlers tend
not to spread as wide as those of other caribou but otherwise they are similar. The skull
has a short rostrum and high cranium. The hooves are short and wide. They are
genetically distinct from other caribou in Canada.
Peary Caribou are integral components of Inuit and Inuvialuit culture and economy.
As the only source of caribou meat for several Arctic communities, they are important in
the subsistence economy of local communities, and represented in traditional crafts that
are marketed and collected throughout Canada and internationally. Persisting at the
limits of plant and animal existence, Peary Caribou are an integral part of Arctic
biodiversity and increasingly important in the scientific study of ecosystem response to
climate change.
Distribution
Peary Caribou are endemic to Canada in the Northwest Territories and Nunavut.
They have the northernmost distribution of all caribou in North America, situated almost
entirely within the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, with the exception of Baffin Island.
Peary Caribou move relatively long distances, including annual migrations across sea
ice, regular movements within multi-island home ranges and erratic large-scale
movements among islands during severe winters. Four subpopulations are recognized,
based on genetic evidence, extent of inter-island movements, and scientific and local
expertise: 1) Banks-Victoria islands, 2) Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia, 3) Eastern
Queen Elizabeth Islands, and 4) Western Queen Elizabeth Islands.
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Habitat
The habitat of Peary Caribou is treeless Arctic tundra primarily within High and
Middle Arctic tundra ecoregions. Most of the range can be characterized as a polar
desert with short, cool summers and long, cold winters. The growing season is brief (5060 days) and variable. Snow cover is generally present from September to May (Banks
Island) or mid-late June (Melville Island). Land dominated by dry vegetation covers
about 36% of the ice-free area within Peary Caribou range while the terrain ranges from
relatively flat (south and west) to mountainous (north and east). The climate is also
strongly regionalized with east-west and north-south gradients in precipitation and
temperature, affecting primary productivity and forage availability. Above-ground plant
biomass ranges from < 100 g/m2 (Queen Elizabeth Islands and parts of the Prince of
Wales-Somerset group) to some areas (Banks Island and Prince of Wales Island)
having up to 500–2000 g/m2. Peary Caribou have a broad/varied diet and are versatile
feeders with diet varying seasonally in relation to available forage and corresponding
nutritional content. Essentially all historical Peary Caribou habitat is available and has
not been lost or fragmented by industrial or other anthropogenic developments.
Biology
Peary Caribou have several adaptations to their Arctic environment such as
compact body size for conserving heat, hooves that allow them to walk on and dig
through wind-driven snow, and pelage that provides camouflage. They are adapted to
limited plant growth with a highly compressed growing season and long periods of
snow-covered frozen standing vegetation.
Peary Caribou are polygynous, living in small groups and maintaining a wide
dispersion across the landscape, even during calving and rutting. They are thought to
live approximately 15 years in the wild, and have widely variable vital rates. Cows
usually produce their first offspring by 3 years of age; under conditions of high forage
availability cows can calve every year but this is rare. Peary Caribou cows cope with
occasional years of restricted forage access either by not becoming pregnant, or by
weaning a calf prematurely. The intergeneration period (the average age of parents of
the current year’s cohort) cannot be precisely calculated, but is estimated at 9 years.
Population Sizes and Trends
Evaluating trends in abundance for Peary Caribou since the first surveys were
conducted in the 1960s is made difficult by irregular frequency in surveys (in time and
space), as well as changes in survey design and methodology. From 1961 to 2014,
government agencies conducted a total of 154 aerial surveys to estimate Peary Caribou
abundance throughout the Canadian Arctic. There has been no single year when the
entire range has been surveyed.
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The current population of Peary Caribou is estimated at about 13,200 mature
individuals. In the early 1960s, when the first population counts were made, there were
ca. 50,000 Peary Caribou. The population in 1987 was ca. 22,000 mature individuals. It
reached its lowest known point in 1996 at ca. 5,400 animals following die-offs related to
icing events that affected the Western Queen Elizabeth Islands subpopulation in
particular. Numbers have increased since that time, but have not fully recovered. The
Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia subpopulation, which comprised almost half of the
known Peary Caribou population in 1987, began to decline in the 1980s, for reasons
that remain ill-understood. Although the last survey was in 2006, there is no evidence
for any recovery today. Banks-Victoria numbers have been increasing in the past
decade, but not on Victoria Island. The two northern subpopulations (Western and
Eastern Queen Elizabeth Islands) have increased overall since the mid-1990s, although
baseline levels are not well known. The overall three-generation population (27 years)
decline for Peary Caribou is estimated at 35%, while the two-generation trend is positive
(ca. 142%).
Threats and Limiting Factors
The overall calculated and assigned threat impact is Very High-Medium for Peary
Caribou. This wide range rank of threat impacts is due to the combined effect of the high
number of mostly low-impact threats, and the considerable uncertainty, unpredictability,
and potential overlap and interaction of most individual threats.
The highest-impact threat to Peary Caribou arises from the myriad effects of a
changing climate, including increased intensity and frequency of severe weather events
negatively affecting forage accessibility in the winters, and decreased extent and
thickness of sea ice causing shifts in migration and movement patterns. The extent to
which such negative effects could be offset by increases in plant productivity is
uncertain. Other threats that are known, suspected, or predicted to have negative
impacts on reproductive success or survival of Peary Caribou under a warming climate
include pathogens (especially Brucella and Erysipelothrix) and increased shipping.
Lower-impact direct threats include hunting, energy production and mining, human
intrusions from work (non-tourist) activities, year-round military exercises, increases in
traffic from snowmobiles, helicopters, and airplanes, competition with Muskoxen and
airborne pollution.
Protection, Status, and Ranks
COSEWIC most recently assessed this species as Threatened in 2015. Peary
Caribou are currently listed under Schedule 1 as Endangered under the federal Species
at Risk Act (2011) and were listed as Threatened under NWT’s Species at Risk Act
(NWT) in 2013. Peary Caribou are co-managed in Nunavut according to the Nunavut
Land Claims Agreement and in NWT according to the Inuvialuit Final Agreement, which
confer primary wildlife management authority on the Nunavut Wildlife Management
Board and the Wildlife Management Advisory Council, respectively.
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TECHNICAL SUMMARY
Rangifer tarandus pearyi
Peary Caribou
Caribou de Peary
Range of occurrence in Canada (province/territory/ocean): Northwest Territories and Nunavut
Demographic Information
Generation time

9 years

Is there an [observed, inferred, or projected] continuing decline in number of
mature individuals?

No

Estimated percent of continuing decline in total number of mature
individuals within 2 generations

Overall increase ca. 142%

[Observed, estimated, inferred or suspected] percent [reduction or increase]
in total number of mature individuals over the last 3 generations.

Overall decline ca. 35%

[Projected or suspected] percent [reduction or increase] in total number of
mature individuals over the next 3 generations.

Unknown

[Observed, estimated, inferred, or suspected] percent [reduction
or
increase] in total number of mature individuals over any [3 generations]
period, over a time period including both the past and the future.

Unknown

Are the causes of the decline clearly reversible and understood and
ceased?

No, for the 2
subpopulations in decline

Are there extreme fluctuations in number of mature individuals?

No

Extent and Occupancy Information
2

Estimated extent of occurrence

1 914 910 km

Index of area of occupancy (IAO, 2x2 grid)

366 384 km

Is the population severely fragmented?

No

Number of locations

Unknown, but > 10

Is there an [observed, inferred, or projected] continuing decline in extent of
occurrence?

No

Is there an [observed, inferred, or projected] continuing decline in index of
area of occupancy?

No

Past area of occupancy decline based on virtual extirpation of Prince of
Wales-Somerset-Boothia subpopulation.
Is there an [observed, inferred, or projected] continuing decline in number of
(sub) populations?

Possibly

Number of subpopulations is stable unless Prince of Wales-SomersetBoothia subpopulation is confirmed extirpated.
Is there an [observed, inferred, or projected] continuing decline in number of
locations?
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Unknown

2

Is there an [observed, inferred, or projected] continuing decline in [area,
extent and/or quality] of habitat?

Possibly

Sea ice is projected to decline and extreme weather events (projected to
increase in frequency and perhaps severity in some places) may lead to
decreases in habitat quality. On the other hand, habitat productivity may
increase, especially for the two northern subpopulations.
Are there extreme fluctuations in number of populations?

No

Are there extreme fluctuations in number of locations?

No

Are there extreme fluctuations in extent of occurrence?

No

Are there extreme fluctuations in index of area of occupancy?

No

Number of Mature Individuals (in each subpopulation)
Subpopulations (at time of last survey)
Banks-Victoria

~2,250

Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia

< 10

Eastern Queen Elizabeth Islands

~3,000

Western Queen Elizabeth Islands

~8,000

Total (sum of most recent surveys)

~13,200

Quantitative Analysis
Probability of extinction in the wild is at least [20% within 5 generations (=54
years), or 10% within 100 years].

N/A

Threats (actual or imminent, to populations or habitats)
Was a threat calculator completed for this species: Yes
Members: Justina Ray (TM SSC Co-chair, moderator), Dave Fraser (BC, moderator), Dan Benoit (ATK
SC Co-chair), Suzanne Carrière (NT), Nic Larter (NT)
External Experts: Tracy Davison (NT), Marsha Branigan (NT), Joanna Wilson (NT), Morgan Anderson
(NU), Lisa-Marie LeClerc (NU), Andrew Maher (PCA), Renee Wissink (PCA), Peter Sinkins (PCA), David
Lee (NTI), Cheryl Johnson (EC), Agnes Richards (EC), Donna Bigelow (CWS), Dawn Andrews (CWS),
Lisa Pirie (CWS), Anne Gunn (Status Report writer for Barren-ground Caribou (DU3)), Karla Letto
(NWMB), John Lucas (WMAC), Phillip Manik, Sr. (Resolute Bay HTO), Peter Qayutinuak Sr. (Spence Bay
HTA - Taloyoak), Issiac Elanik (Sachs Harbour HTC), Bradley Carpenter (Olohaktomiut HTC - Uluhaktok)
Overall threat impact: Very High-Medium.
High-Medium Impact: Climate change: a) terrestrial habitat changes, sea ice loss, sea level rise and b)
severe weather (rain on snow) events (icing).
Medium-Low Impact: Pathogens, shipping lanes
Low impact: hunting, competition (Muskoxen) and predation (Wolves), energy production and mining,
human intrusions from work (non-tourist) activities and year-round military exercises, traffic from
snowmobiles, helicopters, and airplanes, and airborne pollutants.
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Rescue Effect (immigration from outside Canada)
Status of outside population(s)?

None

Is immigration known or possible?

No

Would immigrants be adapted to survive in Canada?

N/A

Is there sufficient habitat for immigrants in Canada?

N/A

Is rescue from outside populations likely?

N/A

Data Sensitive Species
Is this a data sensitive species?

No

Status History
COSEWIC: The original designation considered a single unit that included Peary Caribou, Rangifer
tarandus pearyi, and what is now known as the Dolphin and Union Caribou, Rangifer tarandus
groenlandicus. It was assigned a status of Threatened in April 1979. Split to allow designation of three
separate populations in 1991: Banks Island (Endangered), High Arctic (Endangered) and Low Arctic
(Threatened) populations. In May 2004 all three population designations were de-activated, and the Peary
Caribou, Rangifer tarandus pearyi, was assessed separately from the Dolphin and Union Caribou,
Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus. The subspecies pearyi is comprised of a portion of the former “Low
Arctic population”, and all of the former “High Arctic” and “Banks Island” populations, and it was
designated Endangered in May 2004.
Peary Caribou was recognized as one of 12 caribou designatable units in Canada by COSEWIC (2011).
Status and Reasons for Designation:
Status:
Threatened

Alpha-numeric code:
A2a

Reasons for designation:
This subspecies of caribou is endemic to the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, living on the edge of plant
growth in polar desert and arctic tundra environments. The current population is estimated at 13,200
mature individuals. From a population high of 22,000 in 1987, the species experienced a catastrophic dieoff in the mid-1990s related to severe icing events in some parts of its range. The population was ca.
5,400 mature individuals in 1996, the lowest since surveys first commenced in 1961. Of four
subpopulations, two are currently showing an increasing trend, one is stable, and the fourth had fewer
than 10 individuals at the last count in 2005, with no evidence of any recovery. The overall population has
experienced an estimated three-generation decline of 35%, but has been increasing over the past two
decades. The highest-impact threats derive from a changing climate, including increased intensity and
frequency of rain-on-snow events negatively affecting forage accessibility in winter, and decreased extent
and thickness of sea ice causing shifts in migration and movement patterns.
Applicability of Criteria
Criterion A (Decline in Total Number of Mature Individuals):
Meets Threatened, A2a, because the decline over the past three generations (27 years) based on
periodic aerial surveys is estimated to exceed 30%.
Criterion B (Small Distribution Range and Decline or Fluctuation):
Does not meet criteria. Both the EOO and IAO exceed the thresholds for this criterion.
Criterion C (Small and Declining Number of Mature Individuals):
Does not meet criteria. Total number of mature individuals exceeds 10,000 mature individuals.
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Criterion D (Very Small or Restricted Population):
Does not meet criteria. The total number of mature individuals exceeds 1,000 and the number of locations
is certainly more than the threshold.
Criterion E (Quantitative Analysis):
Not applicable.
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PREFACE
This report incorporates information that became available after the last COSEWIC
Status Update (COSEWIC 2004) for Peary Caribou Rangifer tarandus pearyi. In 1991,
prior to the enactment of the Species at Risk Act (SARA), caribou throughout the
Canadian Arctic Archipelago except for Baffin Island were considered to be Peary
Caribou (Miller 1991). In 2004, COSEWIC assessed two entities: 1) Peary Caribou,
which included all caribou in the Arctic Archipelago except for Baffin Island and central
and southern Victoria Island and 2) Dolphin and Union Caribou, a genetically distinct
population that occupies the remainder of Victoria Island, and migrates to the mainland
in winter across the Dolphin and Union Strait. COSEWIC undertook an analysis of
designatable unit (DU) structure of caribou in Canada as a special project (COSEWIC
2011) to define the units for future status assessments and reassessments of this
species according to the latest guidelines. Recognition of Peary Caribou and Dolphin
and Union Caribou as two of 12 DUs in Canada was affirmed by this special project.
Unlike COSEWIC (2004), this report considers Peary Caribou only. Since the last
assessment, surveys have been conducted in all four Peary Caribou subpopulation
ranges to provide updated information on abundance and trends. The most important of
these took place in the eastern High Arctic where populations had not been surveyed
since 1961. Other aerial surveys clarified trends or updated trends. Recent genetic
analyses (McFarlane et al. 2014) based on nuclear (microsatellite) DNA has confirmed
the genetic distinctiveness of Peary Caribou from other caribou, particularly their
isolation and divergence from Barren-ground Caribou in the relatively recent past (end
of Pleistocene/early Holocene).
Other significant contributions to this update include: 1) an assessment of the
conservation status of Peary Caribou (SARC 2012), including Aboriginal Traditional
Knowledge, undertaken by the Government of Northwest Territories; and 2) updates
from traditional ecological knowledge on caribou collected and summarized from
Aboriginal sources by the COSEWIC Aboriginal Traditional Knowledge (ATK)
Subcommittee.
In 2011, Peary Caribou was listed under SARA as Endangered, following the
results of the last COSEWIC assessment in 2004. Environment Canada is in the
process of developing a recovery strategy for Peary Caribou (Environment Canada, in
prep.). This report has benefited from ATK (including Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit [IQ; Inuit
traditional knowledge]), compilation of population data, various maps, and additional
scientific information gathered through this process.
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COSEWIC HISTORY
The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) was created in 1977 as a result of
a recommendation at the Federal-Provincial Wildlife Conference held in 1976. It arose from the need for a single,
official, scientifically sound, national listing of wildlife species at risk. In 1978, COSEWIC designated its first species
and produced its first list of Canadian species at risk. Species designated at meetings of the full committee are
added to the list. On June 5, 2003, the Species at Risk Act (SARA) was proclaimed. SARA establishes COSEWIC
as an advisory body ensuring that species will continue to be assessed under a rigorous and independent
scientific process.
COSEWIC MANDATE
The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) assesses the national status of wild
species, subspecies, varieties, or other designatable units that are considered to be at risk in Canada. Designations
are made on native species for the following taxonomic groups: mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fishes,
arthropods, molluscs, vascular plants, mosses, and lichens.
COSEWIC MEMBERSHIP
COSEWIC comprises members from each provincial and territorial government wildlife agency, four federal
entities (Canadian Wildlife Service, Parks Canada Agency, Department of Fisheries and Oceans, and the Federal
Biodiversity Information Partnership, chaired by the Canadian Museum of Nature), three non-government science
members and the co-chairs of the species specialist subcommittees and the Aboriginal Traditional Knowledge
subcommittee. The Committee meets to consider status reports on candidate species.
DEFINITIONS
(2015)
Wildlife Species
A species, subspecies, variety, or geographically or genetically distinct population of animal,
plant or other organism, other than a bacterium or virus, that is wild by nature and is either
native to Canada or has extended its range into Canada without human intervention and
has been present in Canada for at least 50 years.
Extinct (X)
A wildlife species that no longer exists.
Extirpated (XT)
A wildlife species no longer existing in the wild in Canada, but occurring elsewhere.
Endangered (E)
A wildlife species facing imminent extirpation or extinction.
Threatened (T)
A wildlife species likely to become endangered if limiting factors are not reversed.
Special Concern (SC)* A wildlife species that may become a threatened or an endangered species because of a
combination of biological characteristics and identified threats.
Not at Risk (NAR)** A wildlife species that has been evaluated and found to be not at risk of extinction given the
current circumstances.
Data Deficient (DD)*** A category that applies when the available information is insufficient (a) to resolve a
species’ eligibility for assessment or (b) to permit an assessment of the species’ risk of
extinction.
*
**
***

Formerly described as “Vulnerable” from 1990 to 1999, or “Rare” prior to 1990.
Formerly described as “Not In Any Category”, or “No Designation Required.”
Formerly described as “Indeterminate” from 1994 to 1999 or “ISIBD” (insufficient scientific information on which
to base a designation) prior to 1994. Definition of the (DD) category revised in 2006.

The Canadian Wildlife Service, Environment Canada, provides full administrative and financial support to the
COSEWIC Secretariat.
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WILDLIFE SPECIES DESCRIPTION AND SIGNIFICANCE
Name and Classification
Class: Mammalia; Order: Artiodactyla; Family: Cervidae; Subfamily: Capreolinae
Scientific name: Rangifer tarandus pearyi Allen, 1902.
Common names: Peary Caribou (English), Caribou de Peary (French), Tuktu (Plural:
Tuktuk; Inuvialuktun), Tuktuinak (Inuinnaqtun), Tuktuaraaluit (Siglitun), Tuttunguluurat
(Ummarmiutun).
The Peary Caribou (see cover), is a subspecies of caribou (Rangifer tarandus) that
is primarily restricted to the Arctic Archipelago of Canada. It was first described by Allen
(1902) as Rangifer pearyi, but Flerov (1952) later reduced it to subspecies rank. This
designation was retained by Banfield (1961), who conducted the last formal taxonomic
revision of Rangifer, relying on the account of Manning (1960) for Peary Caribou that
was based on an examination of 60 skulls, hides and leg bones.
Morphological Description
In comparison with other caribou DUs in Canada, Peary Caribou have a whiter to
greyer pelage in all seasons. They have smaller bodies with shorter legs and faces,
blunter and wider hooves, and grey antler velvet (Manning 1960, Geist 1998;
Ekaluktutiak HTA 2013; Gjoa Haven HTA 2013; Spence Bay HTO 2013). The pelage is
long, silky and creamy-white in early winter, becoming shaggy and brown-tinged on the
back by spring when dark brown eye and neck patches appear as a result of shedding.
The summer coat is slate grey above, sometimes lacking a pronounced flank stripe, and
white below; legs are white except for a narrow frontal stripe (see Designatable Units).
Peary Caribou was formally described in 1902 from skulls and skins collected on
Ellesmere Island and nearby islands (Allen 1902, 1908). The skull has a short pointed
rostrum but the molar tooth row is proportionally long (Banfield 1961; Manning and
Macpherson 1961). Manning (1960) described a cline in skull size and proportions with
increasing size from the southern islands (Banks, Prince of Wales) to the northern
Queen Elizabeth Islands (QEI). Within the latter, size tends to increase from east to
west and from north to south (Manning 1960; Thomas and Everson 1982). Inuit of
Resolute Bay reported that the features that are unique to Peary Caribou become more
pronounced on the islands north of Bathurst Island Complex (Taylor 2005).
Thomas and Everson (1982) worked with Inuit hunters to collect caribou
measurements across the western QEI (WQEI) and Prince of Wales, Somerset and
Boothia Peninsula and samples were later used for DNA analyses (McFarlane et al.
2009; 2014). The body measurements supported the cline in skull size noted by
Manning (1960). Mean body length ranged from 146.1 ± SE 1.3 cm (n=27) for females
from Prince Patrick Island, the western-most large island in the QEI, to 152.9 ± SE 1.1
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cm (n=25) for Prince of Wales Island females (Thomas and Everson 1982; the series
did not include animals from the eastern Queen Elizabeth Islands [EQEI], or Banks, or
northwest Victoria islands). Unusually large-bodied caribou that were otherwise similar
to Peary Caribou were collected on Prince of Wales Island in August 1958 and 1978
(Manning and Macpherson 1961; Thomas and Everson 1982), termed “ultra pearyi”
(Manning and Macpherson 1961) or “super pearyi” (Banfield 1961). The measurements
of those seven 1958 bulls were similar to five exceptionally large-bodied bulls collected
on Prince of Wales Island (Thomas and Everson 1982).
Population Spatial Structure and Variability
Genetic Structure
North American caribou have been divided into two lineages using genetic analysis
of mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA) sequences. The Beringian-Eurasian and the North
American Lineages were each named for their ancestral sources in presumed
Pleistocene refugia (COSEWIC, 2011; Klütsch et al. 2012; Yannic et al. 2014). Barrenground, Peary, and Dolphin and Union Caribou are part of the Beringian-Eurasian
Lineage. After the last ice age, as populations expanded and colonized (or re-colonized)
northern lands, hybridization resulted in introgression of haplotypes from each group
into the other at a low enough frequency to leave each lineage distinct and clearly
separable (Klütsch et al. 2012). Eger et al. (2009) suggested that mtDNA analyses
supported two refugia during the last ice age: Banks Island and High Arctic. The HighArctic refugium was represented by caribou from Bathurst Island, which was isolated
from other Peary Caribou. Within the Beringian-Eurasian Lineage, mtDNA patterns have
not distinguished among subspecies (Eger et al. 2009).
Genetic analysis based on nuclear (microsatellite) DNA, on the other hand,
supports the contention that Peary Caribou are genetically distinct from other caribou
DUs, including the Dolphin and Union and Barren-ground DUs (COSEWIC 2011;
McFarlane et al. 2014). Serrouya et al. (2012) used Peary Caribou from Bathurst Island
(n=20) and Dolphin-Union Caribou (n=43), and two Barren-ground Caribou herds as
outgroups in their examination of mountain caribou. They observed that Peary formed a
distinct clade with significant differentiation (FST= 0.07) from their nearest neighbour
(Dolphin and Union). McFarlane et al. (2009) analysed nuclear DNA for specimens from
Melville, Banks, NW Victoria, Bathurst, and Prince of Wales islands. McFarlane et al.
(2014) also included the earliest available specimens of Peary Caribou (1914-1958) as
well as the contemporary samples to examine, in particular, the relationship of the ‘ultrapearyi’ collected from Prince of Wales Island in 1958. The ‘ultra-pearyi’ bulls were not
genetically distinct from other Peary Caribou, suggesting that they were not an
intergraded form between Barren-ground and Peary Caribou, and that their large body
size was most likely due to environmental conditions.
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The overall allele frequencies significantly differed among the sample locations
supporting subpopulation structure. The lowest diversity (heterozygosity and allele
diversity) was from caribou inhabiting Melville Island, Bathurst Island complex, and
Prince of Wales–Somerset islands, including the 1958 Prince of Wales samples.
Variability was less than those from Banks Island and Boothia Peninsula, or Dolphin and
Union and Barren-ground Caribou (McFarlane et al. 2009; 2014). The lower genetic
diversity likely reflects periodic reductions in abundance, although the historical and
contemporary samples were not distinct from each other. Peary Caribou from northern
Ellesmere also had low variability, often an indication of a past genetic bottleneck
(Petersen et al. 2010).
Subpopulation Structure
The wide distribution of Peary Caribou across multiple islands and habitats has led
to various iterations of units being proposed for management purposes. COSEWIC
(Miller 1991) gave separate status designations for four island groups within Peary
Caribou, while COSEWIC (2004) separated Peary from Dolphin and Union for status
designation purposes, while recognizing the same subpopulation structure within Peary
Caribou. This structure has not been completely supported by subsequent genetic
analyses. Early work identified significant genetic differentiation among samples from
various islands (McFarlane et al. 2009), but wider sampling and the use of Bayesian
analysis that does not rely on sampling location to cluster animals supported two
clusters: 1) Prince of Wales, Somerset, and QEI and 2) Boothia Peninsula, Dolphin and
Union and Barren-ground Caribou. Specimens from Banks and northwest Victoria
islands did not strongly assign to either cluster. However, pair-wise comparisons
revealed significant differences between sample localities (McFarlane et al. 2014). The
analyses also revealed a genetic basis to the latitudinal cline in morphological
measurements.
An examination of scientific and community information derived from the SARA
recovery planning process (Johnson et al., in prep.) used three lines of evidence to
define four Peary Caribou subpopulations: 1) genetic analyses; 2) extent of inter-island
movements, based on local knowledge and limited telemetry data; and 3) scientific and
local expert input. The spatial structure used in this report refers to subpopulations
inhabiting islands or island complexes that have defined locations of surveys and life
history information (Table 1).
Banks-Victoria
There likely is restricted gene flow between caribou on Banks and Victoria islands
and the rest of the range of Peary Caribou. Zittlau et al. (2009) found that samples from
Banks Island and Minto Inlet (northwest Victoria Island) were not significantly different
and cross-assigned a high proportion of the time (58% and 33%, respectively). These
samples had low assignment to other samples suggesting some degree of isolation
(Zittlau et al. 2009).
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Table 1. Island groups and their associated islands included for each subpopulation of
Peary Caribou (modified from Johnson et al., in prep.). See Figure 1 for corresponding
map.
Subpopulation

Island Group

Islands

Banks-Victoria

Banks and Victoria islands

Banks and Victoria islands

Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia

Prince of Wales-Somerset
islands, Boothia Peninsula

Prince of Wales, Somerset, Russell, King
William, Pandora, Prescott, Vivian, and Lock
islands, Boothia Peninsula

Western Queen Elizabeth Islands

Bathurst Island Group

Bathurst Island complex (Cameron, Ile Vanier,
Marc, Massey, Alexander, Bathurst islands),
Cornwallis, Little Cornwallis, and Helena islands

Melville Island Group

Melville, Prince Patrick, Eglinton, Emerald, and
Byam Martin islands

Devon Island Group

Devon, Baillie Hamilton, Coburg,
Dundas/Margaret, and North Kent islands

Prime Minister Island
Group

Mackenzie King, Brock, and Borden islands

Ringnes Island Group

Ellef Ringnes, Amund Ringnes, Cornwall, King
Christian, Meighen, and Lougheed islands

Ellesmere Island

Ellesmere, Graham, and Buckingham islands

Axel Heiberg Island

Axel Heiberg, Stor, and Hevod islands

Eastern Queen Elizabeth Islands

Scientific evidence and Inuvialuit ATK agree that before about 1980 when
abundance was still relatively high, Peary Caribou made seasonal movements between
Banks and northwestern Victoria islands, and so caribou residing on these two islands
were recognized as a subpopulation by COSEWIC (2004). Notably, several aerial
surveys since 1982 along with more recent satellite-tracking have failed to detect
evidence of such travel, and Inuit hunters reported no evidence of movement in the past
decade (Paulatuk HTC 2013).
Movements of satellite-collared cows during 1987–1989 (Gunn and Fournier 2000)
and 1996–2006 (Poole et al. 2010; ENR unpubl. data 2011, cited in SARC 2012)
showed a spatial and temporal separation of the northwestern Victoria Island
subpopulation of Peary Caribou from Dolphin and Union Caribou. Although telemetry
studies indicated that Peary Caribou cows have been mainly limited to the area north
and west of a line between Minto Inlet and Wynniatt Bay, Inuvialuit ATK reveals that they
can (albeit rarely) occur south to Admiralty Inlet and east to the Kagloryuak River (ATK
in Poole et al. 2010; SARC 2012; Figure 1). Inuvialuit from Ulukhaktok and Inuit from
Cambridge Bay recognize two kinds of caribou on Victoria Island that are different in
size, colour and taste: those in the northwest (Peary Caribou) and others that summer
on the central, southern and eastern parts (Dolphin and Union Caribou; Elias 1993;
Gunn et al. 2011). Inuit from Victoria Island recalled both migratory and non-migratory
caribou on Victoria Island before the 1920s (Manning, 1960; SARC 2013).
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Figure 1. Subpopulations of Peary Caribou (Johnson et al. in prep.; see Subpopulation Structure; Table 1). Light
green and light purple shading denotes areas of additional sightings of Peary Caribou outside core range
for the Banks-Victoria and Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia subpopulations, respectively. Map prepared
by Dawn Andrews (Environment Canada).
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Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia
Movement data and community observations suggest that the island complex of
Prince of Wales and Somerset islands served as an inter-island subpopulation with
many caribou at one time migrating seasonally between islands and Boothia Peninsula
(Johnson et al. in prep.). For example, large-scale (involving hundreds of caribou) east–
west movements occurred between winter ranges on Somerset Island and calving and
summer areas on Prince of Wales and Russell islands, as well as their satellite islands
such as Pandora, Prescott, Vivian and Lock. Not all individuals undertook these
movements, and use of the various islands varied among years (Miller 1990; 1991;
1995; 1997a; Miller et al. 2005a; 2007a, b). Boothia Peninsula was also part of winter
range, and there were also calving areas identified on Somerset Island, and
documentation of spring migration from southeast (Boothia/Somerset islands) to
northwest (Prince of Wales/Somerset islands), returning across frozen Peel Sound in
the fall (Gunn and Decker 1984, Gunn and Dragon 1998, Miller et al. 2005a; Gjoa
Haven HTA 2013; Spence Bay HTO, 2013). Some movements of very few caribou were
north-south between Prince of Wales Island and the nearby Mecham, Russell, Hamilton,
Young and Lowther islands in Barrow Strait, inferred by tracks on sea ice and by
changing densities of caribou on the smaller islands. After extensive searching by
helicopter for caribou or caribou tracks crossing Barrow Strait to Bathurst, Cornwallis, or
Little Cornwallis islands during 1977-1980, Miller (1990) concluded that no regular,
large-scale movements occurred between the Prince of Wales-Somerset group and the
QEI, although infrequent crossings may be made and have been noted by hunters in
Resolute Bay (CWS 2015).
Skull and body measurements (Thomas and Everson 1982) and observations
(Gunn and Decker 1984; Miller et al. 2007b) have confirmed both Peary and Barrenground Caribou have occurred on the Boothia Peninsula. Satellite-tracking of five cows
in 1991-92 demonstrated that both Peary and Barren-ground Caribou calved on west
and east sides of northern Boothia Peninsula, respectively, but did not maintain spatial
separation during the rut (breeding season; Gunn et al. 2000a), suggesting some
possibility of infrequent interbreeding.
The status of caribou subspecies and numbers on King William Island and other
islands near the Boothia Peninsula is uncertain. Historical accounts of caribou on King
William Island refer to seasonal migration from Adelaide Peninsula by Barren-ground
Caribou (summarized in Appendix G, Gunn et al. 2000a). Hunters in Gjoa Haven
reported that some caribou came from Prince of Wales Island to King William Island in
the early or mid-1970s (J. Keanik pers. comm. cited in Gunn and Dragon 1998). Miller
(1991) cited Gunn’s personal communication of 1989 that reported only a handful of
“Peary-like” caribou there in 1989, and that Inuit hunters recognized both Peary-like and
Barren-ground Caribou. Groves and Mallek (2011) recorded 204±115 adult caribou on
King William Island in 2009 as part of migratory bird surveys, but did not distinguish
further. In this assessment, they are included as members of the Prince of WalesSomerset-Boothia subpopulation for the purposes of the extent of occurrence
calculation, but are not included in the subpopulation estimates.
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Western Queen Elizabeth Islands
The WQEI comprise five island complexes within which several smaller island
groups are identified and caribou exhibit regular, inter-island seasonal movements
(Table 1): the Bathurst Island Group, Melville Island Group, Devon Island Group, Prime
Minister Island Group, and the Ringnes Island Group. This division of WQEI and EQEI
has been modified from Miller et al. (2005b), following recent information regarding
inter-island movements from community meetings and expert opinion (Figure 2;
Johnson et al., in prep.).
Macpherson (1961) first hypothesized large-scale movements within the Prime
Minister Group, based on his and Stefansson’s (1921) observations of fluctuating
caribou numbers. Tener (1963) confirmed inter-island movements after seeing caribou
tracks crossing from Mackenzie King Island to Borden Island. Many caribou in the
Melville-Prince Patrick complex winter on Prince Patrick Island and move in spring to
Eglinton, Emerald, Melville and Byam Martin islands for the summer (Miller et al.
1977a). Seasonal inter-island movements are also known within the Bathurst Island
complex based on observations and collared caribou (Miller 1990; 1995a; 2002; Poole
et al. 2015). These patterns are supported by community information (Figure 2; Johnson
et al. in prep.).
Eastern Queen Elizabeth Islands
Miller et al. (2005b) considered the EQEI to have 14 islands that are each > 130
km , including Ellesmere, Axel Heiberg, and those within the Ringnes and Devon Island
groups. Johnson et al. (in prep.) modified this division to include Axel Heiberg (including
Stor and Hevod Islands) and Ellesmere Islands only, following further technical and
community information, assigning the remainder to WQEI. About 95 500 km 2 or 39% of
the land area of Ellesmere and Axel Heiberg islands is covered with ice caps and
permanent snow fields. Inter-island movements likely occur, but have received little
documentation. ATK has reported winter migration across sea ice from southern
Ellesmere to Smith and Cone islands (Taylor 2005).
2

Some habitat differences serve as an additional basis for the division between
EQEI and WQEI. Specifically, there are some differences between the geomorphology,
vegetation patterns, and climate, sharing a common classification as part of the Arctic
Cordillera Ecozone (associated with ice caps) and Ellesmere Mountains Ecoregion
within the Northern Arctic Ecozone (Ecological Stratification Working Group 1996). The
evidence base to support delineation of this as a subpopulation was less than that of the
other three demographic units (Johnson et al., in prep.).
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Figure 2. Community information on location of important habitat and movement routes for Peary Caribou. Map
prepared by Dawn Andrews (Environment Canada; Johnson et al., in prep.).
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Designatable Units
COSEWIC (2011) recognized the subspecies of Peary Caribou with all of its
subpopulations as one of 11 extant caribou DUs. Measures of genetic divergence
among Peary and Barren-ground Caribou on the mainland, and also between Peary
Caribou and the Dolphin and Union Caribou, support the discrete nature of Peary
Caribou regardless of occasional overlap in annual distribution. New genetic information
since the DU report was published reaffirms the unique nature of Peary Caribou
(McFarlane et al., 2014). Morphological specializations reflect adaptations for Arctic
environments (e.g., shorter face and legs) (Banfield 1961). Unique behaviours include
the use of several islands as part of their home range by some subpopulations (see
Population Spatial Structure and Variability), and not forming large post-calving
aggregations, in contrast to Barren-ground Caribou (Festa-Bianchet et al. 2011).
Special Significance
Peoples of the Canadian Arctic have hunted caribou for > 4,000 years (Manseau et
al. 2004). Peary Caribou are important in the subsistence economy of communities
where they occur and are integral to the cultures of Inuit and Inuvialuit. They are the
only source of caribou meat for several arctic communities. They are frequently
represented in the art of Inuit and Inuvialuit and their shed antlers are carved to produce
traditional crafts. Persisting at the limits of plant and animal existence, Peary Caribou
are an integral part of Arctic ecology and biodiversity. They can be an important prey for
Wolves (Canis lupus) and are increasingly important in the scientific study of ecosystem
response to climate change. Peary Caribou are an important symbol of the Canadian
Arctic islands.

DISTRIBUTION
Global Range
Peary Caribou range is entirely within Canada, with the possible exception of
animals on Greenland. Anderson (1946) suggested that caribou from northwestern
Greenland north of Kane Basin may be Peary Caribou, and Banfield (1961) agreed.
Miller (1991), citing Meldgaard (1986) who summarized reports of Greenland Inuit,
confirmed that small caribou, possibly migrants from Canada, were regularly seen and
taken by hunters there. The Inuit reported that normally up to 10 (but occasionally > 100
individuals) were taken annually and that caribou tracks were often seen crossing from
Ellesmere Island to Greenland. Roby et al. (1984) surveyed the Inglefield Bay-Kane
Basin area and did not see any live caribou, but found a caribou mandible in northwest
Greenland (Renssalaer Bay, north of Cape Inglefield and on the southern edge of Kane
Basin) that was 178 mm long, “…outside the range of [i.e., smaller than] Canadian
Barren-ground Caribou... the mandible probably belonged to a specimen of Peary
Caribou.” They also reviewed the history of caribou declines from this area as a result of
severe weather and excessive hunting. It seems probable, therefore, that the Kane
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Basin caribou were R. t. pearyi, but are now extirpated from Greenland, although a few
may rarely cross from Ellesmere Island (Taylor 2005).
Canadian Range
Peary Caribou have the northernmost distribution of all caribou in North America
(Figure 1; Festa-Bianchet et al., 2011). They are found across the Arctic Archipelago
except for Baffin Island (which is occupied by Barren-ground Caribou). Peary Caribou
also occur on northwestern Victoria Island with some evidence of movements to other
parts of that island. A small number occur (or occurred) on Boothia Peninsula and
possibly on King William Island (see Subpopulation Structure). Peary Caribou
disperse across sea ice, either occasionally or as part of seasonal movements, and may
be found on any island, although not all of the small islands have year-round
inhabitants.
Because population surveys are usually conducted in spring and summer due to
day length, winter distribution is less well documented. However, recent information
collected in the context of recovery planning led by Environment Canada has indicated
a broader-scale distribution than reported in COSEWIC (2004). Cambridge Bay
members reported that Peary Caribou have been observed year-round all over Victoria
Island, albeit in small numbers (Ekaluktutiak HTA 2013). They have been occasionally
spotted on the mainland in two main areas: Pearce Point and Parry Peninsula (Paulatuk
HTC 2013). They have been seen near Cambridge Bay, and on the mainland near
Kugluktuk (Ekaluktutiak HTA 2013). There were reports (Banfield 1961; Manning and
Macpherson 1958; Youngman 1975) of Peary Caribou as far west on the mainland as
Old Crow (Yukon), Herschel Island (Yukon), Baillie Island (Northwest Territories), and
Cape Dalhousie (Northwest Territories) in the early 1950s, which were linked with years
with icing on Banks Island.
Extent of Occurrence and Area of Occupancy
The extent of occurrence for Peary Caribou is 1,914,910 km 2 based on the
minimum convex polygon within Canada’s extent of jurisdiction as shown in Figure 3
(map and area calculations by D. Andrews, Environment Canada). The index of area
occupancy (based on 2 km x 2 km grid cells) as defined by survey observation data only
(Johnson et al. in prep.) is 91,465 cells or 366,384 km2 (D. Andrews, Environment
Canada, in litt.).
The extent of occurrence polygon encloses all caribou observations, based on the
most recent survey for each island (Appendix 1) combined with community information
(see Population Status and Trends).
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Figure 3. Peary Caribou distribution (with extent of occurrence polygon) based on most recent surveys and
community information. Map prepared by Dawn Andrews (Environment Canada).
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Banks-Victoria
Banks Island is the westernmost island of the Canadian Arctic Archipelago and
covers an area of ca. 71,000 km2. Historical records indicate that Peary Caribou occupy
virtually all of the island, at least seasonally (Nagy et al. 1996). Based on summer
survey distribution during the 1980s, Peary Caribou were most numerous in the
northwest and the eastern side of the island with some caribou in the southern end
(Nagy et al. 1996, Figure 4.). During the 1990s, caribou numbers were at their lowest.
The summer 1998 survey showed that caribou were most numerous in the northwest
and along the west coast; no caribou were found at the southern end and few on the
eastern side (Nagy et al. 2013a). Caribou numbers have increased since the 1990s with
the most recent survey showing a more widespread distribution on the island, although
most occurrences remain concentrated in the northwest (Davison et al., 2014).
Peary Caribou occupy an approximate 36,000 km 2 area of northwestern Victoria
Island to the north of Minto Inlet (Nagy et al. 2009b). Although Peary Caribou numbers
have fluctuated, they have always occupied the northwestern area of the island which,
based upon satellite telemetry, remains separated from the area inhabited by Dolphin
and Union caribou (Davison and Williams 2013).
Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia
Prince of Wales and Somerset islands cover more than 58,000 km 2 in area and,
based on historical records (Gunn and Decker 1984; Miller and Kiliaan 1981; Gunn and
Dragon 1998), were virtually all occupied, at least seasonally, when populations were
high in the 1960s and 1970s. Annual migrations within this subpopulation are well
documented by communities (Gjoa Haven HTA 2013; Resolute HTO 2013; Sachs
Harbour HTC 2013; Spence Bay HTO 2013). For example, during 1977–1980, caribou
trails across the sea ice effectively joined these two main islands, several satellite
islands and the northern part of the Boothia Peninsula (see below) for most of each
year, making this complex essentially a single range of >93,000 km2 (Miller et al.
2005b).
After caribou essentially vanished by the 1940s (summarized in Gunn and
Ashevak 1990), Boothia Peninsula was re-occupied by caribou based on data from the
first aerial survey in 1973 (Fischer and Duncan 1976) through the 1980s. Although both
Peary and Barren-ground Caribou occurred there, the proportion of each was not
quantified during the aerial surveys. Most Peary Caribou were resident on the Boothia
Peninsula north of Taloyoak, but some seasonally migrated from Somerset Island or
Prince of Wales Island in the fall and back in the spring (Gunn and Ashevak 1990).
Caribou in this subpopulation have declined again to very low numbers (see
Fluctuations and Trends).
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Western Queen Elizabeth Islands
The WQEI cover an area of about 180,000 km 2; the largest islands are Melville
(42,776 km2) and Devon (38,764 km2), followed by Prince Patrick (16,316 km 2) and
Bathurst Island (16,042 km2). Much of the land area (with the exception of Devon
Island) lies below 300 m elevation (Miller et al. 2005a), and most is usable habitat, not
covered by glaciers. The sporadic nature of surveys and little-documented ATK restrict
known distribution patterns mostly to the summer There is some evidence that smaller
islands tend not to be used by Peary Caribou during times of reduced abundance (Miller
et al. 1977a). For example, although Peary Caribou had been consistently recorded on
Brock, Eglinton and Emerald islands in 1961, 1972-74 and 1987-88, they were not seen
in 1997 (Gunn and Dragon, 2002) when population numbers were very low in the
region. They were once again confirmed present in 2012 (Davison and Williams 2012),
corresponding with a population increase (Appendix 1).
The Bathurst Island complex and surrounding islands have been subjected to the
most significant survey effort within the WQEI, with available data spanning a 50-year
period. This provides a window into caribou spatial distribution across seasons and over
periods of both high and low population abundance (Poole et al. 2015).
Eastern Queen Elizabeth Islands
The two largest islands that make up this subpopulation are ca. 240,000 km 2 in
area. In contrast to WQEI, a majority of the area is above 300m elevation and covered
by glaciers and ice caps, and hence unusable for Peary Caribou. Recent surveys
(Jenkins et al. 2011; Anderson et al. 2014; Anderson and Kingsley 2015) have recorded
Peary Caribou on Ellesmere and Axel Heiberg islands on all non-glacier-covered areas
of both.
Search Effort
Peary Caribou distribution is known from aerial surveys that have covered most
islands and the experience of local and traditional knowledge, mostly through hunting.
In areas accessible from the eight settled Inuit and Inuvialuit communities within
Peary Caribou range (Figures 1-3), many families and individual hunters, trappers and
fishers from Inuit and Inuvialuit communities spend weeks or months at all seasons out
on the land. The widespread adoption of snow machines since the 1970s or use of bush
planes to reach remote camp sites has made it possible for individual hunters to cover a
greater distance searching for caribou or Muskoxen (Ovibos moschatus) (Condon,
1996). In areas that people visit regularly, the specific skills required to pursue cultural
traditions results in a high overall level of awareness of caribou and other wildlife
distribution, density, and condition (c.f. Dumond 2007; SARC 2012, 2013).
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Information particular to wildlife management is also shared in meetings of local
hunters and trappers associations, and between them and regional wildlife management
boards. In this way, knowledge of status, movements, and condition of wildlife is
accumulated and disseminated within and among villages. People in remote villages
are, therefore, aware of wildlife events throughout the territories and beyond. Such
knowledge may be variously understood, interpreted, or communicated by different
individuals, but nevertheless becomes shared community knowledge.
The distribution patterns and trends of Peary Caribou are less known in areas that
are remote from communities. Most incidental observations of Peary Caribou are
derived from hunting trips (SARC 2012; CWS 2013). Frequency of individual hunting
expeditions is also declining. For example, fewer hunters in Sachs Harbour and
Ulukhaktok hunt for caribou than in the past (Condon 1996; Collings and Condon 1996;
Nagy 1999; Pearce et al. 2011), and unreliability of snow and ice conditions has families
preferring to travel along the coast rather than inland (Riedlinger 2001). Cambridge Bay
residents remarked in community meetings that travel to the northern part of Victoria
Island is uncommon (Ekaluktutiak HTA 2013). Similarly, Gjoa Haven residents travel too
infrequently to Prince of Wales, Matty and Tennet islands to know when caribou are
there or how numbers have changed over time (Gjoa Haven HTA 2013). Sachs Harbour
members indicated that due to changes in hunting practices, people no longer spend
long periods travelling on the land on Banks Island following caribou, and now seldom
venture further than 50 miles north of town (Sachs Harbour HTC 2013).
Search effort to measure spatial distribution within each of the four subpopulations
has also been based on aerial surveys of each island. The frequency and coverage of
these surveys has been highly variable since the first systematic surveys in 1961 (see
Sampling Effort and Methods; Table 2). It is, however, unlikely that there are
unexplored areas within Peary Caribou range, given the nature of the systematic effort
and extent of coverage in an overall sense. Nevertheless, distribution and abundance
through time in most subpopulations is not well known, and even current distribution is
unknown in parts of the range.

HABITAT
Peary Caribou live primarily in High Arctic and Middle Arctic tundra (Olson et al.
2001; Figure 4).
The climate of Peary Caribou range is unpredictably variable and severe, with
short, cool summers and long, cold winters. The growing season (breaking dormancy to
50% leaf colouration) is relatively fixed within 50-60 days for plant species (Svoboda
1977). Snow cover is generally present from September to May (Banks Island) or midlate June (Melville Island) (SARC 2012).
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Climate data are available from only eight meteorological stations across the Peary
Caribou range, and these are all coastal. Hence, they are more representative of
conditions on QEI, and not the large continental island areas of Banks and Victoria
islands. For example, summer temperatures in interior Banks Island can be as much as
10oC higher than those recorded by the Sachs Harbour weather station (N. Larter, pers.
comm. 2015).

Figure 4. Terrestrial ecozones in the Arctic Archipelago (based on Olsen et al., 2001).
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Since 1980, spatial climate data have become available at the scale of 1/2 degree
latitude by 2/3 degree longitude from the Modern Era Retrospective Analysis for
Research and Applications (MERRA) dataset. MERRA data from 1980 - 2014 for island
or island groupings for Peary Caribou demonstrate how climate variables vary across
Peary Caribou range with east-west and north-south gradients; there is also a high
degree of annual variability, which itself varies regionally (Russell et al., 2013). For
example compared to Banks Island, Bathurst Island has fewer cumulative growing
degree days (GDD) (the base temperature below which plant growth is zero) > 0 in June
and July (230 ± 20.0 SE vs. 557 ± 34.0 SE). This result is best explained by its location
further north, but also by its smaller landmass with an incised coastline. It also has a
later onset of plant growth (up to a 10-fold mean difference on 15 June), which is
characterized by higher annual variability than Banks Island.
The climate across the Arctic islands is strongly regionalized with east-west and
north-south gradients in precipitation and temperature due to the influence of Pacific air
masses in the west and Atlantic air masses in the east (Maxwell 1981). It is these
intrusions that periodically cause warmer temperatures during snowstorms leading to
icing and dense, deep snow (Rennert et al. 2009). Decadal-scale atmospheric pressure
oscillations in the north Atlantic and north Pacific complicate trend analysis of weather
patterns. Spatial diversity of climate regimes across the range of Peary Caribou creates
a great diversity of vegetation types, with implications for how each subpopulation
responds to climate variation.
Land dominated by dry vegetation covers about 36% of the ice-free area within
Peary Caribou range. Above-ground plant biomass ranges from < 100 g/m 2 in much of
the QEI and parts of the Prince of Wales-Somerset group with some areas having up to
500–2000 g/m2 on Banks Island and Prince of Wales Island (Gould et al. 2003). Net
primary productivity is 0–50 g/m2/yr over most of the range of Peary Caribou, with 150–
250 g/m2/yr on parts of Banks Island and Victoria Island (Gould et al. 2003). Banks
Island has the greatest extent of area with high plant biomass (>1000 g/m 2), shrub
cover and primary productivity of all Peary Caribou subpopulation ranges (Gould et al.
2003).
Permafrost is continuous throughout and only a thin (~40 cm—Callaghan et al.
2005) active layer thaws during summer, limiting dominant vegetation to flowering
perennials such as saxifrage (Saxifraga spp.), Arctic Poppy (Papaver radicatum), Moss
Campion (Silene acaulis), louseworts (Pedicularis spp.), and Mountain Sorrel (Oxyria
digyna), as well as mosses, rushes, grasses, sedges, and dwarf shrubs (e.g., Salix
spp., Dryas spp.).
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Habitat Requirements
Peary Caribou use a wide variety of habitats and are most commonly found on
upland polar desert and tundra habitat types that are mesic-xeric with sparse-moderate
vegetation cover at intermediate-high elevations (Parker and Ross 1976; Wilkinson et
al. 1976; Miller et al. 1977a, b; Russell et al. 1978; SARC 2012). In the WQEI, Thomas
et al. (1999) showed that the Peary Caribou did not use or select habitat types with the
greatest vegetation cover and standing crop. The latter study demonstrated that caribou
pellet densities in summer were greatest in sparsely vegetated upland ridges where
lichens, willow, wood rushes (Luzula spp.), Arctic Poppy and Long-stalked Starwort
(Stellaria longipes) were relatively abundant. Winter forage sites were typically
characterized by high densities of Luzula spp. and lichens.
Studies have been conducted during snow-free periods on forage availability, plant
standing crop, biomass, above-ground primary productivity, and abundance of plant
species or groups (Larter and Nagy 2001a; Gould et al. 2003, Larter and Nagy 2003).
Generally, these studies showed that there was more forage or available plant biomass
than was necessary for adequate nutrition, although it may not be accessible during
winter due to snow conditions.
The low densities of Peary Caribou, their relatively small group size and their
mobility while foraging usually prevent overuse of forage sites despite the
characteristically low productivity of such ranges (e.g., Parker 1978; Miller and Kiliaan
1981). Unfortunately, as noted by Miller et al. (1977a:46), “…we have no quantitative
measures of range condition” associated with declines of Peary Caribou and this
knowledge gap persists. Overall, studies have suggested that, while forage availability
may not limit Peary Caribou populations, high densities could in theory affect vegetation
and there is potential for competition among herbivores under certain conditions. Only
limited research has been conducted on linkages between foraging and snow conditions
in relation to subpopulation dynamics (Larter and Nagy 2000a; 2001b) and this research
has not been conducted during all phases of high and low populations for all
subpopulations (Tyler 2010; but see below for Banks Island).
Of importance to Peary Caribou is energy accumulation during the short plant
growing season, which can drive fitness for the rest of the year. This implies some
degree of behavioural plasticity to allow animals to respond to the variation in forage
availability. Most evidence for such plasticity comes from Svalbard, a high arctic island
group north of Norway where Svalbard reindeer (Rangifer platyrhynchus) increase
movements when ground-fast icing restricts forage (Meland 2014). The Svalbard
reindeer switch between selecting forage quality versus quantity depending on changes
in abundance of lichen, moss/graminoids, and parasite avoidance strategies (Van der
Wal 2006).

NWMB RM 004-2017 0222

21

Diet
Peary Caribou diet has been relatively well studied in the western Arctic (Shank et
al. 1978; Thomas and Kroeger 1980; Thomas and Edmonds 1983; Larter and Nagy
1997; Lenart et al. 2002). Peary Caribou have a broad/varied diet and are versatile
feeders with diet varying seasonally in relation to available forage and corresponding
nutritional content.
Diet on Banks Island has been described when Peary Caribou numbers were
increasing (Shank et al. 1978) and decreasing (Larter and Nagy 1997) in the context of
overlap with Muskox diet. Thomas and Kroeger (1980) examined the summer and
winter digestibility of forage using caribou from Prince of Wales Island. Digestibility was
greater for sedges in winter than summer; the digestibility of the White Worm Lichen
Thamnolia vermicularis was 18% in summer in contrast to 62% in winter, but the
digestibility of mosses was higher in summer than winter. Thomas and Edmonds (1983)
reported on late winter diet from across the WQEI to Prince of Wales and Somerset
islands. In that study, lichens comprised 2-15%, while sedges and mosses provided 1557% and 13-58%, respectively. In summer, caribou select forage high in digestible
protein by foraging on flowers especially Purple Saxifrage (Saxifraga oppositifolia),
lousewort, and Arctic Poppies (Parker and Ross 1976; Parker 1978) and made high use
of willow leaves on Melville and Axel Heiberg islands. During unusually severe winters
caribou are restricted to a diet with highly indigestible forage such as willow twigs, which
can result in malnutrition (Parker 1978).
Measurements of diet have shown that lichens comprise a relatively low proportion
of winter and summer diet for Peary Caribou compared to Barren-ground (reviewed by
Wilkinson and Shank 1974; Miller 1998; Larter and Nagy 2004). For example, in a study
on Banks Island, lichen was of minor dietary importance, likely because of its low
availability (standing crop 2.96 g/m2), whereas sedges, willows, legumes (Astragalus
spp., Oxytropis spp.), and Dryas integrifolia dominated the diet (Larter and Nagy 1997;
Larter and Nagy 2004). Inuvialuit TK reveals that Peary Caribou eat lichens (genera
Cladina and Cladonia), known broadly as “tuktut niqait” (“tuttut niqingi” in
Uummarmiutun), or ‘caribou food’; Snow Lichen (Flavocetraria nivalis) and White Worm
Lichen known as “aqiarungat” or “akeagonak”; and various kinds of rock lichens, known
generally as “qaviut” (Bandringa 2010). Caribou winter range is often correlated with the
abundance of lichens Cetraria delisei and Thamnolia vermicularis, crustose lichens, and
grasses (e.g., Alpine Foxtail [Alopecurus alpinus]) and rushes (e.g., Two-glumed Rush
[Juncus biglumis]). On eastern Melville Island, Thomas et al. (1999) found that the
amount of lichens in the winter diet of Peary Caribou depended on snow conditions,
with lower occurrence of lichen in the diet in years with deeper, harder snow.
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The low proportion of lichens in the diet measured either from rumen or fecal pellet
samples may reflect that lichens are scarcer in Peary Caribou range than on the ranges
of other caribou (Thomas et al. 1999, Russell et al. 1978). A likely reason is the
underlying substrates are mostly alkaline and unfavourable to lichens. A possible
parallel might be the low occurrence of lichens on Svalbard where the vegetation
following reindeer grazing from 1978 to 2013 shifted from lichens to more productive
and resilient moss-graminoids (van der Waal et al. 2001, Ronning 2014). However,
where reindeer declined, fruticose lichens have recovered after 100-200 years (van der
Waal et al. 2001).
Peary Caribou usually forage while walking, rather than by feeding in place as
Muskoxen do (COSEWIC 2004 and references therein). Caribou can average 3-4 km of
travel per hour while actively foraging (Miller et al. 1982). Under ideal conditions when
the snow is soft and relatively shallow, caribou forage by simply pushing the snow off
the vegetation with their noses. As snow density increases, they dig small individually
scattered craters, unlike the large cratered areas often used by groups of Muskoxen
and groups of Barren-ground Caribou. When snow cover becomes too hard and dense,
Peary Caribou seek forage on snow-free sites or sites with only shallow snow cover
(e.g., exposed wind-swept areas). On Banks Island, they often feed in winter by
cratering in the snow of upland habitats (upland barrens, hummock tundra, and stony
barrens) where it is softer and shallower than in wet meadows (Larter and Nagy 2001b).
Habitat Trends
Essentially all historical Peary Caribou habitat is available and has not been lost or
fragmented by industrial or other anthropogenic developments. There is little potential
habitat that is currently unoccupied, other than Prince of Wales-Somerset group of
islands and Boothia Peninsula.
At community information meetings conducted during Environment Canada-led
recovery meetings, members of the Cambridge Bay HTO (2013) expressed concerns
that past activities have affected caribou habitat. There were also multiple comments
about past exploration activities leaving contaminated sites and fuel drums from Gjoa
Haven, Grise Fiord, and Resolute Bay community members (Gjoa Haven HTA 2013;
Iviq HTA 2013; Resolute Bay HTO 2013).
Under a changing climate, habitat changes (e.g., vegetation changes [productivity
and shrub growth] and snow conditions) for Peary Caribou have already occurred
(SARC 2012) and the rate of these changes is projected to increase (see ThreatsClimate Change).
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BIOLOGY
Caribou and reindeer are polygynous (c.f. Holand et al. 2007), but little is known of
the Peary Caribou mating system (Petersen et al. 2010). The small group size typical of
Peary Caribou (Tener 1963; Miller et al. 1982; Nagy et al. 1996) suggests a haremguarding mating system.
Life Cycle and Reproduction
Peary Caribou have widely variable vital rates. Productivity (the proportion of
females with calves) in the WQEI has varied from 0 to 88%, and on Banks Island from 3
to 33% between 1970 and 2010 (SARC 2012). Overwinter calf survival on Banks Island
from 1991-1999 varied from 23 to 86% (SARC 2012). Information on adult sex ratios is
generally lacking, as are data on longevity and age at last reproduction. ATK indicates
that Peary Caribou females in good condition can calve every year after sexual maturity
is reached at 2 to 4 years of age, but hunters report finding no fetuses in harvested
caribou after harsh winters (SARC 2012 and references therein).
Information regarding generation time is lacking for Peary Caribou. COSEWIC
(2004) estimated the intergeneration time for Peary Caribou at 7 years, although no
rationale was provided; this was also adopted by SARC (2012) for the NWT
assessment. Females may live to 15 years in the wild (SARC 2012). They presumably
are fecund for their whole adult lives (at least 13 years, the maximum age sampled—
Thomas et al. 1976), although senescence has been observed in reindeer between the
ages of 7 and 11.5 years (e.g., Weladji et al. 2010). Hence, the median age of Peary
Caribou parents could be up to 8.5 to 9.5 years. Given the IUCN definition of generation
length as the average age of parents of the current cohort, and reflecting the turnover
rate of breeding individuals in a population (IUCN 2014), Peary Caribou generation time
was established as 9 years for the purposes of this assessment.
Physiology and Adaptability
Peary Caribou are adapted to limited plant growth with a highly compressed
growing season and long periods of snow-covered frozen standing vegetation (see
Habitat).
Despite their modest genetic differentiation, behavioural and morphological
differences between Peary and Barren-ground Caribou are assumed to result from
strong selection pressure in their high Arctic environment (Manning 1961). Given that
shorter body extremities minimize external surface area and heat loss, it may be that
the adaptive value of a shorter broader muzzle of Peary Caribou also prevents heat loss
while maintaining a long enough molariform tooth row to forage effectively.
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Tener (1963) and others noted the small group size of Peary Caribou (typically a
dozen or fewer) and widely dispersed aggregations relative to Barren-ground Caribou
(often in herds of 1,000 or more). Group size increases slightly prior to calving,
stabilizes or decreases during calving and then increases into post-calving aggregations
as they move inland from coastal areas (Nagy et al. 1996). However, the post-calving
aggregation is a relative term as the group sizes are tens of individuals not the
hundreds to thousands typical of Barren-ground Caribou. The underlying mechanisms
may differ; small group size and dispersion may be an adaptation to an environment
with thin and patchy forage (relative, to mainland caribou ranges), avoidance of
predation, and/or lack of insect harassment.
The forage biomass of some Peary Caribou habitats (e.g., Banks Island—Larter
and Nagy 2001a), and the relatively low prevalence of mosquitoes and warble flies,
which allows for uninterrupted foraging (Gunn and Skogland 1997), can lead to
accumulation of substantial fat stores. The accumulation of fat reserves in the summer
and autumn is critical to survival and reproduction in severe winters (Thomas 1982;
Nagy et al. 1996).
Dispersal and Migration
Peary Caribou move relatively long distances, including annual migrations across
sea ice, regular movements within multi-island home ranges and erratic large-scale
movements among islands during severe winters (see Population Spatial Structure
and Variability; Figure 3).
The islands of the Canadian Arctic Archipelago are surrounded by ice for ≥ 9
months each year (Miller et al. 2005b); most inter-island crossings by Peary Caribou
occur during the period of highest quality and concentration of fast ice, corresponding
with travel to winter and spring/summer ranges (Jenkins and Lecomte 2012). However,
there are also observations of Peary Caribou swimming between islands during
seasonal movements (Miller 1995a).
There are many records of Peary Caribou crossing the sea ice in seasonal
migrations among the islands and between the mainland and Arctic Islands. These are
not necessarily fixed migration routes that are used habitually, but rather broad
migration zones that individuals use to travel from winter ranges to calving areas and
summer ranges (Miller et al. 2005b). For example, Miller et al. (2005b) documented 73
crossing sites representing 850 Peary Caribou trails on northeastern Franklin Strait
(between Boothia Peninsula and Prince of Wales Island) and Peel Sound (between
Somerset and Prince of Wales Islands) in three years (1977-1980). These crossings
were also relatively evenly distributed, regardless of the length of the sea-ice crossing
site or the elevation at its origin or terminus. There is also some evidence to support
forced dispersal during winters characterized by icing events or above average snow fall
(see SARC 2012).
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Little is known about dispersal except that mtDNA analyses showed a low
frequency of recent (“within the last several generations”) unidirectional dispersal from
WQEI into Banks Island, Northwest Victoria Island, and the Prince of Wales-Somerset
islands; and from the latter to Banks Island and the Boothia Peninsula (McFarlane et al.
2014).
Interspecific Interactions
Muskoxen
There has been substantial concern, particularly at the community level, about
interspecific interactions between Muskoxen and Peary Caribou. ATK and community
knowledge has emphasized this issue (see SARC 2012). Inuit from Resolute Bay and
Grise Fiord reported that “a large abundance of Muskoxen is often followed by the
decline in the population of caribou in a specific area” (Taylor 2005). In Environment
Canada recovery meetings, community participants have identified competition with
Muskoxen as a major threat to Peary Caribou, as would be suggested by evidence of
displacement of the latter by the former, or contrasting population trends (Olohaktomiut
HTC 2013; Paulatuk HTC 2013; Spence Bay HTO 2013).
Historically, on Banks Island, northwestern Victoria Island, and Prince of WalesSomerset islands, Peary Caribou and Muskoxen have had opposite trajectories in
abundance (Gunn et al. 1991; Gunn and Dragon 1998; Nagy et al. 2009e; Davison et al.
2013). By the late 1980s, concurrent with a major decline of Peary Caribou on Somerset
Island, hunters noted that areas previously occupied by caribou were now occupied by
Muskoxen (cited in Taylor 2005). Recent disease-associated declines of Muskoxen on
Banks and Victoria islands (Kutz et al., 2015) have not been accompanied by as rapid
an increase in Peary Caribou as historically observed (see Threats and Limiting
Factors). The bacteria isolated from Muskoxen as a disease-causing agent is a
generalist and also able to infect caribou; however, its role in the current Peary Caribou
population dynamics is uninvestigated. Concurrent declines in both Muskoxen and
Peary Caribou have also been observed, for example, on WQEI, although there were
differences in the rates of recovery (Miller et al. 1977b; Gunn and Dragon 1998;
Anderson 2014). Weather-related events are often implicated in these concurrent
declines.
The frequent comments in recorded Inuvialuit ATK (e.g., Peter Esau quoted by
Berger 1976) suggest that Peary Caribou and Muskoxen are competitors for forage. On
the other hand, Parker (1978) concluded that in winters with average snow conditions
on Bathurst Island, there is no interspecific competition with Peary Caribou and
Muskoxen. However, he suggested that in severe winters there could be competition as
both species sought willows on exposed slopes and ridges. During the 1973-1974
severe winter when many individuals of both species died on Bathurst Island, a
retrospective analysis suggested there was no interspecific competition between them
because the fecal pellet densities were negatively associated with one another and
relationships with certain forage species contrasted significantly (Thomas et al. 1999).
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Investigators have largely compared habitat use or forage overlap between the two
species as a means of indirectly assessing competition. On Banks Island, Wilkinson and
Shank (1974) and Vincent and Gunn (1981) found no evidence to suggest competition
between Peary Caribou for forage or space. As abundance of Muskoxen increased
during the 1990s, studies did, however, reveal that diets overlapped (Larter and Nagy
1997; 2004), but this is not in and of itself indicative of competition. The potential for
apparent competition under certain conditions cannot be ruled out. Jenkins (2006)
suggested that caribou may avoid Muskoxen to avoid predation by Wolves. Gunn et al.
(2011) also speculated that “…the increasing Muskox abundance supported increased
Wolf numbers which, in turn, could increase predation rates on Peary caribou.”
Several observers have noted that the spatial segregation between Peary Caribou
and Muskoxen may have a deeper, behavioural basis than habitat preferences.
Segregation has been reported on Banks Island (Kevan 1974 and others; Wilkinson and
Shank 1974), Melville Island (Thomas et al. 1999), Axel Heiberg (Tener 1963), Bathurst
Island (Ferguson 1987) and Ellesmere Island (Jenkins 2006; Manseau et al. 2004;
Tener 1963). People in Ulukhaktok suggested that the caribou had moved toward
Cambridge Bay to escape the Muskoxen at Minto Inlet (Gunn 2005). Inuvialuit and Inuit
ATK has many references to caribou avoidance of Muskoxen because they dislike their
smell, or simply because “caribou don’t like Muskox” (Ulukhaktok residents quoted by
Kassam 2009; Ekaluktutiak HTO 2013; Iviq HTA 2013; Palaulatuk HTC 2013). ATK
suggests that caribou may avoid areas of high Muskox use because they trample the
vegetation and pack the snow, which impedes feeding by caribou (SARC 2012).
Predation
Sachs Harbour residents have previously linked the high Wolf numbers with the
increasing Muskox numbers and declining Peary Caribou on Banks Island (Sachs
Harbour Community Conservation Plan 1998 cited in SARC 2012). On Banks and
northwestern Victoria islands, Muskox populations greatly increased in the 1960s after a
1955–1959 poisoning program reduced the number of Wolves (Heard 1984). Nagy et al.
(1996) noted that Wolf populations had increased “dramatically” on Banks Island during
a period of Muskox increase/caribou decline, that Wolf predation on caribou had been
observed, and that “Peary caribou on Banks Island may be in a situation … where a
high bio-mass of Muskoxen supports an increasing Wolf population… Even if predation
rates on caribou are low, the impact may be significant especially given their recent low
numbers.” Nagy et al. (2013) noted that 1998 was the first time in 20 years that the
Muskox population on Banks Island showed signs of decreasing while the number of
Wolves seen during ungulate surveys continued to increase.
Similarly, on northwestern Victoria Island, a survey of local knowledge showed that
Wolves had increased from the 1970s through the 1990s, coincident with the increase
of Muskoxen and decline of Peary Caribou (Gunn 2005). Gunn (2005) suggested that
higher numbers of Muskoxen could maintain high numbers of Wolves and lead to
relatively high predation on the remaining caribou.

NWMB RM 004-2017 0228

27

Other predators include Grizzly Bears (Ursus arctos) and Wolverines (Gulo gulo).
Arctic Foxes (Vulpes lagopus) sometimes attack juvenile caribou (SARC 2013).
Community members within the two southern Peary Caribou subpopulations report
increasing numbers of recent sightings of Grizzly Bears and/or Wolverines (Ekaluktutiak
HTA 2013; Gjoa Haven HTA 2013; Sachs Harbour HTC 2013; Spence Bay HTO 2013).
Pathogens
The prevalence and intensity of parasite infections and diseases in Peary Caribou
is little known. One caribou parasite that is relatively easily tracked is the warble fly but
the prevalence of warbles parasitizing caribou on Banks or northwestern Victoria islands
is not known. On Melville and Prince Patrick islands, 11 and 16% of Peary Caribou,
respectively, collected in 1974-79 had warbles (Thomas and Kiliaan 1990). Almost the
only information on other parasites and diseases is from Banks Island where Inuvialuit
report tapeworm cysts in the muscle of Peary Caribou: the primary hosts of the
tapeworms are wolves or foxes (Vulpes spp); numbers of cysts in the caribou vary and
may be related to fox cycles (Nagy et al. 1998).
More is known about diseases in Muskoxen on Banks Island, but it is unknown
whether Muskox diseases and parasites are a threat for Peary Caribou. Some parasites
and diseases recorded for Muskoxen have not been found in Caribou, including
Yersiniosis, which is prevalent among muskoxen (Larter and Nagy 1999). Giardia is
found in Muskoxen but not in caribou although another protozoan parasite,
Cryptosporidium, was in 22% of Peary Caribou fecal samples from Banks Island in the
1990s (Nagy et al. 1998).
Barren-ground Caribou and Muskoxen share several parasites, including
gastrointestinal helminths and a species of lungworm (Kutz et al. 2012), and are
susceptible to a number of the same pathogens, including the bacteria Brucella suis and
Erysipelothrix rhusiopathiae (see Threats and Limiting Factors). Parasite-mediated
competition between caribou and Muskoxen has been postulated with respect to the
abomasal nematodes (Hughes et al. 2009). The abomasal nematodes, Teladorsagia
boreoarcticus and Marshallagia marshalli, are associated with poorer body condition
(both) or protein indices in Muskoxen and caribou, respectively (Steele 2013; Kutz et al.
unpubl. data). These species are common in Muskoxen, and the relative abundance in
caribou appears to increase where they are sympatric with Muskoxen (Hughes et al.
2009; Kutz et al. 2012; Steele et al. 2013). In the Kangerlussuaq area, west Greenland,
Barren-ground Caribou have a parasite fauna dominated by parasites also found in the
introduced Muskoxen. Marshallagia marshalli is associated with lower protein and
kidney fat indices in barren-ground caribou in Greenland (Steele et al., 2013). Studies to
date have been inadequately designed to assess the effect of T. boreoarcticus on
caribou; however, this parasite negatively impacts body condition in Muskoxen (Kutz,
Nagy, Checkley unpubl. data) and the related nematode of caribou, Ostertagia
gruehneri, negatively impacts body condition and pregnancy in caribou and reindeer
(Irvine et al., 2001; Steele 2013).
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A parallel with Peary Caribou may be the documented sub-clinical effects of
parasitic nematodes on Svalbard reindeer. In Svalbard reindeer, gastro-intestinal
nematodes affected body weight sufficiently to reduce pregnancy rates (Irvine et al.,
2001), which does suggest that parasites may have sub-clinical effects. Those effects
include changes in foraging behaviour to avoid the risk of infection (Van der Waal et al.
2000).

POPULATION SIZES AND TRENDS
Sampling Effort and Methods
Survey design in the Arctic Archipelago has to account for low densities and a
widespread distribution of animals (Gunn and Poole, 2014). The enormous size (7% of
the total area of Canada) and remoteness of the area, which has few operational bases,
are logistical constraints. As a result, surveys have been infrequent, with each covering
only one or a subset of islands at a time. Evaluating trends in abundance for Peary
Caribou since the first surveys were conducted in the 1960s is made difficult by irregular
frequency in surveys (in time and space), as well as changes in survey design and
methodology (Gunn and Poole, 2014).
Most surveys were aerial strip transects and extrapolated densities observed
within the strips to off-transect areas, under the assumption that Peary Caribou are
evenly distributed within strata. Most surveys have been stratified, applying higher effort
in areas of known or suspected high relative densities, and less effort spent in other
areas. Not all investigators have differentiated age classes; those who did have
reported “non-calves” or yearlings plus adults, or “short yearlings” (the previous
summer’s calf crop at about 10 months old) plus adults, depending on the time of the
survey. Increasing survey accuracy (i.e., by reducing survey altitude and transect width)
with the same survey effort results in decreases in precision, because coverage is less
(Gunn and Poole, 2014). Precision is usually, but not always (especially in earlier
years), a measure of variance (i.e., 95% confidence interval [CI] or standard error [SE]).
Otherwise, population numbers are minimum counts, which are also sometimes
generated from unsystematic aerial searches or surveys for other species (e.g.,
Muskoxen). Telemetry by VHF radio or satellite transmitters was applied on Banks,
Bathurst and Ellesmere islands, which increased description of seasonal movements for
Bathurst Island (Poole et al. 2015) but elsewhere the telemetry remains unreported.
Bias through sightability of animals (pelage relative to background, lighting
conditions, etc.) and observer experience is likely high and typically unmeasured (Gunn
and Poole, 2014).
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The first systematic aerial surveys for Peary Caribou (and Muskoxen) were led by
J.S. Tener in 1961 across the QEI (Tener 1963). The researchers applied stratification
but did not allocate survey effort by caribou density as prior information was
unavailable. Bias was likely similar to other surveys given the narrow strip width and
survey altitude. While Tener did not calculate the variance of the estimate, a subsequent
recalculation of the estimates conducted by Miller et al. (2005b) included confidence
limits. Consequently, the coefficient of variation (CV) for western and eastern portions of
the study area was 8% and 22%, respectively, which reflects the coverage and is similar
to the precision of subsequent estimates. Tener’s (1963) surveys resulted in a
provisional Peary Caribou abundance estimate of 25,845 individuals on the QEI (two of
four subpopulations recognized in this assessment). This included 12,799 caribou on
Melville Island alone (Tener 1963).
Concerns were raised by Inuit in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay that the Peary
Caribou population could not have been as high as reported by Tener (Ferguson et al.
2001), and these doubts have persisted in recent Environment Canada-led technical
community meetings during recovery planning for this species (e.g., Iviq HTA 2013;
Resolute Bay HTO 2013). On the other hand, Tener’s (1963) estimated abundance for
Bathurst Island in 1961 was similar to the estimates recorded in 1993 (Miller 1995b) and
2013 (Anderson, 2014). The recent surveys since the last status report include Jenkins
et al. (2011) who reported population numbers in Nunavut (with the exception of Byam
Martin, eastern Melville, eastern Mackenzie King, and Borden islands) during 20012008. They used a combination of spring aerial and winter snowmobile surveys and
distance sampling (Buckland 2001), using line-transect methods to estimate density and
abundance of adults and short yearlings.
Most surveys used transects on individual islands or groups of islands, which is
advantageous for comparing estimates between years. In other areas, as has been
shown with reindeer on Svalbard (Norway), even slight differences in consecutive
survey areas can lead to underestimates and inter-annual variations in abundance (Lee
et al. 2015). Because most recent aerial surveys have been conducted during summer,
only summer surveys are presented here for those islands that had multiple surveys in a
single year so as to maintain consistency across years. Densities (number of caribou
per area surveyed) were calculated from caribou counts along transects, and in turn
were used to estimate caribou abundance for a given survey area (usually island).
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Abundances reported from various surveys were not consistently extrapolated to
the same area for all the surveys over the past several decades. To ensure consistency,
Johnson et al. (in prep.) recalculated island areas (after Nagy et al. 2009) using a land
mask that was generated from the CanVec dataset, an open source digital cartographic
reference product produced by Natural Resources Canada (Government of Canada
2015). They used the Canada Albers Equal Area Conic projection to generate area
estimates, which are used consistently in this assessment to establish area-corrected
abundance estimates. Area-adjusted estimates assume uniform density within each
surveyed island, which although unlikely, facilitates comparisons across years (Johnson
et al. in prep.). Precision was not accounted for in those area-corrected estimates
(Appendix 1).
From 1961 to 2014, government agencies conducted a total of 154 aerial surveys
to estimate Peary Caribou abundance throughout the Canadian Arctic (Table 2;
Appendix 1). Survey frequency and spatial extent have been highly variable across this
geography over these 53 years. The most frequently surveyed islands have been Banks
Island (Banks-Victoria subpopulation) and Bathurst Island (Western QEI subpopulation).
Gunn and Poole (2014) calculated coverage (the percentage of the total area that was
surveyed) and precision (Coefficient of Variation; CV) on an island-by-island basis. On
average, across the four subpopulations, coverage was between 14-33% and precision
17-33% (Table 2).

Table 2. Summary of the number of surveys by subpopulation of Peary Caribou, from
1961-2014. Source: Gunn and Poole (2014).
Subpopulation

Precision (CV) (%)

Coverage (%)

Number of
Surveys

Time Period

Banks-Victoria

31

18

39

1970 to 2014

Prince of Wales-SomersetBoothia

17

15.5

26

1974 to 2006

Western QEI

26

33

79

1961 to 2013

Eastern QEI

22

14

10

1961 to 2007

Where possible, number of adults (> 1 year) was used to approximate number of
mature individuals. Some surveys did not report calf estimates. The number of mature
individuals was estimated for each subpopulation by summing the abundances across
major islands with relatively frequent surveys during the same time period; a rough
estimate of total abundance was derived from summed abundances across the four
subpopulations.
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There has been no single year where the entire range has received full coverage,
nor has this been attempted since Tener’s 1961 survey (Tener 1963). Overall threegeneration and two-generation trends for Peary Caribou and those for each of the main
subpopulations are estimated here through comparisons of area-corrected survey
estimates for each of the main islands in each subpopulation (see Abundance).
These abundance and trends estimates have much compounded uncertainty
owing to factors ranging from errors in survey estimates (discussed above), later onset
of reproductive capability for Peary Caribou yielding overestimates of mature individuals
(see Life Cycle and Reproduction), variable survey methods, variable ranges of the
time span among islands to approximate 3-generation or 2-generation population
trends, lack of precision in the land area, and unmet assumptions associated with the
area-corrected estimates (see above).
Abundance
The most recent surveys for Peary Caribou across the subspecies’ High Arctic
range yield an estimated total of about 13,700 adult and yearling Peary Caribou (Table
3). However, this estimate is derived from a subset of all islands, some of which were
not surveyed within the last decade. Hence, the certainty associated with this estimated
population is low.
Fluctuations and Trends
The summed abundances across islands serve as average estimates of Peary
Caribou population size through time (Table 3; Figure 5). Periodic stochastic (and
unpredictable) die-offs are a feature of Peary Caribou ecology as described in following
subpopulation sections (Miller et al. 1977a; Parker 1978; Harding 2004; Festa-Bianchet
et al. 2011). These events may not all be known, because the long periods between
surveys may have resulted in missing some abrupt declines and subsequent recoveries.
Neither die-offs nor periods of increase appear to be synchronous across Peary Caribou
range based on available information. The following section describes abundance
patterns derived from scattered surveys within each subpopulation over the past five
decades.
Banks-Victoria
The most recent surveys from Banks Island (2014; Davison et al., 2014) and
northwestern Victoria Island (2015; Davison and Williams 2013), respectively, indicated
a total of about 2,252 mature individuals for this subpopulation (Table 3; Appendix 1).
Surveys from the late 1980s point to a considerably higher population (> 8,000), with an
overall decline in three generations (27 years) of approximately 68% for both Banks and
Victoria Islands combined. The latest surveys have indicated a modest increasing trend
in numbers of mature individuals on Banks Island, whereas numbers on Victoria Island
may have declined again more recently (Figure 5; Appendix 1).
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According to local community knowledge (cited by Usher 1971), caribou numbers
had fluctuated with severe winters in the early 1950s, causing deaths and desperation
movements off Banks Island. Early estimates by quantitative surveys on Banks Island
were 4,000 adults and calves in 1952–1953 (Manning and Macpherson 1958), 2,351
caribou in 1959 (MacPherson 1960), 5,000-8,000 in 1970 (Kevan 1974), and 12,098 in
1972 (Urquhart 1973). The 1970 and 1972 estimates were from systematic aerial
surveys although Kevan (1974) only surveyed the northern half of Banks. Before 1972,
observers said that most or all caribou were concentrated on the north end of the island.
By 1972 the subpopulation had spread throughout the island (Urquhart 1973). Urquhart
(1973) commented that an unusually heavy snowfall in the fall of 1970 had caused
some caribou to leave Banks Island for the mainland, while others died from
malnutrition. Hunters reported that many caribou died during that winter (cited in Gunn
and Dragon 1998) and Urquhart (1973) extrapolated from 39 carcasses counted in June
1971 to estimate that 879 caribou died.

BANKSVICTORIA

PRINCE-OFWALESSOMERSET
BOOTHIA

Approx. % 2-gen change

Years of monitoring data
(2-gen)

Approx. % 3-gen change

Years of monitoring data
(3-gen)

Most recent areacorrected estimate

Most recent survey

Earliest 2-gen areacorrected estimate

(group)

Earliest survey within 2
generations

Island

Earliest 3-gen areacorrected estimate

Subpopulation

Earliest survey within 3
generations

Table 3. Area-corrected abundance and trend (3-generation [27y] and 2-generation [18y])
estimates for four Peary Caribou subpopulations. Complete survey data can be found in
Appendix 1.

Banks

1987

4296

1998

454

2014

2248

27

-47.67%

16

395.15%

NW Victoria

1987

2790

1998

137

2015

42

28

-99.86%

17

-97.08%

Boothia

1985

4738

1995

3265

2006

12

21

-99.98%

11

-99.97%

Prince of Wales

1980

4212

1995

52

2004

12

24

-99.98%

9

-80.00%

Somerset

1980

577

1995

115

2005

42

25

-99.31%

10

-96.52%

Russell

1980

605

1995

0

2004

0

24

-100.00%

9

Axel Heiberg

1995

941

1995

941

2007

2255

12

Ellesmere

1989

3961

1995

1491

2015

918

26

12

2298.94%

20

516.11%

EASTERN QEI
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132.81%

Approx. % 2-gen change

Years of monitoring data
(2-gen)

Approx. % 3-gen change

Years of monitoring data
(3-gen)

Most recent areacorrected estimate

Most recent survey

Earliest 2-gen areacorrected estimate

Earliest survey within 2
generations

(group)

Earliest 3-gen areacorrected estimate

Island

Earliest survey within 3
generations

Subpopulation

Melville

1987

9551

1997

797

2012

2740

25

186.91%

15

243.79%

Prince Patrick

1986

1561

1997

87

2012

2746

26

1660.26%

15

3056.32%

Eglinton

1986

791

1997

0

2012

181

26

129.11%

15

Emerald

1986

141

1997

0

2012

45

26

221.43%

15

Byam-Martin

1987

1001

1997

0

2012

121

25

21.00%

15

McKenzie King

1974

601

1997

36

1997

36

23

0

Borden

1973

161

1973

161

1973

16

0

0

Brock

1973

241

1997

0

1997

0

24

0

Devon

2002

1101

2002

1101

2008

17

6

Lougheed

1985

0

1997

103

2007

375

22

Bathurst Is.
Complex

1988

10701

81

2013

14631

25

Cornwallis

1988

521

2002

2

2013

42

25

Little Cornwallis

1988

0

2002

0

2013

12

25

11

Helena

1988

261

1997

0

2013

22

25

16

WESTERN QEI

OVERALL
(approx.)

1997

21,637

5,451

1

Survey counts that include calves; 2minimum counts.
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13,178

-84.55%

6

-84.55%

10

264.08%

36.73%

16

1706.17%

-92.31%

11

100.00%

-35.31%

141.75%

Figure 5. Abundance estimates from various island surveys for four Peary Caribou subpopulations: (A) BanksVictoria; (B) Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia; (C) Eastern Queen Elizabeth Islands; (D) Western Queen
Elizabeth Islands. Estimates are extrapolated from study areas to whole islands to aid in comparison
across years and some earlier estimates (especially from WQEI) include calves. Totals were computed
only when abundance estimates were available for each island in a group within a particular year.
Standard errors are available for some surveys in Appendix 1. Figure produced by J. Bowman.

Available estimates from aerial surveys on Banks Island suggest steady declines
from 1982 and relative stability at a low level from 1992 to 2010 (Gunn 2005; Davison
and Williams 2013). The increase from 2,351 in 1959 (MacPherson 1960) to 12,098 in
1972 (Urquhart 1973) implies an average finite rate of increase (λ) of 1.14, or 14% per
year. It declined more or less consistently, reaching a low of 451 ± CI 60 in 1998 (Nagy
et al. 2013a). However, Nagy et al. (2006) suggested that the 1998 estimate was low for
unspecified reasons. Abundance then increased to an estimated 1,142 ± CI 324 in 2001
(Nagy et al. 2006; a finite rate of increase of 30% for 3 years) and increased again to
2,234 in 2014 (Davison et al. 2014), the most recent estimate (Appendix 1).
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The overall trend of Peary Caribou on northwestern Victoria appears more variable
than Banks Island although survey frequency has been less. Historical information
gathered for the Olokhaktomiut Community Conservation Plan (Anonymous 2008)
related to northwestern Victoria Island stated that from 1900 to around 1920, Peary
Caribou were increasing; however, a freezing rain event in about 1920 caused
extensive mortality. Numbers fluctuated from then through the 1970s. Hunters from
Ulukhaktok had difficulty finding Peary Caribou in the winters of 1991-1992 and 19921993 (Ulukhaktok, Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT), and Joint Secretariat
2008). Between 1980 and 1993, Peary Caribou from northwestern Victoria Island were
surveyed five times, revealing a rapid decline from a high of 4,512 caribou in JulyAugust 1980 (Jakimchuk and Carruthers 1980) to an estimated 159 in 1993 (Gunn
2005). A 2015 survey (April-May) recorded only one group of two individual Peary
Caribou, while the most recent survey prior to that (July-August, 2010) yielded an
estimate of 150 ± 104 adults. Reasons for the continued decline on northwestern
Victoria Island are unknown, but are not thought to be related to disease and/or hunting
(Davison and Williams 2013).
Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia
Current numbers of Peary Caribou in the Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia
subpopulation are suspected to be close to zero at present, although the most recent
survey was conducted almost 10 years ago. Surveys flown in 1980 and 1985 for this
subpopulation yielded estimates of as many as 10,000 mature individuals, which
plunged to a handful of individuals in the most recent surveys, suggesting close to
100% decline. Local hunters continue to observe occasional Peary Caribou or their
tracks on the islands (Ekaluktutiak HTA 2013; Resolute Bay HTO 2013), but only at very
low densities, and predicted a long slow recovery for the subpopulation (Campbell
2006).
An Inuk elder remembered his father saying that caribou were present in large
numbers in the 1920s on Somerset Island and were hunted there until 1928–1930 when
many caribou died; caribou persisted in small numbers there and on Prince of Wales
Island until the late 1960s when they began to increase (Taylor 2005). Hunters from
Taloyoak also reported that caribou numbers on Prince of Wales, Somerset, and Russell
islands and Boothia Peninsula were low from the 1940s to the early 1970s and then
increased (Gunn et al. 2006 and references therein). By the late 1970s there were
“…lots of caribou, enough for winter clothing” on both islands (ATK in Taylor 2005).
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The peak abundance recorded for Prince of Wales-Somerset islands was 5,682
total caribou in 1974 (Fischer and Duncan 1976), and 4,831 ± 543 on Boothia Peninsula
in 1985 (Gunn and Ashevak 1990; Gunn and Dragon 1998). In the 1980s, during a
period with high caribou numbers on Somerset Island and the small islands surrounding
it, Inuit began seeing evidence of disease or parasites in caribou. Some caribou found
dead had not died of old age or Wolf predation and caribou numbers began declining
(ATK in Taylor 2005). The Resolute Bay hunters also said that by the early 1990s, the
decline was so severe that they stopped hunting on Somerset and Prince of Wales
islands. A 1995 survey, using the same methods and survey coverage as in 1980, found
only 7 caribou on the three islands (Gunn and Dragon 1998). Because only two of those
seen in 1995 were “on-transect”, no quantitative estimate was possible. A nonsystematic survey looking for caribou and tracks in April-May 1996 reported two caribou
on Somerset Island (Miller, 1997). In 2004 no caribou were seen during aerial surveys
of the islands, and only four were seen on Somerset Island by ground crews (Jenkins et
al., 2011). There have been no surveys conducted in the area since 2006, when
Dumond (2006) spotted one caribou during a Muskox survey. Although tracks and
individuals are spotted on occasion (Ekaluktutiak HTA 2013; Resolute HTO 2013), there
is no evidence that numbers have recovered.
Gunn et al. (2006) examined factors explaining the near-total loss of Peary
Caribou on Prince of Wales, Somerset, and Russell islands, and concluded that the
decline from the mid-1980s to the mid-1990s resulted from long-term reduction in
survival rates of calves and reproductive females associated with continued hunting and
increased Wolf predation. Caribou declines in this subpopulation also coincided with an
increase and range expansion of Muskoxen (Campbell 2006; Gunn et al. 2006),
although there was no scientific evidence for or against deteriorating range condition.
Miller et al. (2007a) put forward a combination of factors could limit population growth
rates including Wolf predation, extreme weather, hunting, and disease.
Despite scientific uncertainty, the decline of Peary Caribou in the Prince of WalesSomerset-Boothia subpopulation had been foretold: Simon Idlout recalled his father,
Timothy Idlout, predicting in the early 1980s that the caribou would drastically decline,
based on a die-off under similar conditions that the elder Idlout had observed in the
1920s (cited in Taylor 2005). Hunters in Gjoa Haven have reported that some caribou
came from Prince of Wales Island to King William Island in the early or mid-1970s (J.
Keanik pers. comm. cited by Gunn and Dragon 1998). Campbell (2006) also stated: “IQ
indicates that the decline was a natural and predicted occurrence caused by the
impacts of overabundance in the 1970s and early 1980s. According to IQ the major
mechanism of the decline was emigration.” Gunn et al. (2006) examined this factor,
concluding that there was no known severe and prolonged environmental stimulus
sufficient to cause so many caribou to abandon their ranges, nor was there any
evidence of population increases on neighbouring islands to make up for these losses.
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In 1974, 1975 and 1976, Thompson and Fischer (1980) estimated Peary Caribou
on the Boothia Peninsula to number 561-626 (June and August surveys), 1,109-1,739
(March and June surveys), and 1,120 (a March survey), respectively; they interpreted
the sudden increase from 1974 to 1975 as a large-scale immigration from Prince of
Wales Island. They pointed out (citing Fischer and Duncan 1976) that Prince of Wales
Island experienced a concurrent population decrease of similar magnitude, and
suggested that because the Prince of Wales population did not increase in 1976, while
the Boothia population stayed the same or increased that year, the large number of
immigrants from Prince of Wales had stayed on Boothia. Gunn and Dragon (1998)
estimated 6,658 ± 1,728 (SE) on the Boothia Peninsula in 1995, but did not distinguish
between Peary and Barren-ground Caribou, although both types were seen. The
migration of Peary Caribou from Somerset Island apparently stopped with their nearextirpation by the mid-1990s.
Western Queen Elizabeth Islands
Two Peary Caribou subpopulations are recognized in the QEI, with the majority of
islands belonging to the WQEI (Table 1; Figure 1). Most of the largest islands were last
surveyed in 2012 and 2013 (Anderson, 2014), together comprising almost half the total
area of WQEI (179,648 km2). Bathurst Island has received the most regular attention
with ten estimates over a 41-year interval (Gunn and Poole, 2014). Surveys have
recorded two die-offs and recoveries during this period. Miller and Barry (2009)
examined population data during the 20 years between crashes on the southcentral
QEI, where Peary Caribou experienced an average annual rate of increase of 13.2%
from 1974 to 1994, which accelerated to 20.5% for the last six years from 1988 to 1994.
Following the first crash, Miller et al. (1975) calculated subpopulation declines of 92%
on Bathurst Island, 87% on Melville Island and 72% on Prince Patrick Island. Aerial
surveys in spring 1975 confirmed that the decline continued (or a second decline
occurred) during 1974–1975 (Gunn et al. 1981). Surveys confirmed another
“catastrophic die-off” (or two, if individual years are counted) in the WQEI: in 1994–
1995, when the south-central subpopulation (Bathurst and adjacent islands) crashed
from 3,155 (based on another recalculation—Miller and Barry 2009) to 542 and again in
1996–1997 (Gunn and Dragon 2002), leaving only 78 caribou (no calves were seen) in
the seven main islands of the subpopulation.
Some islands have received relatively little survey attention; the most recent
survey in the Prime Minister Group was in 1997 (Mackenzie King, Brock) with Borden
Island having been surveyed only in 1973 (Table 3; Appendix 1).
The most current combined population estimate (2012-2013) from Melville, Prince
Patrick, Eglinton, Emerald, Byam-Martin, Bathurst Island complex, Cornwallis, Little
Cornwallis, and Helena islands is about 7,300 adults. Surveys that were conducted in
the same areas in 1986-1988 totalled 2,500 individuals (including calves). This implies a
232% increase in the overall population over the past three generations.
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Miller and Barry (2009) asserted that the primary factor controlling Peary Caribou
numbers on the QEI has been infrequent, isolated, stochastic weather events, namely
exceptionally severe snow or ice conditions, causing reduced or failed reproduction,
poor early calf survival, and/or high adult mortality. They found no evidence of range
deterioration or limits to the abundance of aboveground annual plant production to
suggest any direct density-dependent responses.
Bathurst Island complex: The earliest surveys (Tener 1963) estimated 3,509
individuals, including calves (recalculated by Miller et al. 2005) on the Bathurst Island
complex in 1961. Subsequent surveys in 1973-1974 recorded precipitous declines, after
which the population increased by ca. 4% per year over the first seven years after the
crash (1974–75 to 1980–81; Miller and Barry 2009). By 1994, it had recovered to just
about the same level as in the early 1960s (Appendix 1). Having suspended hunting
after the 70s crash, hunters began returning to Bathurst Island in the late 1980s until
another crash in mid-1990s that followed a fall rain/icing event, after which they again
saw many carcasses of Peary Caribou and Muskoxen (ATK in Taylor 2005). Three
successive single-year winter crashes from 1994–95 to 1996–97 resulted in a
population of ca. 2–3% of its 1961 or 1994 size (Miller and Barry 2009; Appendix 1).
Only two surveys have been conducted since that time, with the latest (2013)
demonstrating an increase to 1,482 ± 387 (SE) individuals (including calves; Anderson,
2014).
As discussed in detail in COSEWIC (2004), available evidence clearly implicates
density-independent weather events as the cause of both population crashes, with the
chief cause of death being starvation as a result of prolonged snow or ice conditions
hindering access to forage on a prolonged basis. Reproductive success and calf
survival was poor during these periods; emigration was ruled out because of the
number of carcasses. Resolute Bay elders recall similar die-offs in the 1930s (Resolute
Bay HTO 2013).
Regarding recovery from population crashes, the infrequent nature of systematic
surveys makes comparing and interpreting increases difficult, even in the relatively wellstudied Bathurst Island complex. From 1975 to 1994, caribou on Bathurst and adjacent
islands increased at an average finite rate of increase of about 13% per year (λ=1.13;
Miller and Gunn 2003b), although from 1988 to 1993 it was 20% per year and from
1998 to 2001, after the mid-1990s die-offs, 36% per year. After 2001 through 2013 they
grew at a more modest rate of λ = 1.18, or 18% per year. High levels of annual
reproduction, early calf survival, and low mortality among adults was evident from 1988
to 1994, when the population tripled in size and weather was favourable (Miller and
Barry 2009).
Caribou appear never to have been numerous on Cornwallis Island and
surrounding, smaller islands which are mostly calcareous rock with very little vegetation
cover.
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Melville-Prince Patrick Group and Prime Minister Group: While not nearly as
frequently monitored as the Bathurst Island Group, the islands of the Melville-Prince
Patrick group and the Prime Minister Group do not appear to have had as many or as
severe die-offs. Surveys in 1973 (4,323 caribou) and 1974 (2,418 caribou) documented
a decline or die-off previous to 1973 and a die-off during 1973–1974, based on carcass
counts and low (almost zero) percentage of calves (Miller et al. 1975). However, the
severity was “…dissimilar between islands and [was] most marked on north-western
islands”; declines were also less severe than on Bathurst and adjacent islands (Miller et
al. 1975:20).
Long-term trends for the Melville-Prince Patrick-Prime Minister Group of islands
show a decline from the 1970s to 1997 (although Borden Island was not surveyed), and
an increase to ca. 6,000 adults and yearlings reported by Davison and Williams (2012)
for July 2012 (although the Prime Minister Group was not surveyed). The 2012 survey
also documents re-colonization of formerly occupied islands.
The infrequent surveys may conceal abrupt population crashes, as in the winter of
1996–1997, when numerous caribou carcasses were observed (Gunn and Dragon
2002). Because the subpopulation estimates were similar in 1986–1987 compared to
1997 (see above), Gunn and Dragon (2002) suggested that this also implied an
undocumented increase between 1987 and 1996.
Early explorers commented on the abundance of caribou and other wildlife in the
two westernmost groups of islands (e.g., Parry 1821; M’Dougall 1857; Henessey cited
in Bernier 1910; Stefansson 1921). In 1958–1959, MacPherson (1961) surveyed
Emerald Isle, Eglinton Island, Melville and Prince Patrick islands, and the Prime Minister
Group and estimated a total population of 6,898 (there were none on Brock or Eglinton
islands). Tener’s (1963) 1961 estimate was 12,799 total caribou for Melville Island,
extrapolated from his counts of 769 caribou in 3 strata on Melville Island; he noted that
they were distributed widely across the island, as opposed to the clumped coastal
distribution he had seen on Bathurst Island. While admitting uncertainty in some
assumptions in his calculations, Tener (1963:22) asserted that “…there is little doubt,
however, that the total caribou population is in the thousands, far more than hitherto
believed.”
Miller (1987, 1988) surveyed Prince Patrick, Eglinton and Emerald islands in 1986
(181 ± SE 59 caribou) and Melville Island (943 ± SE 126) and Byam Martin Island (98 ±
SE 37) in 1987; the combined estimates for the two years total 1,222 (Appendix 1). In
1997, Gunn and Dragon (2002) found 907 adult and yearling caribou on three islands:
Melville Island (787 ± SE 97), Prince Patrick Island (84 ± SE 34), and Mackenzie King
Island (36 ± SE 22), with no live caribou on Eglinton, Byam Martin, Emerald, or Brock
islands. Borden Island was not surveyed. In summer 1997, dead caribou made up 43%
of the 1+ year old caribou surveyed in summer 1997 on the WQEI, although mortality
rates varied by island (30% for Melville Island, 84% for Bathurst, 22% for Lougheed,
40% for the Prime Minister Group; Gunn and Dragon 2002).
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Lougheed, Ringnes and Devon islands: Tener’s (1963) 1961 estimate was 566
caribou on the Amund Ringnes and Ellef Ringnes islands (13% calves), 269 on King
Christian and Cornwall islands (30% calves), and 1,325 caribou on Lougheed Island
(22.1% calves). Ground surveys by Stefansson (1921) estimated 300 caribou, which
was also Macpherson’s (1961) extrapolation from a geologist who counted 56 caribou
from a high hill where he could observe about a quarter of the island. Resolute Bay
hunters reported that Lougheed Island had “plenty of healthy caribou” in the early 1970s
(Tony Manik in Taylor 2005). After the 1973–1974 crash, no caribou were documented
(although surveys were infrequent) until Gunn and Dragon (2002) estimated 101 ± SE
73 adults and yearlings living on the island in 1997. Like the other island groups in
WQEI, Lougheed was affected by the mid-1990s die-offs, with about 22% of the
population represented by dead caribou in 1997 (Gunn and Dragon 2002). The most
recent estimate was 372 ± CI 234 adults plus “short yearlings” on Lougheed Island and
the four smaller islands extending south of it (collectively the Findlay Group) in 2007
(Jenkins et al. 2011). Caribou were only seen on Lougheed Island.
On western Devon Island, Jenkins et al. (2011) counted 35 caribou (no calves),
mostly off transect in 2002, and gave a rough estimate of 40 caribou. In a more
extensive survey (7,985 km) of all non-glaciated areas of Devon Island and small
proximal islands in 2008, they found just 17 Peary Caribou.
Eastern Queen Elizabeth Islands
At 239,413 km2, the EQEI occupy a larger area than WQEI and are made up of
only two large remote islands: Ellesmere and Axel Heiberg. There have only been a few
surveys since Tener (1963), with the most recent published accounts in 2005-2007
(Jenkins et al., 2011) and 2015 for southern Ellesmere Island (Anderson and Kingsley
2015). Available information suggests that numbers have increased since the 1990s,
but it is important to note that recent surveys have covered more areas than in the past
(Table 3).
In 1961, Tener (1963), acknowledging uncertainty based on low coverage and
other factors, gave “provisional” estimates of 300 (14% calves) on Axel Heiberg Island
(which he characterized as an “intuitive guess”) and 200 on Ellesmere Island (11%
calves), the latter based on very low coverage, particularly in the north. Miller et al.
(2005b), recalculated the 1961 estimates from Tener’s original maps and field records,
almost doubling the total number of Peary Caribou. Hendrigan (in MacPherson 1963)
estimated 150 caribou on Axel Heiberg in 1960, more than half in the north from Cape
Stallworthy to Nansen Sound, which is also where Tener recorded animals in 1961.
Since that time, a few partial surveys were completed. For example, Riewe (1973)
estimated 35 caribou around Skaare and Wolf fiords on southeast Axel Heiberg in 1973,
Zoltai et al. (1981) saw no caribou in their study area on the east slopes of Axel Heiberg
in 1980, while Gauthier (1996) reported a minimum count of 25 caribou in June 1995 on
Axel Heiberg (Skaare Fiord to Mokka Fiord and west to Li Fiord). The island was not
completely surveyed until 2007, with an estimate of 2,291 caribou of ≥1 year, mostly
along the eastern slopes (Jenkins et al. 2011). However, reconnaissance flights in
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summer 2014 along eastern and southeastern Axel Heiberg only reported sightings of
three bulls and a cow-calf pair at Skaare and Wolf fiords (M. Anderson, pers. comm.
2015). This island is too remote for hunters to access, with the most frequent access
being researchers at Expedition Fiord who report seeing caribou occasionally in the
limited ground they cover (M. Anderson, pers. comm. 2015).
Since Tener’s survey on Ellesmere, several surveys have covered parts of the
island, particularly in the south. Riewe (1973) estimated 150 caribou in 1973 on
southern Ellesmere. Case and Ellsworth (1991) estimated 89 ± 31 (SE) caribou on
southern Ellesmere Island. Gauthier (1996) counted 38 caribou on southern Ellesmere
in June 1995. Southern Ellesmere was surveyed in 2005, along with Graham Island,
with an estimate of 219 adults (109-442 95% CI). A survey was flown in March 2015 in
the same area, with an estimate of 183 ± 128 (SE) indicating stability at a low density on
southern Ellesmere Island (Anderson and Kingsley 2015). Central and northern
Ellesmere were last flown in 2006, with an estimate of 802 adults (531-1207 95% CI)
(Jenkins et al. 2011).
IQ emphasized the continued presence but general scarcity of caribou on southern
Ellesmere Island until the early 2000s when they began to increase; Grise Fiord
residents also reported fluctuations in numbers and more particularly in distribution, on
southern Ellesmere Island (Taylor 2005). Peary Caribou have also been reported on
Axel Heiberg Island by residents of Grise Fiord and Resolute when they (rarely) visit the
island, and by the pilots and researchers working there in the spring and summer. The
evidence could also suggest that caribou are re-colonizing areas that have been
unoccupied for 15-25 years (Campbell 2006).
Summary
In light of the inconsistent surveys (different islands in different years, which may
not accurately reflect subpopulations), large data gaps, and variable survey techniques
and coverage, overall trends for Peary Caribou and each of its four subpopulations must
be considered approximations and interpretations should be made with caution.
COSEWIC (2004) provided a rough total estimate of 50,000 Peary Caribou in the
1960s-70s when the first counts were made; in 1987, roughly three generations ago, the
population was ca. 22,000 mature individuals (including some calves, especially from
WQEI). Peary Caribou were at their overall lowest in 1996 at ca. 5,400 mature
individuals (Table 3). The population estimate for the last COSEWIC assessment was
7,000 (COSEWIC 2004), while the current estimate is 13,700. In spite an increasing
overall two-generation population trend of ca. 150%, the three-generation decline is just
over 35% (Table 3).
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WQEI experienced profound declines in the mid-1990s, related to icing events,
whereas declines of both the Banks-Victoria and Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia
subpopulations commenced almost a decade earlier and took place more gradually and
for reasons that are less understood. One subpopulation (POW-Somerset-Boothia),
which comprised almost half (10,000 mature individuals) of the estimated Peary Caribou
population in 1987, has shown no signs of recovery. Banks-Victoria numbers have been
increasing in the past decade, but not on Victoria Island. The WQEI subpopulation has
increased overall since the mid-1990s, but with some fluctuations. EQEI numbers
appear to be increasing as well, although baseline numbers are highly uncertain (Table
3).
Peary Caribou does not meet the IUCN definition of “extreme fluctuations” (IUCN
2014) because the magnitude of the population changes has been less than 10-fold,
they are not synchronous for the four subpopulations, and are more reflective of
population reductions (followed by some recovery) in response to threatening
processes, rather than naturally recurring patterns of increases and decreases.
However, ATK does indicate a tendency for population numbers to fluctuate over time
over the past century (Ekaluktutiak HTA 2013; Resolute Bay HTO 2013; Sachs Harbour
HTC 2013; Spence Bay HTO 2013), and many island surveys indicate considerable
variability around the mean (Appendix 1).
Rescue Effect
The only potential source for rescue of Peary Caribou from outside Canada would
have been from northwestern Greenland at one time, but there is little evidence of a
present-day extant population (see Global Range).

THREATS AND LIMITING FACTORS
Direct threats facing Peary Caribou assessed in this report were organized and
evaluated based on the IUCN-CMP (World Conservation Union-Conservation Measures
Partnership) unified threats classification system (Master et al. 2009). Threats are
defined as the proximate activities or processes that directly and negatively affect the
Peary Caribou population. Results on the impact, scope, severity, and timing of threats
are presented in tabular form in Appendix 2. The overall calculated and assigned threat
impact is Very High-Medium for Peary Caribou. This wide range rank of threat impacts
is due to the combined effect of the high number of mostly low-impact threats, and the
considerable uncertainty, unpredictability, and potential overlap and interaction of
individual threats.
Narrative descriptions of the threats are provided below in the general order of
highest to lowest overall impact threats.
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High-Medium Impact
Climate Change and Severe Weather (IUCN Threat #11)
The highest-impact threat to Peary Caribou arises from the myriad effects of a
changing climate. Climate change has already affected the Arctic, and is occurring at
higher rates than in other global ecosystems (ENR 2011; IPPC 2013; Stern and Gaden
2015). Measurable signs of a warmer Arctic and observed and predicted ecological
consequences are commonly reported (Hinzman et al. 2005; Lim et al. 2008; Post et al.,
2013). Inuit of the Kitikmeot region reported for the mainland a variety of changes,
including longer summers, unusual freeze-thaw cycles in the spring, earlier spring
break-up and open sea-ice, later fall freeze-up, thinner ice (both lakes and sea-ice),
lower water levels, and less snowfall (Golder Associates Ltd. 2003). For the Arctic
islands, community representatives reported effects similar to those in the Kitikmeot
region, plus icebergs having disappeared north of King William Island, the extent of
multi-year ice reduced, harder and rougher snowpack, and altered prevailing wind
direction and causing altered orientation of snowdrifts (Golder Associates Ltd. 2003 and
sources therein).
For Peary Caribou, changes in three Arctic climate (abiotic) variables –
temperature, precipitation and severe weather events – account for most populationlevel effects of climate change (reviewed in Johnson et al. in prep.). This leads to both
negative and positive changes in forage accessibility and decreased extent and
thickness of sea ice. The primary population-level impacts range from shifts in migration
and movement patterns to periodic mortality events, including population crashes.
Climate change may also have a positive effect through extension of the growing
season and increases in forage biomass. The accessibility of caribou to hunters will also
be influenced by ice conditions and snow cover.
Habitat Shifting and Alteration (#11.1)
Annual average temperatures have increased across the Canadian Arctic from
1950 to 2007, with implications for the timing and amount of plant growth and diversity
(Zhang et al. 2011). Arctic surface air temperatures since 2005 have been higher than
for any five-year period since first measured in the 1880s, and evidence from lake
sediments, tree rings, and ice cores suggest that recent summer temperatures have
been higher than at any time in the past 2,000 years (AMAP 2012). Other documented
changes include higher inflows of warm water entering the Arctic Ocean from the
Pacific, declines in the extent and duration of snow cover, with the Arctic land area
covered by snow in early summer reduced by 18% since 1966, and Arctic sea-ice
decline at a rate that has been faster during the past ten years than averaged over the
previous 20 years. Sea-ice thickness is also decreasing and sea-ice cover is
increasingly dominated by younger, thinner ice (AMAP 2012).
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Future temperatures in the Arctic are difficult to model because of uncertainties
regarding extent of snow cover and retreat of sea ice, which are already accelerating
much faster than previously predicted (see below). Nevertheless, experts agree that by
2100, mean projections for Arctic winter air temperatures under various CO 2
concentration scenarios will be an increase of 2–9 °C above the 1986–2005 average;
the highest projections range up to about 15 °C above the 1986–2005 average (IPCC
2013b). By 2035, Christensen et al. (2013) predicted mean annual surface temperature
in the Arctic to rise by 1.5°C, with mean winter (December to February) temperature
expected to increase more than mean summer (June-August) temperature (+1.7°C
winter vs. 1°C summer). Mean projections for sea surface temperatures will be an
increase from 4 to 14 °C under reasonably foreseeable CO 2 concentration scenarios,
with estimates for the highest CO2 concentration scenario at about 23 °C above the
1986–2005 average (IPPC 2013).
From 1951 to 2008, mean annual precipitation increased by 0.63-5.83
mm/yr/decade across the Arctic (IPCC 2013). Records from NWT climate stations
indicate an increase in snowfall by 20-40% in the Arctic tundra (GNWT 2014). Mean
annual precipitation is projected to further increase by 6% in 2035, more in winter than
summer (Christensen et al. 2013).
This threat category is made up of three principal components: terrestrial habitat
changes, sea ice loss, and sea level rise. Collectively, these are expected to affect most
if not all of Peary Caribou range, with overall impact ranging from moderate to serious,
depending on many competing factors.
Terrestrial habitat changes:
Temperature increases (and other climate changes such as increased CO 2) have
increased plant biomass. Ahern (2010) used analysis of the satellite-sensed normalizeddifference vegetation index (NDVI) to show that plant growth has increased in southern
and western parts of the range of Peary Caribou over the past 30 years. In short, “the
Arctic is getting greener and primary productivity is increasing” (Eamer et al. 2013).
These changes include plants leafing out and blooming earlier, which correlates with the
general warming over the same time period (Oberbauer et al. 2013). With greening due
primarily to increased shrub biomass (especially evergreen shrubs), however, the extent
to which it will improve habitat or forage, and be of sufficient nutritional content for Peary
Caribou is unknown. A spatially explicit modelling effort by Tews et al. (2007a)
concluded that under scenarios where the frequency of extreme weather events did not
change during this century, a projected 50% increase in biomass might alleviate the
severity of population die-offs during disturbance years. However, when forage
inaccessibility in poor winters increased by more than 30% over the same time period,
as might be expected if the frequency and severity of disturbance events increases (as
has been predicted to be a result of climate change; Larsen et al. 2014), models
suggested net negative effects for Peary Caribou population dynamics.
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Several authors have suggested that a phenological mismatch could threaten
Peary Caribou if climate change were to alter the current synchrony between calving
and lactation on one hand, and plant greening and blooming on the other (FestaBianchet et al. 2011; Gunn 1995, 1998; Gunn and Skogland 1997; Oberbauer et al.
2013; Parks Canada 2010; Tews et al. 2007b). This may have already occurred in other
Arctic caribou ranges: in West Greenland, advancement of the plant-growing season
during a period of temperature increase led to increased calf mortality, and a fourfold
drop in calf recruitment over about a ten-year period (Kerby and Post 2013; Post and
Forchhammer 2008).
Sea ice loss:
Sea ice decline is occurring at a faster pace than predicted by earlier modelling
efforts (Overland and Wang 2013). In 2012, seasonal ice shrank to its lowest extent
ever, continuing a trend that accelerated after 2000. The 2012 extent was about half
that of the average summertime extent from 1979 to 2000, while the maximum winter
extent was the fifth lowest in the past 35 years (Vinas 2013). September sea ice extent
could shrink another 43%–94% by 2100; “a nearly ice-free Arctic Ocean in September
before mid-century is likely” for the highest CO2 emission scenario (IPCC 2013). The
extent of Arctic perennial and multi-year sea ice decreased between 1979 and 2012 and
the thickness of average winter sea ice within the Arctic Basin decreased by between
1.3 and 2.3 m between 1980 and 2008 (IPCC 2013). Relevant to Peary Caribou sea ice
crossings (Figure 2), declines of total sea-ice concentration that occurred from 20012010 were 50% for the M’Clintock Channel and 38% for the Eastern Arctic Channel
(Stern and Gaden 2015). A general trend is for freeze-up to be occurring later and
thawing events to happen more frequently during winter today than in the past
(Ekaluktituiak HTA 2013).
The extent to which loss of sea ice could interrupt the inter-island migrations and
other movements in parts of the range of Peary Caribou with population-level impacts is
unknown. Hunters reported drowning events in the 1950s of Peary Caribou crossing
between islands, and some suspected such events to be responsible for local declines
(William Kagyut in Elias 1993; Kassam 2009). The nature of the impact to Peary
Caribou populations would relate to the timing of the sea-ice freeze up in fall and break
up in summer. This can affect migration patterns and the ability of individuals to move
from island to island safely on time. Higher mortality rates can result from drownings
that occur when animals fall through the ice as they seek to reach more suitable winter
foraging areas. Because multi-island range rotation is known to enable recovery and
growth of forage plants on summer ranges (Miller et al. 2005b; Resolute Bay HTO
2013), if Peary Caribou are forced to remain on any one island, there may be
consequences to forage quality and nutritional state of stranded animals.
Sea level rise:
Sea level has risen about 0.19 m in the last 110 years (IPCC 2013). In the next 90
years, sea level is likely to rise further between 0.26 to 0.82 m (IPCC 2013). Such an
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increase could inundate large areas of Prince of Wales Island, Prince Patrick Island and
islands in the Prime Minister and Ringnes groups (Pelletier and Medioli 2014) where
isostatic rebound does not counter sea level rise.
Storms and Flooding (11.4)
Several high-mortality incidences following severe weather events have been
recorded over the past four decades. Peary Caribou die-offs in the WQEI were linked to
unusually warm weather in early winter, which caused the upper few centimetres of
snow to melt and then subsequently freeze solid, preventing access to forage
(COSEWIC 2004 and others). This resulted in 46% (1973-74) and 30% (1996-97)
mortality in one winter, and >90% when there were three successive years of severe
weather. An event such as this tends to occur as an ice crust on top of the snow, or the
melted snow, percolates through the snowpack and refreezes at depth or on contact
with the ground. In support of this, IQ reported up to 5 cm of ice in some years (Jenkins
et al. 2010a;b; Taylor 2005). Similar ATK observations on Banks Island were reported:
“in the fall, we get freeze-up on the whole island. Then, before the snow is really deep,
we get our mild weather and rain. Then it’s cold enough for the rain to freeze on top the
snow and that’s when the caribou try to leave the island, even go out into the ocean….
they were eating mostly ice” (Frank Carpenter quoted in Nagy 1999:163).
How much of a threat climate change may be to Peary Caribou will depend on the
frequency and severity of icing (rain-on-snow and melt-freeze) events. Although severe
weather events are predicted to increase in frequency and severity, there is
considerable uncertainty with respect to location and timing of such events, and the
consequent effects on population dynamics within the next three generations. There
have been many reports that the frequency of rain-on-snow icing events have increased
within Peary Caribou range (Festa-Bianchet et al. 2011; Gunn 1998; Gunn and
Skogland 1997; Harding 2004; Miller and Gunn 2003a; Sharma et al. 2009; Tews et al.
2007b, 2012; Vors and Boyce 2009), and are predicted to continue increasing into the
future (Hansen et al. 2011; IPCC 2013). Erratic weather is linked to the prevalence of
freezing rain, and indications are that stochastic weather events are becoming more
common on Banks Island due to climate change (Riedlinger 2001).
Miller and Barry (2009) argued that major population declines in Peary Caribou
have followed severe winter weather due to forage inaccessibility bringing about
starvation, and Arctic community members also consider this to be a major threat to
Peary Caribou (Resolute Bay HTO 2013; Sachs Harbour HTC 2013; Spence Bay HTO
2013). The negative effects of severe weather events such as icing on populations
appear to be predominantly through increased mortality from reduced forage in winter
(“locked pastures”; Hansen et al. 2011) or reduced production of calves (Miller et al.,
1977; Miller, 1991a; Gunn and Dragon, 2002; Miller and Gunn, 2003; Tews et al.,
2007b). Contrastingly, Tyler (2010) argued that the effect of above-zero temperatures
when snow is on the ground depends on snow depth: while warm weather may cause
melting and a hard crust in deep snow, in shallow snow it could improve forage
availability by melting the snow and baring the foliage.
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Medium - Low Impact
Pathogens (IUCN Threat # 8.1 [Invasive non-native alien species])
The potential role of disease in Peary Caribou population dynamics is not well
understood. ATK on Prince of Wales-Somerset indicated that increased observations of
disease were accompanied by population declines in the 1980s (ATK in Taylor 2005).
The literature on disease in Peary Caribou is sparse, thus potential issues are
extrapolated from what is known in other caribou ecotypes and Muskoxen.
Known pathogens of potential concern that have impacts on reproductive success
or survival in caribou include Brucella suis biovar 4, Erysipelothrix rhusiopathiae, Cervid
herpes virus, parapox virus, Neospora, Besnoitia, and gastrointestinal parasites. Of
these, the most important threats may be Brucella and Erysipelothrix.
Brucella suis biovar 4 is a bacterium that can cause arthritis, bursitis, and infertility.
It has been associated with substantial population decline of the Southampton caribou
since 2000 (Campbell, 2013). Brucella has not previously been reported in Peary
Caribou and a serological survey on Banks Island in 1993-94 did not detect antibodies
to this disease (e.g., serum samples were negative for brucellosis—Larter et al. 1996).
However, clinical cases were detected in Muskoxen on Victoria Island near Minto Inlet
and Ekalluk River between 1996-1998 (B. Elkin pers. comm. 2015), and more recently
(2014) in a sport-hunted Muskox near Cambridge Bay (M. Tomaselli pers. comm. 2015).
The bacteria is well known in mainland Barren-ground Caribou with fluctuating
prevalence (Leighton 2011; Curry 2012), and was reported as an emerging disease
issue in the 1980s by hunters near Taloyoak, Kugaaruk, and Gjoa Haven, Nunavut, but
presumably from Barren-ground Caribou (Gunn et al., 1991). There is no reason to think
that this bacterium will not, if it has not already, invade Peary Caribou populations. The
population-level impacts will depend on transmission dynamics; low densities of Peary
Caribou may limit spread.
Erysipelothrix rhusiopathiae is a bacterium recently identified as a significant cause
of widespread mortality in Muskoxen on Banks and Victoria islands, and likely at least in
part responsible for the observed declines approaching 70% on Banks Island since
2010 (Kutz et al., 2013). This is a generalist and opportunistic pathogen, and is often
found infecting domestic animals that are considered ‘stressed’. In Muskoxen and
caribou it can cause sudden death, and in Muskoxen this is of all age classes. Several
Barren-ground Caribou herds have tested positive for exposure to this bacterium (S.
Kutz pers. comm. 2015) and it was considered the cause of death for Mountain Caribou
in British Columbia (Forde 2015). While there remain many uncertainties about the
origin and ecology of this bacterium in the Arctic, early data suggest that it should be
considered a pathogen of interest for all arctic ungulates, including Peary Caribou
(Forde 2015).
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In general, under current climate warming scenarios, range expansion of several
other pathogens is anticipated, and has already occurred for at least one parasite, the
lungworm, Varestrongylus eleguneniensis (Kutz et al., 2013). In 2010 this parasite,
which affects both caribou and Muskoxen, was detected for the first time on Victoria
Island. It was probably introduced by the migrations of the Dolphin and Union caribou,
and sporadic movement of Muskoxen to the island from the mainland. The recently
permissive climatic conditions appear to have allowed this parasite to now be
maintained, and expand its geographic range as far north as Surrey River area (P. Kafle
pers. comm. 2015). The parasite requires slug or snail intermediate hosts, so its
distribution may be limited by the abundance of these hosts. However, a related
lungworm of Muskoxen has also expanded its range onto the island and occurs near
Ulukhaktok; thus further range expansion of the lungworm into Peary Caribou range is
anticipated. Although V. eleguneniensis is not considered to be particularly pathogenic,
this recent range expansion highlights that climate change is already driving changes in
distribution and abundance of pathogens of caribou.
Climate warming may also act by increasing susceptibility of caribou to infectious
disease and insect harassment. Inuit have confirmed that hot weather can cause
caribou to lose body condition and they have noted an increase in deaths from heatrelated and insect-induced exhaustion that they attributed to climate change (ATK in
Dumond 2007; Thorpe et al. 2001).
Summer weather influences the activity of warble flies. There has been an
increase in suitable weather and a longer fly season from 1957–2009 on Barren-ground
Caribou ranges (Gunn et al. 2011 and references therein). Warble flies are considerably
less common on the High Arctic islands (e.g., 97% to 100% of Beverly herd caribou had
warbles, but only 14% of Peary Caribou; Thomas and Kiliaan 1990), but the adult fly as
the infective stage could be prolonged with warmer summers their prevalence could
increase with continued global warming.
On the other hand, warmer temperatures may not favour all parasites, i.e., gastrointestinal worms (Hoar et al. 2012). A warmer climate will not only affect the existing
parasites and diseases but also increase the likelihood of invasive species (Kutz 2007;
Davidson et al. 2011).
Shipping Lanes (IUCN Threat # 4.3)
The projected decline of sea ice extent increases the possibility of year-round
shipping routes within the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, particularly the opening of the
Northwest Passage (NWP). It is assumed that increasingly lighter ice conditions will
allow the navigation season to lengthen and shipping traffic to increase. In 1990-2011
shipping increased by 75%, reaching a maximum of 19 transits in 2010 (NORDREG in
ENR 2011, updated to 2012 by SARC 2012), with some large icebreakers taking the
northern route between Melville and Banks islands (McClure Strait: 6 times from 19932011; SARC 2012). Passages of cruise ships have already increased more than
threefold between 1993 and 2007 (Judson, 2010, cited in Gunn et al. 2011). Shipping
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traffic experienced a 75% increase in Canadian Arctic waters from 1990 to 2012, while
extent of sea ice declined, and is expected to increase further. Increased icebreakersupported shipping would exacerbate the climate-induced effect of thinner ice and more
lengthy ice-free periods (Gunn et al. 2011; Poole et al. 2010).
Shipping as a potential threat is a consideration for Peary Caribou due to seasonal
migrations between islands (Paulatuk HTC 2013; Resolute Bay HTO 2013). In addition
to potential population consequences of changes to ice thickness (discussed above),
opening of shipping channels during winter would curtail certain island crossings
altogether. The severity of impact to the overall population will depend on which island
crossings are affected, how consistently across years, and the sizes of the populations.
Shipping channels (Figure 6) could open between Prince of Wales and Somerset
islands (Prince of Wales-Somerset and QEI-Prince of Wales crossings) and BathurstCornwallis, but are less likely to affect Ellesmere, Axel Heiberg, or the Ringnes group,
all of which are largely in pack ice (Figure 3) and not on any trade route.
Mine and energy exploration and development (discussed below; Figure 6) could
also precipitate increases in shipping traffic in the region. Overall, shipping traffic is
expected to increase in the Canadian Arctic Archipelago in the near future.
Low Impact
Hunting (IUCN Threat # 5.1)
Modern Inuit and the cultures that preceded them, including the Thule from whom
Inuit are descended, and the unrelated Dorset and pre-Dorset cultures have been
hunting caribou in the region for at least 4,000 years (Fitzhugh 1976; Friesen 2013;
Howse 2008; Manseau et al. 2005; Meldgaard 1960). Large-scale hunting and purchase
of caribou meat by European explorers, and their introduction of firearms to Inuit (e.g.,
by Peary in the 1890s; Roby et al. 1984), caused or accelerated some declines, for
example on Ellesmere Island (Petersen et al. 2010).
Much of Peary Caribou range is too inaccessible from settlements for resident
hunters to reach by snow machine. There are no settled communities in the MelvillePrince Patrick group, Prime Minister Group, Ringnes group, Axel Heiberg Island or
northern Ellesmere Island (with the exception of the Alert military base). Mould Bay
(Prince Patrick Island) and Isachsen (Ellef Ringnes Island) weather stations are
currently uninhabited. Therefore, modern-day Peary Caribou hunting takes place in
areas accessible from settlements in and adjacent to the population’s range.
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Figure 6. Resource development potential (including roads and shipping lanes) in the Canadian Arctic. Map made
by Andrew Murray (Environment and Climate Change Canada, Landscape Science Division).
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Beneficiaries of the Nunavut Land Claim Agreement (NLCA), i.e. Inuit, are not
restricted through legislation from hunting caribou, unless a conservation issue arises
that results in establishing a total allowable harvest (TAH); absent a TAH, there is no
reporting requirement. Specifically, Section 5 of the NLCA states: “Where a total
allowable harvest for a stock or population of wildlife has not been established by the
NWMB…an Inuk shall have the right to harvest that stock or population in the Nunavut
Settlement Area up to the full level of his or her economic, social, and cultural needs,
subject to the terms of this Article.” The parallel situation also pertains to the Inuvialuit
Final Agreement.
An absence of hunting limits and mandatory reporting means that hunting records
are not kept consistently, which prevents quantitative analysis or enumeration of trends.
In addition, even when hunting levels are monitored, effort is unrecorded, adding to the
difficulty of determining when hunting reaches unsustainable levels. Other evidence
does suggest, however, that current offtake rates are low where hunting occurs within
Peary Caribou range. A compilation of voluntary reporting of Peary Caribou hunt in
Nunavut during the last decade showed about 10-36 animals per year hunted by
residents from Resolute Bay (mostly on Bathurst Island), and another 10-60 hunted by
residents of Grise Fiord on Ellesmere and Devon islands (Government of Nunavut
2011). Annual harvests during the last decade for the Northwest Territories were
reported as 12 or fewer on Banks Island, and 0 from both WQEI and Minto Inlet
(Gissing and Fleck 2011).
There is a history of voluntarily curtailing of hunting of Peary Caribou by Inuit and
Inuvialuit hunters, through their local associations, when caribou populations were
known to be at low levels (Ferguson 1987; Ferguson et al. 2001; Larter and Nagy 1995,
2000a; Miller and Gunn 1978; Taylor 2005). For example, from 1974 to 1989, the
Resolute Bay Hunters and Trappers Association (HTA) prohibited Peary Caribou
hunting on Bathurst Island. In 1982, upon noticing Bathurst Island caribou moving to
Cornwallis Island, the ban was extended to include that island as well. From 1989 to
1996, as the population increased, the HTA allowed limited hunt in consultation with
government biologists. After the 1995-1997 die-off, however, the hunt was halted again.
Similarly, Inuit hunters from Grise Fiord instituted a 10-year moratorium on caribou
hunting on most of southern Ellesmere Island from 1986 to 1996 while caribou numbers
were low. There are currently no harvest limits imposed on NLCA beneficiaries hunting
Peary Caribou in Nunavut.
Hunting may have been a factor in the declining trend of Peary Caribou on
northwestern Victoria Island (Gunn et al. 1998). In response to the decline, the
Olokhaktomiut Hunters and Trappers Committee initiated a zero-harvest by-law that is
now enforced by GNWT legislation (Gunn 2005). Approximately 300-450 caribou
(mostly females) were hunted annually on Banks Island in the 1970s and 1980s,
skewing the subpopulation towards males and younger animals (Larter and Nagy
2000a). Despite action by Sachs Harbor to institute a voluntary quota in 1990 for Banks
Island, the caribou subpopulation continued to decline. The voluntary quota is still in
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place (GNWT 2011 cited by SARC 2012); surveys since 1998 have shown an
increasing trend (see Fluctuations and Trends). SARC (2012) reports a harvest rate
on Banks Island of 1-3% since the mid-2000s. Miller et al. al. (2007 a and c) rationalized
from estimated harvest rates and abundance how hunting on the Boothia Peninsula
may have contributed to the 98% decline (1980-1995) of the Prince of Wales-Somerset
subpopulation (see Fluctuations and Trends).
In summary, there is a history of cooperation between local community
associations and biologists to implement community-based management in recognition
of potential population-level impacts of hunting of Peary Caribou under certain
conditions. Accordingly, current hunting rates of Inuit and Inuvialuit communities situated
within Peary Caribou range appear to be low relative to before the 1990s. However,
inconsistently collected hunting statistics, insufficiently-frequent population surveys and
limited demographic sampling to quantify recruitment, age-specific mortality and
fecundity collectively provide substantial uncertainty in population trends, hunting levels,
and their interaction. The continued success of community harvest management as a
dynamic component of Peary Caribou conservation will rely on both adequate
monitoring and the ability to account for shifting trends, which include the steep declines
of Baffin Island caribou and several mainland Barren-ground herds as well as Banks
and Victoria Island Muskoxen (Kutz et al., 2015), the increasing demand for caribou
from rapidly growing human populations, and a rising interest in country food and
potential commercial harvest implications.
Competition and Predation (IUCN Threat #8.2: Problematic native species)
Possible multi-prey (especially Muskoxen) and Wolf interactions were noted earlier
(see Interspecific Interactions). Although the impact of Wolf predation on Peary
Caribou population dynamics is unknown, many authors consider it likely to be a major
threat to recovery when population sizes are low (Nagy et al. 1996; Gunn et al. 2000b;
SARC 2012). How such interactions might change with a warming and greening
environment adds a new dimension to the question, which is why they are considered a
threat (albeit) low in this status report, rather than a limiting factor.
Energy Production and Mining (IUCN Threat #3)
Industrial activities are currently restricted, with market prices being an important
determinant of the extent and intensity of activity at any given time. Mineral exploration,
particularly for coal on Ellesmere Island, is currently occurring within Peary Caribou
range (CWS 2013; 2014; 2015), but there is little current seismic activity or oil and gas
development occurring in the range at large (Figure 6).
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The most active period for oil and gas exploration in Peary Caribou range was in
the 1960s and 1970s, when it was widespread on Banks, Melville and Prince Patrick
islands (Usher 1971; Miller et al. 1977a). Polaris mine − located on Little Cornwallis
Island from 1980-2002 − was the one mine (Zn-Pb) that has been operational in Peary
Caribou range. A surge in oil-related exploration and other factors in the 1960s led to
the initial discovery and exploration of the deposit; logistic support through the mine’s
operation offered opportunities for continued exploration until the closure of the mine in
September 2002 (Dewing et al. 2006). Mineral exploration took place in the Shaler
Mountains of northwest Victoria Island in the 1990s, but this has not led to any
development (SARC 2012). The known potential for oil and gas as well as minerals
exists throughout Peary Caribou range, and exploratory wells have been drilled all over
the WQEI and Banks Island (Figure 6). High-grade thermal coal deposits, with the
potential for metallurgical coal, at or near the surface on Axel Heiberg and central
Ellesmere islands have previously been proposed for development by West Star
Resources, and more recently by Canada Coal, the company which owns the licences
on the Fosheim Peninsula, although they withdrew their application from the Nunavut
Impact Review Board pending more consultation in 2013. Boundaries for the recently
gazetted Qausuittuq National Park on northern Bathurst Island reflect the
recommendations of the Senior Mineral Energy & Resource Assessment Committee,
which rated high potential for lead zinc mineralization on the northeast coast of Bathurst
Island, and petroleum potential on southwest Cameron Island, and therefore excluded
this island from within the park boundaries in spite of its known importance for caribou
(Resolute Bay HTO 2013; Poole et al. 2015).
ATK concerns about strong negative influence of industrial activities on Peary
Caribou include 1) direct, negative effects on animal health from smoke and dust from
seismic explosions and fuel or rust leaking from oil drums (Taylor 2005; Ivig HTA 2013;
Resolute Bay HTO 2013; Sachs Harbour HTC 2013); 2) avoidance behaviour due to
sensory disturbance (Taylor 2005; CWS 2013; Ivig HTA 2013; Resolute Bay HTO 2013)
or barriers to movement (Urquhart 1973; Slaney and Co., Ltd. 1975), seismic drill rigs
and camps (Riewe 1973; Urquhart 1973; Slaney and Co., Ltd. 1975; Sachs Harbour
HTC 2013); and 3) habitat loss, especially in critical areas for calving and higher-density
areas (SARC 2012; Resolute Bay HTO 2013; Sachs Harbour HTC 2013).
Inuit in Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord suggested that disturbance by oil and gas
exploration activities and prospecting for coal and base metals inhibited Peary Caribou
from moving into areas necessary for their survival during years of high snow
accumulation (Jenkins et al. 2010a, b; Taylor 2005).
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Habitat loss from cumulative impacts of individual projects and associated
infrastructure is the chief cause of concern for Peary Caribou; impacts have been well
documented for caribou in general (Vistnes et al. 2008; Festa-Bianchet et al. 2011). The
scale of development currently being contemplated by industry and the Government of
Canada – new ports, mines, roads and expanding human populations (Government of
Canada 2013) – may be a threat to Peary Caribou if not managed as to location and
timing (e.g., migration routes, calving and rutting areas) of construction. Peary Caribou
avoid industrial activities including roads and off-road vehicle traffic, although some
individuals may approach a single vehicle out of curiosity (Slaney and Co., Ltd. 1974,
1975; Nellemann and Cameron 1998), they also avoid helicopters (Gunn 1984; Gunn
and Miller 1980). Although these effects are localized, they may involve increased
energy expenditure during nutritionally challenging periods and displacement from
preferred habitats. The cumulative stressors may also lead to increased susceptibility to
infectious diseases.
Other Threats
Work and Other Activities (IUCN Threat #6.2 [Military exercises]; 6.3)
There are signs that human intrusions from work (non-tourist) activities and yearround military exercises are increasing in some parts of Peary Caribou range, with
increases in traffic from snowmobiles, helicopters, and airplanes (including unscheduled
flights). If such human activities interrupt caribou foraging or lead to avoidance
behaviour affecting movements, this may increase caribou energetic costs (Weladji and
Forbes 2002). Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit have also documented concerns
about potential negative impacts of netting, collaring, and other research activities on
Peary Caribou (Iviq HTA 2013, Resolute Bay HTO 2013). No Peary Caribou captures
have been undertaken in Nunavut since 2003 due to community concerns.
Air-borne Pollutants (IUCN Threat #9.5)
Global climate systems bring certain volatile organic compounds from southern to
northern regions, where they condense, precipitate, and accumulate (e.g., Prowse et al.
2009). Mainland and Baffin Island Barren-ground Caribou have trace amounts of
organic contaminants such as HCB (hexachlorobenzene) and PCB (polychlorinated
biphenyl) that are probably transported atmospherically from other continents such as
Asia (Elkin and Bethke 1995). In the 1990s, contaminant levels were measured in Peary
Caribou on Banks Island, and it was found that these caribou had the lowest levels
reported in the study of 15 Canadian caribou subpopulations and are similar to
background levels found in humans (MacDonald et al. 1996; Larter and Nagy 2000b).
Inuit and Inuvialuit communities have voiced concerns about contaminant levels, e.g.,
on Bathurst Island (Resolute Bay HTO 2013).
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Peary Caribou on Banks had lower levels of kidney heavy metals than mainland
Barren-ground Caribou, which Larter and Nagy (2000b) attributed to low levels of lichen
in their diet. Those metals are naturally occurring elements with no known local
anthropogenic sources.
Number of Locations
The highest threat to Peary Caribou is from climate change-induced habitat
changes (e.g., severe weather events and sea ice loss), but the timing and geographic
location of threatening events that might take place as a result makes it impossible to
estimate the number of discrete locations, as defined by IUCN (2014).

PROTECTION, STATUS AND RANKS
Peary Caribou are co-managed in Nunavut according to the Nunavut Land Claims
Agreement and in NWT according to the Inuvialuit Final Agreement. These agreements
confer primary wildlife management authority on the respective management boards:
the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board and the Wildlife Management Advisory Council
(NWT).
Legal Protection and Status
COSEWIC most recently assessed this species as Threatened in 2015. Peary
Caribou are currently listed under Schedule 1 as Endangered under the federal Species
at Risk Act (2011); Canada Gazette Part II, Vol. 145, No. 4, 2011-02-16). Under the
Species at Risk Act (NWT), Peary Caribou are listed as threatened in NWT. Provisions
for Species at Risk designation under the Nunavut Wildlife Act have not yet been
enacted.
Non-Legal Status and Ranks
The NatureServe global status rank of Peary Caribou is G5T1 (2012), signifying
this as a critically imperiled subspecies of an otherwise widespread and common
species. Its national status is N1; it is S1 in NWT and SNR (unranked) in Nunavut
(NatureServe 2014).
Habitat Protection and Ownership
All land except owned privately, by Inuit Organizations or by municipalities, is
Crown Land in right of the respective territories. Figure 7 shows the national parks and
other federally protected areas. National parks in the range of Peary Caribou are
Quttinirpaaq National Park (Ellesmere Island), Qausuittuq National Park (Bathurst
Island), and Aulavik National Park (Banks Island).
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Figure 7. National parks and other protected areas (e.g., Wildlife Management Areas and Migratory Bird
Sanctuaries). Map created by Dawn Andrews (Environment Canada).
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Appendix 1A. Survey estimates and area-corrected population estimates for
surveys of Banks-Victoria Island subpopulation (adapted from Johnson et al. in
prep.).

Year

Month

Survey
Estimate

Banks

1970

June

5300

inc. calves

38804

1.8301

9699

Kevan 1974

Banks

1971

June

10327

inc. calves

74333

0.9554

9866

Urquhart 1973

Banks

1972

Sept.

12098

inc. calves

74333

0.9554

11558

Urquhart 1973

Banks

1982

July

9036 ± 2927

95% CI

Non-Calf

70582

1.0061

9091

Nagy et al. 2009d

Banks

1985

July

4931 ± 914

SE

Non-Calf

70266

1.0064

4983

Nagy et al. 1996

Banks

1987

June

4251 ± 663

SE

Non-Calf

70266

1.0064

4296

Nagy et al. 1996

Banks

1989

June

2641 ± 344

SE

Non-Calf

70266

1.0164

2669

Nagy et al. 1996

Banks

1991

June July

897 ± 151

SE

Non-Calf

70266

1.0164

907

Nagy et al. 1996

Banks

1992

August

1018 ± 270

95% CI

Non-Calf

70583

1.0061

1024

Nagy et al. 2009f

Banks

1994

July

742 ± 132

95% CI

Non-Calf

70583

1.0061

747

Nagy et al. 2013b

Banks

1998

July

451 ± 123

95% CI

Non-Calf

70583

1.0061

454

Nagy et al. 2013a

Banks

2001

July

1142 ± 324

95% CI

Non-Calf

70583

1.0061

1149

Nagy et al. 2006

Banks

2005

July Aug.

929 ± 289

95% CI

Non-Calf

70585

1.0061

935

Nagy et al. 2009e

Banks

2010

July

1097 ± 343

95% CI

Non-Calf

70579

1.0061

1104

Davison et al. 2013

Banks

2014

July

2234 ± 830

95% CI

Non-Calf

70580

1.0061

2248

Davison et al. 2014

Victoria (NW)

1980

August

4512 ± 988

SE

inc. calves

33520

1.0668

4,814

Jakimchuk and Carruthers

Age Class

Scaling
factor

Island

References

Victoria (NW)

1987

June

2600

non-calf

32710

1.0932

2800

1980
Gunn 2005; Gunn and

Victoria (NW)

1993

June

159

inc calves

22363

1.5990

250

Gunn 2005

Victoria (NW)

1994

June

39 ± 28

SE

inc calves

26992

1.3248

52

Nishi and Buckland 2000

Victoria (NW)

1998

July

95 ± 60

95% CI

non-calf

24880

1.4373

137

Nagy et al. 2009c

Victoria (NW)

2001

July

204 ± 103

95% CI

non-calf

20364

1.7560

358

Nagy et al. 2009a

Victoria (NW)

2005

July

66 ± 61

95% CI

non-calf

20364

1.7560

116

Nagy et al. 2009b

Fournier, 2000
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Year

Month

Survey
Estimate

Error
type

Age Class

Victoria (NW)

2010

Jul-Aug.

150 ± 104

95% CI

non-calf

20364

1.7560

263

Davison and Williams 2013

Victoria (NW)

2015

Apr.-May

2

Min. num.
(non-calf)

20364

1.7560

4

Davison and Williams 2015

Scaling
factor

Island

References

Areacorrected
population
est.

Error
type

Area
Sampled
(km2)

Appendix 1B. Survey estimates and area-corrected population estimates for
surveys of Prince of Wales-Somerset-Boothia subpopulation (adapted from
Johnson et al. in prep.).

Year

Month

Survey
Estimate

Boothia

1974

August

561

includes
calves

33000

0.9723

545

Fischer and Duncan 1976

Boothia

1975

June

1739

includes
calves

32811

0.9779

1701

Fischer and Duncan 1976

Boothia

1976

March

1120

includes
calves

32941

0.9740

1091

Thompson and Fischer 1980

Boothia

1985

June

4831±543

adults and
1year olds

32715

0.9808

4738

Gunn and Ashevak 1990,
Gunn and Dragon 1998

Boothia

1995

July and
August

3329

adults and
1year olds

32715

0.9808

3265

Gunn and Dragon 1998

Boothia

2006

June

1

minimum
count

32715

0.9808

1

Dumond 2006

Prince of
Wales

1974

July

5437

includes
calves

33770

1.0000

5437

Fischer and Duncan 1976

Prince of
Wales

1975

June

3768

includes
calves

33643

1.0038

3768

Fischer and Duncan 1976

Prince of
Wales

1980

July

3952±932

adults and
1year olds

31686

1.0658

3952

Gunn and Decker 1984

Prince of
Wales

1995

July

5

minimum
count

32946

1.0251

5

Gunn and Dragon 1998

Prince of
Wales
Prince of

1996

April and
May

0

33340

1.0129

0

Miller 1997a

2004

April

0

33274

1.0150

0

Jenkins et al. 2011

1974

June

245

24786

0.9892

242

Fischer and Duncan 1976

SE

95%
CI

Age Class

Scaling
factor

Island

References

Wales

Somerset

includes
calves
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Survey
Estimate

Somerset

1975

June

903

Somerset

1980

July

561±300

Somerset

1995

July and
August

Somerset

1996

Somerset

Error
type

Age Class

Areacorrected
population
est.

Month

Scaling
factor

Year

Area
Sampled
(km2)

Island

References

includes
calves

24786

0.9892

893

Fischer and Duncan 1976

adults and
1year olds

23818

1.0294

577

Gunn and Decker 1984

2

minimum
count

8544

2.8695

115

Gunn and Dragon 1998

April and
May

2

minimum
count

23818

1.0294

49

Miller 1997a

2004

April

0

25549

0.9596

0

Jenkins et al. 2011

Russell

1975

June

159

includes
calves

940

1.0251

163

Fischer and Duncan 1976

Russell

1980

July

584±90

adults and
1year olds

930

1.0362

605

Gunn and Decker 1984

Russell

1995

July

0

975

0.9883

0

Gunn and Dragon 1998

Russell

1996

April and
May

0

940

1.0251

2

Miller 1997a

Russell

2004

April

0

937

1.0284

0

Jenkins et al. 2011

95%
CI

95%
CI

Areacorrected
population
est.

Error
type

Area
Sampled
(km2)

Appendix 1C. Survey estimates and area-corrected population estimates for
surveys of Eastern Queen Elizabeth Islands subpopulation (adapted from
Johnson et al. in prep.).

Year

Month

Survey
Estimate

Axel Heiberg

1961

August

300

includes
calves

30232

1.0053

302

Tener 1963

Axel Heiberg

1973

July

35

includes
calves

1010

30.086
7

1053

Riewe 1973

Axel Heiberg

1995

June

25

minimum
count
(includes
calves)

8101

3.7515

94

Gauthier 1996

Axel Heiberg

2007

Apr.-May

2291 (16363208)

10 month
olds and
adults

30877

0.9842

2255

Jenkins et al. 2011
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Scaling
factor

Island

References
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Error
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Year

Month

Survey
Estimate

Ellesmere
Island

1961

Jun-Aug

200

includes
calv es

116407

0.9585

192

Tener 1963

Southern
Ellesmere

1973

July

450

includes
calv es

19788

5.6389

2538

Riewe 1973

Southern
Ellesmere

1989

July

89±31

includes
calv es

25050

4.4543

396

Case and Ellesworth 1991

Central
Ellesmere

1995

June

38

minimum
count
(includes
calves)

28383

3.9313

149

Gauthier 1996

Southern
Ellesmere

2005

May

219 (109-442)

CI

adults and
1year olds

22243

5.0164

1099

Jenkins et al. 2011

Northern
Ellesmere

2006

1207)

95%
CI

adults and
1year olds

96567

1.1555

927

Jenkins et al. 2011

Southern
Ellesmere

2015

183 ± 128

SE

22243

5.0164

918

Anderson and Kingsley 2015

Apr,-May
March

802 (531-

SE

95%

Age Class

adults and

Scaling
factor

Island

References

10-month

Month

Survey
Estimate

Error
type

Melville

1961

August

12,799

Melville

1972

August

2,551 ± 724

SE

Melville

1973

July and
August

3,425 ± 618

SE

Melville

1974

July and
August

1679

Melville

1987

July

943 ±126

SE

Age Class

1997

July

787 ± 97

SE

41334

1.0349

13246

Tener 1963

Includes
Calves

42220

1.0132

2585

Miller et al. 1977b; SARC
2012: Jenkins et al. 2011

Calves

42220

1.0132

3470

Miller et al. 1977b; SARC
2012: Jenkins et al. 2011

Includes
Calves

42220

1.0132

1701

Miller et al. 1977b; SARC
2012: Jenkins et al. 2011

42220

1.0132

955

Miller 1988

42220

1.0132

797

Gunn and Dragon 2002

42583

1.0045

2740

Davison and Williams 2012

Includes

Includes
No calves
seen

Melville

2012

JulyAugust
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2,728 ± 647

95%
CI

References

Includes
Calves

Calves
Melville

Areacorrected
population
est.

Year

Scaling
factor

Island Group

Area
Sampled
(km2)

Appendix 1D. Survey estimates and area-corrected population estimates for
surveys of Western Queen Elizabeth Islands subpopulation (adapted from
Johnson et al. in prep.).

1+ yr old

82

Survey

Error

Estimate

type

Prince Patrick

1961

July

2,254

Prince Patrick

1973

JulyAugust

807 ± 259

Prince Patrick

1974

JulyAugust

621 ± 177

Prince Patrick

1986

July

151

Age Class

Areacorrected
population
est.

Month

Scaling
factor

Year

Area
Sampled
(km2)

Island Group

References

Includes
Calves

15750

1.0360

2335

Tener 1963

SE

Includes
Calves

15830

1.0307

832

Miller et al. 1977b; SARC
2012: Jenkins et al. 2011

SE

Includes
Calves

15830

1.0307

640

Miller et al. 1977b; SARC
2012: Jenkins et al. 2011

15830

1.0307

156

Miller 1987

Includes
Calves

Prince Patrick

1997

Prince Patrick

2012

June

84 ± 34

SE

1+ yr old

15830

1.0307

87

Gunn and Dragon 2002

July-

2,708 ± 855

95%

1+ yr old

16090

1.0141

2746

Davison and Williams 2012

Includes
Calves

1427

1.0917

223

Tener 1963

August

CI

Eglinton

1961

July

204

Eglinton

1972

August

83 ± 59

SE

Includes
Calves

1550

1.0051

83

Miller et al. 1977b

Eglinton

1973

August

12 ± 9

SE

Includes
Calves

1550

1.0051

12

Miller et al. 1977b

Eglinton

1974

July

18 ± 10

SE

Includes
Calves

1550

1.0051

18

Miller et al. 1977b

Eglinton

1986

July

79

Includes
Calves

1550

1.0051

79

Miller 1987

Eglinton

1997

July

0

SE

1550

1.0051

0

Gunn and Dragon 2002

Eglinton

2012

JulyAugust

181 ± 134

95%
CI

1573

0.9902

181

Davison and Williams 2012

Emerald

1961

July

161

Includes
Calves

650

0.8556

138

Tener 1963

Emerald

1973

July

39

Includes
Calves

550

1.0113

39

Miller et al. 1977b

Emerald

1974

July

20

Includes
Calves

550

1.0113

20

Miller et al. 1977b

Emerald

1986

July

14 (0-49)

Includes
Calves

550

1.0113

14

Miller 1987

Emerald

1997

July

0

550

1.0113

0

Gunn and Dragon 2002

Emerald

2012

JulyAugust

46±78

570

0.9756

45

Davison and Williams 2012

Byam Martin

1972

August

86 ± 65

SE

Includes
Calves

1160

1.0189

88

Miller et al. 1977b; Jenkins et
al. 2011

Byam Martin

1973

July

43 ± 36

SE

Includes
Calves

1160

1.0189

44

Miller et al. 1977b; Jenkins et
al. 2011
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95%
CI

1+ yr old

95%
CI

1+ yr old

83

Survey

Error

Estimate

type

Age Class

Areacorrected
population
est.

Month

Scaling
factor

Year

Area
Sampled
(km2)

Island Group

References

Byam Martin

1974

August

6±4

SE

Includes
Calves

1160

1.0189

6

Miller et al. 1977b; Jenkins et
al. 2011

Byam Martin

1987

July

98 ± 37

SE

Includes
Calves

1160

1.0189

100

Miller 1988; Jenkins et al.
2011

Byam Martin

1997

July

0

1160

1.0189

0

Gunn and Dragon 2002;
Jenkins et al. 2011

Byam Martin

2012

1158

1.0207

121

Davison and Williams 2012

JulyAugust

119 ± 73

95%
CI

non-calves

Mackenzie
King

1961

August

2,192

All

2192

Tener 1963

Mackenzie
King

1973

April

3

Minimum
count

3

Miller et al. 1977b

Mackenzie
King

1974

April

60

All

60

Miller et al. 1977b

Mackenzie
King

1997

July

36 ± 22

1+ yr old

36

Gunn and Dragon 2002

Borden

1961

August

1,630

All

1630

Tener 1963

Borden

1973

April

16

All

16

Miller et al. 1977b

Brock

1961

August

190

All

190

Tener 1963

Brock

1973

April

24

All

24

Miller et al. 1977b

Brock

1997

July

0

0

Gunn and Dragon 2002

Devon

1961

June

150

includes
calves

37550

1.0323

155

Tener 1963

Devon

2002

May

35

min. count
(includes
calves)

12316

3.1475

110

Jenkins et al. 2011

Devon

2008

April-May

17

min. count
(includes
calves)

39731

0.9757

17

Jenkins et al. 2011

Lougheed

1961

August

1325

808

1.6458

2181

Tener 1963

1300

1.0230

68

Miller et al. 1977b

1300

1.0230

0

Miller et al. 1977b

Lougheed

1973

April

66

SE

includes
calves
includes
calves

Lougheed

1974

April
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0

84

Survey
Estimate

Lougheed

1985

July

0

Lougheed

1997

July

101±73

Lougheed

2007

April

372 (205-672)

Error
type

SE

Age Class

Areacorrected
population
est.

Month

Scaling
factor

Year

Area
Sampled
(km2)

Island Group

References

1300

1.0230

0

Miller 1987b

1+year

1300

1.0230

103

Gunn and Dragon 2002

1+year

1319

1.0083

375

Jenkins et al. 2011

3509

Tener 1963; adjusted by Miller
et al. 2005

95%
CI

Bathurst Is.
Complex

1961

June and
July

3509

Includes
calves

Bathurst Is.
Complex

1973

MarchApril

990

Includes
calves

19266

1.0350

1025

Miller et al. 1977b

Bathurst Is.
Complex

1974

August

269

Includes
calves

19266

1.0350

278

Miller et al. 1977b

Bathurst Is.
Complex

1985

July

724 (460-987)

95%
CI

Includes
calves

19266

1.0350

749

Miller 1987b

Bathurst Is.
Complex

1988

July

1034±146

SE

19266

1.0350

1070

Miller 1989

1990

July

871

(includes
calves)
min. count

19266

1.0350

901

Miller 1992

Bathurst Is.
Complex
Bathurst Is.

June and

Includes
calves
min. count

1991

949

(includes
calves)
min. count

19266

1.0350

982

Miller 1993

July

1992

July

1644

(includes
calves)
min. count

19266

1.0350

1701

Miller 1994

1993

August

2387

19266

2470

Miller 1995b

Bathurst Is.

1994

July

3100

(includes
calves)
Includes

1.0350

Complex

27550

0.7238

2244

Miller 1997b; Miller 1998

27550

0.7238

1592

Miller 1997b; Miller 1998

27550

0.7238

400

Miller 1998

1+ year old

19266

1.0350

81

Gunn and Dragon 2002

Complex
Bathurst Is.
Complex
Bathurst Is.

Complex

calves
min. count

Bathurst Is.
Complex
Bathurst Is.
Complex
Bathurst Is.
Complex
Bathurst Is.
Complex
Bathurst Is.

1995

July

2200

1996

July

552±108

calves
1997

June and

78

July
2001
2013

May
May

187 (104-330)
1482±387

Complex

Cornwallis

SE

(includes
calves)
Includes

1961

June

43

95%

1+ year old

19644

1.0150

190

Jenkins et al. 2011

CI
95%

Includes

20200

0.9871

1463

Anderson 2014

CI

calves

6915

1.0338

44

Tener 1963

Includes
calves

NWMB RM 004-2017 0286

85

Survey
Estimate

Areacorrected
population
est.

Month

Error
type

Age Class

95%
CI

Includes
calves

7000

1.0213

52

Miller 1989

Scaling
factor

Year

Area
Sampled
(km2)

Island Group

References

Cornwallis

1988

July

51 (0-107)

Cornwallis

2002

May

1

Minimum
count

3411

2.0958

2

Jenkins et al. 2011

Cornwallis

2013

May

2

min. count
(includes
calves)

3411

2.0958

4

Anderson 2014

Little
Cornwallis
Little
Cornwallis

1961

June

0

412

1.0249

0

Tener 1963

1973

Mach and
August

9

410

1.0294

9

Miller et al. 1977b

1974

March

12

410

1.0294

12

Miller et al. 1977b

Little

Includes
calves
Includes

Cornwallis
Little

calves
1988

July

0

410

1.0294

0

Miller 1989

2002

May

0

381

1.1077

0

Jenkins et al. 2011

2013

May

1

381

1.1077

1

Anderson 2014

220

1.5043

0

Miller et al. 1977b

220

1.5043

5

Miller et al. 1977b

220

1.5043

0

Miller 1987

Cornwallis
Little
Cornwallis
Little

minimum

Cornwallis

Helena
Helena

total count

1973
1974

April
March

Includes

0

calves
Includes

3

calves
Helena

1985

July

0

Helena

1988

July

17 (0-42)

95%

Includes

220

1.5043

26

Miller 1989

CI

220

1.5043

51

Miller 1992

Helena

1990

July

34

calves
min. count
(includes
calves)

Helena

1991

June

22

min. count
(includes
calves)

220

1.5043

33

Miller 1993

Helena

1992

June

46

min. count
(includes
calves)

220

1.5043

69

Miller 1994

Helena

1995

June

49

min. count
(includes
calves)

220

1.5043

74

Miller 1997b

Helena

1997

July

0

220

1.5043

0

Gunn and Dragon 2002

Helena

2001

May

2

min. count
(includes
calves)

NWMB RM 004-2017 0287

86

Jenkins et al 2011

Survey
Estimate

Helena

2013

May

NWMB RM 004-2017 0288

2

Error
type

Age Class

min. count
(includes
calves)

87

Areacorrected
population
est.

Month

Scaling
factor

Year

Area
Sampled
(km2)

Island Group

References

Anderson 2014

Appendix 2. IUCN Threats calculator for Peary Caribou (DU1).
Species:

Peary Caribou (DU1)

Date:

12/09/2014
Members: Justina Ray (TM SSC Co-chair, moderator), Dave Fraser (BC, moderator), Dan Benoit (ATK SC Cochair), Suzanne Carrière (NT), Nic Larter (NT)
External Experts: Tracy Davison (NT), Marsha Branigan (NT), Joanna Wilson (NT), Morgan Anderson (NU), LisaMarie LeClerc (NU), Andrew Maher (PCA), Renee Wissink (PCA), Peter Sinkins (PCA), David Lee (NTI), Cheryl
Johnson (EC), Agnes Richards (EC), Donna Bigelow (CWS), Dawn Andrews (CWS), Lisa Pirie (CWS), Anne
Gunn (Status Report writer for Barren-ground Caribou (DU3)), Karla Letto (NWMB), John Lucas (WMAC), Phillip
Manik, Sr. (Resolute Bay HTO), Peter Qayutinuak Sr. (Spence Bay HTA - Taloyoak), Issiac Elanik (Sachs
Harbour HTC), Bradley Carpenter (Olohaktomiut HTC - Uluhaktok)

Assessor(s):

Overall Threat Impact Calculation Help:
Threat Impact
A
Very High
High

1

0

C

Medium

2

1

D

Low

3

5

Very High

High

Assigned Overall Threat Impact:
Impact Adjustment Reasons:

1

1.1

Housing & urban areas

3

Energy production &
mining

3.1

Oil & gas drilling

D

D

NWMB RM 004-2017 0289

AC = Very High - Medium
There is considerable uncertainty and potential overlap and interaction of threats
that is difficult to predict and assess and that might be best captured with a wide
range rank of threat impacts.

Scope
(next 10 Yrs)

Severity
(10 Yrs or 3
Gen.)

Timing

Negligible

Negligible
(<1%)

Extreme
(71-100%)

High
(Continuing)

Negligible

Negligible
(<1%)

Extreme
(71-100%)

High
(Continuing)

Low

Restricted Small
(1-30%)

Slight
(1-10%)

High
(Continuing)

Impact
(calculated)
Residential &
commercial
development

low range
0

B

Calculated Overall Threat Impact:

Threat

Level 1 Threat Impact Counts
high range
0

Low

Restricted Small
(1-30%)

Slight
(1-10%)

88

Moderate
(Possibly in the
short term, < 10
yrs)

Comments

Scope includes portion of species range
that is alienated by human settlements
plus a buffer zone for animals displaced by
disturbance.

No seismic activity or O&G development
at present but an expectation was
expressed by participants that this is very
likely to increase within the next 10 years.
There is some experience of impacts to
caribou populations from seismic drilling
activities (particularly blasting) in the
1970s, although difficult to tease apart
from other sources of decline. Impacts will
be higher if high intensity activities occur
where most of the population is at that
time.

Impact
(calculated)

Threat

Scope
(next 10 Yrs)

Severity
(10 Yrs or 3
Gen.)

Timing

Comments
There is mineral exploration underway,
e.g., coal on Foshein Peninsula on
Ellesmere Island and on Axel Heiberg
Island, staking for coal on Banks Island
but these activities ceased when markets
fell. A number of old sites on Prince
Patrick Island and Victoria Island require
clean-up.

3.2

Mining & quarrying

D

Low

Small
(1-10%)

Slight
(1-10%)

High
(Continuing)

4

Transportation &
service corridors

C
D

Medium Low

Restricted Small
(1-30%)

Serious Moderate
(11-70%)

High
(Continuing)

Low

Small
(1-10%)

Slight
(1-10%)

Moderate
(Possibly in the
short term, < 10
yrs)

Negligible

Negligible
(<1%)

Negligible
(<1%)

Unknown

4.1

Roads & railroads

4.2

Utility & service lines

4.3

Shipping lanes

4.4

Flight paths

5

Biological resource
use

D

C
D

D

NWMB RM 004-2017 0290

Medium Low

Restricted Small
(1-30%)

Serious Moderate
(11-70%)

High
(Continuing)

There is a large range of uncertainty
associated with this threat, particularly
looking out to the next 10 years. The
severity to the overall population will
depend on which island crossings are
affected and how big are the populations.
Shipping channels could open in Prince of
Wales complex (PoW-Somerset and
Queen Elizabeth-PoW crossings),
Bathurst – Cornwallis; less likely BanksVictoria, Ellesmere complex. For Peary
Caribou, island crossings between islands
are exceptionally important. In next 10
years develop projects that require
shipping could have high impact on
available crossings for caribou, as well as
cruise ships. Ships & ice breakers come
earlier and earlier every year and stay and
keep breaking the ice to make it safer for
the cruise ships continue to break ice until
season is over. Kitikmeot region opening
of NW Passage increase transport
minerals south.

Negligible

Negligible
(<1%)

Slight
(1-10%)

Moderate - Low

Regularly scheduled commercial flights

Low

Small (110%)

Slight (110%)

High
(Continuing)

89

Impact
(calculated)

Threat

Scope
(next 10 Yrs)

Severity
(10 Yrs or 3
Gen.)

Timing

Comments
There are many other threats and
circumstances that can interact with this
one when it comes to determining severity:
climate, management response, and
quality of survey information. In terms of
scope, a large portion of range not
accessible. Severity: there are quotas in
place where they are hunted, and not all
caribou that encounter a hunter will be
killed. If management is doing its job, there
should be no decline. Increasing the
severity to slight takes into account other
factors that may lead to a decline,
including unreported mortality and
inaccurate knowledge of population status.

5.1

Hunting & collecting
terrestrial animals

D

Low

Small
(1-10%)

Slight
(1-10%)

High (Continuing)

6

Human intrusions &
disturbance

D

Low

Restricted
(11-30%)

Slight (110%)

High
(Continuing)

6.1

Recreational activities

Negligible

Negligible
(<1%)

Negligible
(<1%)

High
(Continuing)

6.2

War, civil unrest &
military exercises

D

Low

Restricted
(11-30%)

Slight
(1-10%)

High
(Continuing)

Year-round military exercises are
increasing in Peary Caribou range; mostly
ships and land exercises. Military
personnel are travelling long distances,
from island to island. We can expect this
to increase in the future.
This relates to activities on land for work:
i.e., snowmobiles, helicopters, airplanes.
Includes unscheduled flights. More
research (e.g., climate change) is taking
place and traffic is increasing as a result.

6.3

Work & other activities

D

Low

Restricted
(11-30%)

Slight
(1-10%)

High
(Continuing)

8

Invasive & other
problematic species &
genes

C
D

Medium Low

Pervasive
(71-100%)

Moderate Slight (130%)

High
(Continuing)

8.1

8.2

Invasive nonnative/alien species

Problematic native
species

C
D

D

NWMB RM 004-2017 0291

Medium Low

Low

Large Restricted
(11-70%)

Pervasive
(71-100%)

Moderate Slight
(1-30%)

Slight
(1-10%)

90

High
(Continuing)

Pathogens include native & non-native
species in this category. In terms of the
scope, there is much uncertainty as to how
much of the population will be affected by
pathogens within the next 10 years;
probably not over 50% given current
evidence and accounting for uncertainty.
Need to consider the interaction of a
changing climate on pathogen-host
relationships that is already being
documented. Could have more cycles of
parasites with increased temperatures.

High
(Continuing)

Muskoxen, wolves, wolverines, and grizzly
bears considered in this category, not
disease. Scope must be pervasive
because all Peary Caribou encounter one
or more of these species. The direct
impact is uncertain but likely to be low.
There is, however, evidence for an inverse
relationship between caribou and muskox
in some areas, although this is variable
throughout the distribution of Peary
Caribou. The mechanism for this is
unknown, but could be aversion. In some
areas, elders say that muskox need to be
controlled to keep Peary Caribou
populations healthy.

Impact
(calculated)

Threat

Scope
(next 10 Yrs)

Severity
(10 Yrs or 3
Gen.)

Timing

Comments
The future depends on climate change
and the extent to which Barren-ground and
Peary or D&U and Peary meet and
hybridize. The only place where there is a
real possibility of mixing is on NW Victoria,
affecting 10% of the overall population.
Results from genetic analyses are
showing a lot of Peary Caribou gene flow
southward and not a corresponding
northward flow of Barren-ground genes;
As such, the impact would expect to be felt
by D&U and Barren-ground. However, the
impact (severity) on Peary Caribou is
fundamentally unknown.

8.3

Introduced genetic
material

Unknown

Small
(1-10%)

Unknown

High
(Continuing)

9

Pollution

Unknown

Pervasive
(71-100%)

Unknown

High
(Continuing)

9.5

Air-borne pollutants

11

Climate change &
severe weather

11

Habitat shifting &
alteration

B
C

B
C
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Unknown

Pervasive
(71-100%)

Unknown

High
(Continuing)

High Medium

Pervasive
(71-100%)

Serious Moderate
(11-70%)

High
(Continuing)

High Medium

Pervasive
(71-100%)

Serious Moderate
(11-70%)

91

High
(Continuing)

There are few sources of contaminants in
NU or NWT, but they can be sink holes for
southern air-borne pollution. Because of
wind currents scope is everywhere.
Although lichen does tend to collect airborne pollution, it is a small part of Peary
Caribou diet. It would be more of a
concern if arctic willow sucked up
pollutants. Studies have shown that Banks
Island caribou have lower pollution load
than mainland. There is a growing concern
around pollinated bromiles (used in fire
retardants), which may act like DDT and
are showing up in wildlife in NWT;
Unknown effects. Air currents bring
pollutants from India/China to arctic;
volatile contents condense; precipitate out
in arctic where they land on snow or ice
and go into aquatic systems; lighter
fractions that are more volatile are
showing up in arctic ecosystems.

This category includes sea ice loss; sea
level rise; habitat changes as result of
climate change and severe weather.
Negative effects may be countered in
some places by positive aspects like
vegetation growth and biomass. But
because much of this is shrubs, unclear
how much Peary Caribou will actually
benefit from this enhanced vegetation
growth. If changes occur gradually, then
there may be more opportunities for
adaptation. This category does not include
icing events (see 11.4)

Impact
(calculated)

Threat

11

Storms & flooding

C
D
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Medium Low

Scope
(next 10 Yrs)

Restricted Small
(1-30%)

Severity
(10 Yrs or 3
Gen.)

Serious Moderate
(11-70%)

92

Timing

Comments

Moderate
(Possibly in the
short term, < 10
yrs)

Peary Caribou can move to avoid smaller
icing events, but frequent small events or
one larger event (which may happen once
every 1-2 generations) can have a high
impact, as has been the case on at least
two major occasions since monitoring of
Peary Caribou began in the 60s. Although
there is an expectation that the frequency
of these events will increase in the next 3
generations due to climate change, there
is considerable uncertainty regarding the
impact to the overall Peary Caribou that
can be expected.
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ᓇᐃ ᓈᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᐅ ᓂᑳ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐱ ᒋ ᐊ ᖅ ᑎ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐊ ᑦ ᑎ ᖕ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᒥ ᒃ ᒪ ᓕ ᒐ ᖅ ᑎ ᒍ ᑦ
ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᖁᔨ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖅ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑕ ᐃ ᔭ ᐅ ᕙ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᖏᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᓴᖑᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᐅ ᔪ ᖅ

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
2016-ᒥ







ᓄ ᓇ ᓕ ᖕ ᓂ ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᒫ ᓂ ᒃ ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᕕ ᕗ ᐊ ᕆ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᕕ ᕗ ᐊ ᕆ

23, 2016-ᒥ

ᑕ ᓗ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓂ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᕕ ᕗ ᐊ ᕆ
ᑰ ᒑ ᕐ ᕈ ᖕ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ
ᕕᕗᐊ ᕆ

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃ ᓄᓕ ᒫ ᓂᒃ

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕ ᕐ ᓗ ᔪ ᐊ ᓂ ᐃ ᓄᓕ ᒫ ᓂᒃ

24, 2016-ᒥ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᒫ ᓂ ᒃ ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ

25, 2017-ᒥ

ᐊ ᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ
ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᕕ ᕗ ᐊ ᕆ

ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃ ᓄᓕᒫ ᓂᒃ

29, 2016-ᒥ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

: ᖁᑦ

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃ ᖃᓗ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ

22, 2016-ᒥ

ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᖅ ᑑ ᕐ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒫ ᔾ ᔨ
ᐊ ᐱ ᖁᑦ

:

ᐃ ᖃᓗ ᒃ ᑑ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᕐ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐃ ᓄᓕᒫ ᓂᒃ

1, 2016-ᒥ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᕆᐸ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᕚ ᑦ

ᓄ ᓇ ᔅ ᓯ ᖃᓂ ᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑕ ᒫ ᓂ ᐊ ᓂ ᒍ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᖁᓕ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᖏᑦ ᑐ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐊ ᓗ ᐃ ᑦ

10-ᓂ ᒃ

ᐅ ᕝ ᕙ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ
ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂᒃ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅ ᐹ ᓪ ᓕᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ

/ 30-ᓄ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓄᑦ

?

ᑕ ᑯ ᔭ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ

ᖃᓂ ᑦ ᑐ ᒥ ᑕ ᒫ ᓂ .
ᐃ ᖃᓗ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ ᓯ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ

ᑕᒫ ᓂ

30-ᖑᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ

ᐅ ᐊ ᖕ ᓇᖅ ᐸ ᓯ ᖕ ᒧ ᑦ
ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂᒃ

.ᐊᒥ

ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ , ᐅ ᖓᓯ ᒃ ᑐ ᐊ ᓗ ᖕ ᒪ ᖓᐅ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᒍ ᑦ
ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓯ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᓯ ᓚ ᐅ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑦ ᑎ ᓐ ᓂ ᓱ ᓕ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᐅ ᓗ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᓱ ᐊ ᓘᕙᓚᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ

ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᖏᓐ ᓂ

1980-ᖏᓐ

ᓂ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐊ ᓗ ᓪ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ ᐊ ᓂ ᒍ ᓵ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ .

ᐅᖅᓱ ᖅᑑᕐ ᒥ

ᓂ ᕆᐅ ᒐ ᔭ ᖏᑦ ᑐ ᒍ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᐊ ᓘ ᓕ ᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᐊ ᓘ ᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᖏᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᒃ ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᖓᑦ
ᑕ ᑯ ᔭ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ
ᖏᑦ

ᑕ ᕐ ᓗᔪ ᐊ ᓂ

,ᐊᒻ

ᑕ ᒫ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᖏᓐ ᓂ

1980-ᖏᓐ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

,

.

ᓂᒃ

-ᐱ ᒋ ᐊ ᓕ ᓵ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ 19901980-ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᓇ ᐅ ᖑᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ ,

ᒪ ᓗ ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᓂ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᓇ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᖏᑦ

ᐱ ᒋ ᐊ ᓕ ᓵ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

1990-ᖏᓐ

ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃ ᖅ ᑐ ᒍ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓯ ᒪ ᖕ ᒪ ᖔᑕ

ᑕ ᐅ ᕗ ᖓᐅ ᕙ ᒍ ᓃ ᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐃ ᓄ ᐃ ᑦ

ᑰ ᒑᕐ ᕈ ᖕ ᒥ

ᑕ ᒪ ᑯ ᐊ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ

ᓂ , ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᓂ ᓕ ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᖓᑦ

.ᐊᒥ

, ᐱᔾ

ᔪ ᑕ ᐅ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ

ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓂᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᖓᓗ ᒡ ᓕ ᑕ ᒫ ᓂ ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᐊ ᓗ ᕙ ᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᓐ ᖏᑦ ᑐ ᑦ

ᓂᒃ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙᓚᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ

ᓐ ᓇᐅ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ

ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᖏᓐ ᓂ

ᑕ ᑯ ᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᐃ ᓕ ᑦ ᓯ ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᓕ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

. ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᖏᑐ ᐊ ᓗ ᖕ
1980-ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᓂ ᓕ ᒫ

ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᖏᓐ ᓂ

1980-ᒥ .

.
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ᐊ ᓂ ᒍ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑭ ᖑᓪ ᓕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓂ ᓯ ᑕ ᒪ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᕆᐊ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᓄᑦ

4-5-ᓄ ᑦ
(ᑲ

ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᖅ ᐊ ᕐ ᓇᓪ ᓗ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᖕ ᓂᒃ

ᐃ ᓕ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ

ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᓴ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ

ᕿᑎ ᖅ ᒥ ᐅ ᓂ ᓗ ᑭ ᓪ ᓕ ᓂ ᖓᓂ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ
ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

)ᐊᓯ

ᕋ ᓕᖕ ᒥ ᒃ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ

,ᐊᑯ

ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᖅ ᑑ ᕐ ᒥ ᓄᓇᓖ ᑦ

(Dᐊ ᓪ

ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᓪ ᓗ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᓯ ᒪ ᕙᖕ ᒥ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ




ᐃ ᓗᐃ ᓪ ᓕᕐ ᒥ

ᕕ ᓐ ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᔫ ᓐ ᓂᐊ ᓐ

-Dolphin and Union-

ᓇ ᔪ ᒐ ᕆᕙ ᒃ ᑕ ᖏᑕ ᓂ ᒋ ᖅ ᐸ ᓯ ᖓᓂ ,

ᐅ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

.

ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᓗ ᑎ ᖃᓗ ᐊ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖅ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ

ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᕐ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑕ ᐅ ᓪ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ ᑕ ᑯ ᔭ ᐅ ᒐ ᔪ ᐃ ᓗ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᑦ
ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ




ᐃ ᓄᐃ ᑦ

.

;

ᖃᒡ ᓕ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᓄ ᑦ

ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᓴ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓪ ᓗ ᐊ ᑭ ᑐ ᐊ ᔪ ᐊ ᓘ ᕙ ᒃ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ

ᐅᖅᓱ ᖅᑑᕐ ᒥ

)
ᖅ ᑕ ᖓᓂ (Cornwallis

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊ ᔪ ᕐ ᓇ ᖃᑕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᐃ ᓚ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅ ᖃᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᒃ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᓇ ᐹ ᖅ ᑐ ᓕ ᖕ ᒧ ᑦ
ᑯ ᑦ

2 ᓄᕐ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᑕ ᑯ ᔭ ᐅ ᓴ ᕋ ᐃ ᖏᑦ ᑐ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

,

ᑰ ᒑᕐ ᕈ ᖕ ᒥ

2013-ᒥ


ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ,
ᖏᖅ ᑐ ᑯ ᑖ ᖕ ᒥ

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᑕ ᐅ ᖅ ᐊ ᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑑ ᑉ ᖃᓂ ᖏᔭ ᖓᓐ ᓂ ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑯ ᐊ ᓐ ᐅ ᐋ ᓕ ᓯ ᐅ ᑉ ᕿᑭ

Island-ᒥ ). ᑕ ᑯ

ᐅᖅᓱ ᖅᑑᕐ ᒥ

-ᑕ ᓕ ᒪ

ᐱᓗᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙᓂ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓕᐊ ᕐ ᕕ ᖕ ᒥ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ

ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓂ.

ᓄ ᓇ ᓕ ᖕ ᒥ ᐅ ᓂ ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓂ :
ᐃ ᖃᓗ ᒃ ᑑ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᕐ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ
ᐃ ᖃᓗ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ ᓯ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᒫ ᓂ ᒃ ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᕕ ᕗ ᐊ ᕆ

ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᖅ ᑑ ᕐ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ
ᐊᐃᕕᒃ ᑯ ᑦ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᕕ ᕗ ᐊ ᕆ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᐅ ᖃᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ

ᓄ ᓇ ᓕ ᓪ ᓗ ᐅ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓂ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ

, ᐃᓱ ᒪ
. ᐃ ᓄᐃ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᑎ ᒋ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᐊ ᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᒐ ᓗ ᐊ ᕐ ᒪ ᖔᑕ

,ᐊᒥ

(ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᒫ

ᓂᒃ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ )

ᓇᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ
ᑕ ᐅ ᕗ ᖓᐅ ᒐ ᓐ ᓇ ᒥ ᒃ

,ᐊᒥ

ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕᐊ ᓕᖅ ᐸ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ

ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᖔᓕ ᓱ ᖑᕗ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᒐ ᓵ ᓘ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᒐ ᓴ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᖕ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐱ ᑕ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᕋ ᐃ ᓂ ᖅ ᑕ ᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓂ ᖓ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐊᐅᓱ ᐃᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

, ᑕ ᐃᓐ

. ᑕ ᐃᒪ

, ᑕ ᐃᒪ

.ᑕᒪ

;

ᓐ ᓇ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓯ ᐅ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕋ ᒥ ᒃ

ᓇ ᓗ ᖁᕕ ᐊ ᓱ ᒃ ᓱ ᓂ ᐅ ᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᕋ ᒥ ᓱ ᓕ

ᓐ ᓇᐃ ᓐ ᓂᕗ ᑦ ᑕ ᐅ ᖅ ᐱ ᕈ ᖅ ᐸ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ

ᖁᔭ ᓕ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᒋ ᕙ ᒡ ᓗ ᒋ ᓪ ᓗ , ᐱ ᕈ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓕ ᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᒥ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ

ᐱ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᕗ ᖅ ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᑎ ᑕ ᐅ ᓗ ᐊ ᖅ ᑕ ᐃ ᓕ ᒪ ᔭ ᕆᐊ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᖏᑦ
ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ

ᓯ ᑯ ᑯ ᑦ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ

ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᖅ ᐳ ᖅ . ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᖁᕕ ᐊ ᒋ ᒍ ᑦ ᑎ ᒋ ᑦ

ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᖕ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ

.

ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕌ ᖓᒥ ᒃ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᖏᑎ ᓪ ᓗ ᒋ ᑦ

.ᑕᑯ

ᑐ ᒥ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᕗ ᖓᐅ ᔪ ᕕ ᓂ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᑕ ᐃ ᑲ ᖓᖅ ᑐ ᕕ ᓂ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒡ ᓗ ᕿᑭ ᑕ ᖓᓂ ᒃ
ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅ ᓐ ᖏᓗ ᐊ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

ᓂᒃ

ᓄ ᓇ ᔅ ᓯ ᖃᓂ ᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ?

ᑕ ᑯ ᒐ ᔪ ᖕ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᕙ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐅ ᕗ ᖓᐅ ᕌ ᖓᒥ ᒃ

ᑕ ᐃ ᑲ ᓃ ᓂ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᓲ ᖑᓐ ᖏᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

(ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᒫ

27, 2013-ᒥ

.

ᑕ ᑯ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᑭ ᖓᐃ ᓚ ᐅ ᑉ ᕿᑭ ᖅ ᑕ ᖓᓂ ᐃ ᓄ ᐃ ᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ )

ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ ᓄᓇᓖ ᑦ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᒫ ᓐ ᓇ ᐅ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᖓᓂ ᒃ ᓯ ᕗ ᓂ ᐊ ᓂ ᒃ ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᓂ ᓱ ᓕ
ᐃ ᓚᒋ ᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ

ᐊᐅᓱ ᐃᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

& ᖃᐅ ᓱ

ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᖏᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᐊ ᓘ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᖏᒻ ᒥ ᔪ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐅᖅᓱ ᖅᑑᕐ ᒥ

28, 2013-ᒥ

ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ ᐃ ᓄᓕ ᒫ ᓂᒃ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᕕ ᕗ ᐊ ᕆ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᖃᖅ ᐸ ᑦ

ᐃ ᖃᓗ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ ᓯ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᕕ ᕗ ᐊ ᕆ

&ᐊᐅᓱ

19, 2013-ᒥ

ᑕ ᓗ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᓂ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕ ᒃ

&

20, 2013-ᒥ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ
ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᕕ ᕗ ᐊ ᕆ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ

26, 2013-ᒥ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓕ ᖓᓕ ᐊ ᕋ ᓗ ᐊ ᕈ ᑎ ᒃ ᓈ ᒻ ᒪ ᒍ ᓂ ᕈ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᒥ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓚ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ
ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᕙ ᒃ ᑭ ᓪ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ

; ᐱᐅ ᓯ

,

.
.

ᐊ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊ ᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂ ᒃ

ᖃᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᐃ ᓕ ᐅ ᖅ ᐸ ᓕ ᐊ ᖏᓐ ᓇ ᐅ ᔭ ᕐ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ

.
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ᓄᓇᓖ ᑦ

ᑕ ᑯ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᖕ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ

ᓇᓄᐃ ᑦ

ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᐃ ᓕ ᐅ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᕙ ᖕ ᓂ ᖏᓂ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᖅ .

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ
ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖃᕈ ᓃ ᕋ ᓗ ᐊ ᖅ ᑎ ᓪ ᓗ ᒍ ᕿᑭ ᖅ ᑕ ᖓᓂ , ᖃᓂ ᒋ ᔭ ᖓᓐ ᓂ ᓗ ᓄ ᓇ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐃ ᓚ ᖓ ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᐅ ᖃᑕ ᖅ ᐅ ᓂ ᑳ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᓄ ᑕ ᕋ ᐅ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ

,ᑐᒃ

, ᐅ ᑕ ᖃᑦ

ᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᓲ ᖑᕗ ᑦ

ᑰ ᒐ ᓇ ᔫ ᑉ ᕿᑭ ᖅ ᑕ ᖓᓂ , ᓅ ᑦ ᑕ ᕆᐊ ᖃᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᒪ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ
ᑭ ᖓᐃ ᓚ ᐅ ᑉ ᕿᑭ ᖅ ᑕ ᖓᓄ ᑦ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

. ᐱᔾ

ᔪ ᑕ ᐅ ᓪ ᓗᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊ ᓐ ᓄ ᕌ ᒃ ᓴ ᑐ ᐊ ᕆᓗ ᓂ ᒋ ᑦ

, ᓄᒃ

.

ᑐ ᑕ ᖃᕈ ᓃ ᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᓇ ᔪ ᖅ ᑕ ᖓᓂ
ᑕ ᐅ ᕗᖓ

ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᑐ ᐊ ᕆᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᒪ ᒋ ᑦ

ᑎ ᕆᐊ ᖃᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

ᓄᓇᖅ ᐱ ᐅ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ

.

ᑭ ᖑᓂ ᑐ ᖃᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐊ ᓗ ᐊ ᒍ ᓪ ᓕ , ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᒃ ᐃ ᓅ ᒃ ᐅ ᑎ ᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᐴ ᒃ ᑰ ᒐ ᓇ ᔫ ᑉ ᕿᑭ ᖅ ᑕ ᖓᓄ ᑦ
ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓂ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖃᓕ ᕐ ᒥ ᖕ ᒪ ᖔᑦ
ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᓂ ᒍ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᓯ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᒋ ᕗ ᑦ

,ᐊᓐ

ᑕ ᐃ ᔅ ᓱ ᒪ ᓂᐅ ᑎ ᓪ ᓗ ᒍ ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᐊ ᓘ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ
ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓪ ᓗ ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᓕ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

.ᑐᒃ

ᒥ ᓄᑦ

. ᑕ ᐃᒪ

ᑎ ᑭ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕆᐊ ᓕ ᖅ ᑎ ᓪ ᓗ ᒋ ᑦ
ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᑐ ᒐ ᓴ ᐃᑦ

ᑕ ᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓗ ᐊ ᓕ ᕌ ᖓᒥ ᒃ

ᓕ ᖓᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᒐ ᕙ ᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓄᑦ

ᐅᑭ ᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᕐ ᒧ ᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᐃ ᓇ ᓱ ᖑᕗ ᑦ

ᑎ ᑭ ᑎ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᖏᑲ ᓗ ᐊ ᕐ ᓗ ᑎ ᒡ ᓗ ᓐ ᓃ ᑦ
ᒐ ᕙ ᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ
ᐃ ᓄᐃ ᑦ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᐃ ᓚ ᖏᑦ

,
ᓂ ᐊ ᕈ ᑎ ᖃᓕ ᖅ ᐸ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ

,

ᐱ ᓕ ᕆᔨ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ

ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ

ᓂᕐ ᔪ ᑏ ᑦ

.

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

. ᐃᒫ
,ᑭ

ᓐ ᓂᒃ ᑯ ᑦ

ᓱ ᕐ ᓗ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᓯ ᐊ ᓂ ᐅ ᑎ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᐅ ᓲ ᖑᕗ ᑦ

ᐊ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᖅ ᐃ ᓄᒃ ᑎ ᑐ ᑦ

ᓄ ᖑᓕ ᒐ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᕋ ᐃ ᖕ ᒪ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

,ᑕᑯ
ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓂ.

, ᖃᐅ ᔨ

(ᖃᓗ ᓈ ᑎ ᑐ ᑦ ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᓯ ᖓᓂ ᒃ Endangered. ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᓂᓕ , ᐅ ᑎ ᕐ ᓂᐊ ᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ ,

ᒪ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᓕᖅ ᑕ ᕗᑦ

ᓇᔭ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

.ᑕᒪ
. ᐃ ᓄᐃ ᑦ

ᓂᒃ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ

ᑐ ᖁᕋ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓕ ᕆᕗ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅ ᖃᑕ ᐅ ᔭ ᕆᐊ ᓕ ᒃ

. ᖃᐅ ᓱ

, ᓈᒻ

ᒪ ᒍ ᓃᕈ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂᐊ ᕐ ᒥ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ

ᑕ ᒪ ᓐ ᓇ ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᖓᓄ ᑦ

ᓇᒻ ᒪ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᑲ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᓂ ᖃᐃ ᖃᖓᖑᕐ ᒥ ᒍ ᓂ . ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓗ ᓕ ᐊ ᓕ ᕋ ᖓᒥ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ
ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᓄ ᖓ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᓇ ᖅ ᑐ ᖃᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓄ ᑦ
ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᐅ ᔪ ᖅ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᐅ ᓂᑳ ᓚᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐃ ᔅ ᓱ ᒪ ᓂ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᓂᒃ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ

ᓄᓇᓄᑦ

ᒃ ᑏᑦ

ᓗᒍ

,ᐊᒥ

ᐅ ᖓᓯ ᓗ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᖓᓄ ᑦ

.
ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓕᐊ ᓘᒐ ᓗᐊ ᖅ ᑎ ᓪ ᓗᒍ

ᓂᒃ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ )

ᑐ ᖁᕋ ᖅ ᑐ ᐊ ᓘ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᖃᓂ ᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓄ ᓇ ᖓᑕ
ᑐ ᖃᕋ ᕐ ᓂ ᑯ ᕕ ᐅ ᓂ ᐅ ᖕ ᒪ

ᐃ ᓄᐃ ᑦ
ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᓄ ᑦ

ᐅ ᓂ ᒃ ᑳ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐃ ᔅ ᓱ ᒪ ᓂ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ
ᑕ , ᐊᑕ ᐅ ᑎᒃ

ᑰ ᖓᖏᑦ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᓴ ᐃ ᒨ ᓂ ᐅ ᑉ ᐊ ᑖ ᑕ ᖓᑕ ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᓯ ᕕ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

,ᑐᒃ

ᓂᕐ ᔪ ᑏ ᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᐅ ᖃᑕ ᖅ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ

- ᐱ ᖓᓱ

.ᓯ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓯ ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᕿᒧ ᒃ ᓯ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ

Cornwallis ᕿᑭ ᖅ ᑕ ᖓᓂ . ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᖓᓪ ᓕ
ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᐅ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ , ᑕ ᑯ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᐸ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ
ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᓕ ᖓᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ .
ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᖏᒪ ᑕ

ᑎ ᑭ ᔭ ᓕ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕐ ᒥ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ

ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓂ. ᑯ ᐊ ᓐ ᐅ ᐋ ᓕ ᔅ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ

. ᐅ ᓗ ᕆᐊ ᓇ ᖅ ᑐ ᒦ

ᓱ ᐊ ᓘ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᐊ ᐅ ᓪ ᓛᖅ ᐸ ᓚᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᑰ ᒐ ᓇ ᔪ ᖕ ᒧ ᖓᐅ ᓗ ᐊ ᖅ ᐸ ᓚ ᐅ ᓐ ᖏᑦ ᑐ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓚ ᖓᑦ

.

ᓐ ᓇᑕ ᐅ ᖅ

.

ᑕ ᐅ ᕗ ᖓ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓯ ᐅ ᕐ ᕕ ᖕ ᒧ ᓪ ᓗ ᑰ ᒐ ᓇ ᔪ ᑉ ᓗ ᕿᑭ ᖅ ᑕ ᖓᓄ ᑦ
ᓂ)

,ᑕᒪ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

1959-ᖑᑎ ᓪ

, ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ

ᑕ ᐅ ᕗ ᐅ ᓇᔭ ᕈ ᑎ ᒃ

ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᒫ ᓐ ᓇ ᐅ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᑎ ᒋ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᐃ ᓚ ᖓᑦ

ᓐ ᓇ.

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᐊ ᓗ ᖕ ᓂ ᒃ ᓄ ᕐ ᕋ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓗ ᐊ ᓕ ᕈ ᑎ ᒃ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ
ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᓐ ᓇ ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᓯ ᖅ

.

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕᐊ ᓕᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓕᐊ ᕐ ᕕ ᖕ ᒧ ᑦ

.ᑕᒪ

ᓄ ᖑᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᕋ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐅ ᑎ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓕ ᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓄ ᕐ ᕆᕙ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓪ ᓕ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ )

ᐅ ᑎ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

.

ᓄ ᖑᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᔭ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕐ ᒪ ᑕ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕᐊ ᓪ ᓗᑎ ᒃ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

,

ᑲ ᓇᑕ ᐅ ᑉ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᖃᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᖅ ᐅ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᐃ ᓱ ᒫ ᓘ ᑎ ᖃᓐ ᖏᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ

ᒥ ᒃ ᐊ ᑐ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ) ᑐ ᑭ ᖃᕐ ᒪ ᑦ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᐊ ᒡ ᔭ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

.

ᖁᕕ ᐊ ᓱ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

ᓄ ᖑᓐ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

(ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᒫ

,ᐊᓐ

.

ᖃᖓᑕ ᓱ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ

ᓇ ᔪ ᖅ ᐸ ᒃ ᑕ ᑐ ᖃᕆᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ

,

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᑕ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᕕ ᓂ ᐅ ᑐ ᐊ ᕈ ᓂ , ᐅ ᑎ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

(ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᒫ

ᐅ ᑎ ᕈ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᐃ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᓯ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᐊ ᓐ ᓂ ᐊ ᕈ ᑎ ᒋ ᓕ ᖅ ᐸ ᒃ ᑕ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓗ ᓕ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

(ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᒫ

, ᓄ ᓇ ᑐ ᖃᕐ

ᓄᕌ ᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒍ ᓐ ᓇᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗ ᑎ ᒡ ᓗ .

ᐃ ᖅ ᑕ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ

ᕗ ᓪ ᓕ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑐ ᖁᕋ ᕐ ᒪ ᑕ

ᑐ ᐃ ᒡ ᒎ ᖅ ᑐ ᖁᕋ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂ ᕈ ᒫ ᕆᕗ ᑦ

,ᒪ

ᓕᒃ ᓱ ᒋ ᑦ

ᓱ ᓕ ᒃ ᑲ ᓂᖅ .

ᐊ ᓱ ᐃ ᓪ ᓛ ᒃ ᐃ ᑦ ᓚ ᐅ ᑎ ᐅ ᑉ ᐊ ᑖ ᑕ ᖓ ᑎ ᑭ ᓐ ᓇ ᒥ ᐃ ᒡ ᓗ ᓕ ᖕ ᒥ ᖔᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗ ᓂ ,
ᓇᓚ ᐅ ᑖ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ
ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓃᑦ ᑐ ᓐ ᓃᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

ᓱ ᓕᔪ ᕈ ᓚᐅ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

, ᐅ ᑎ ᖅ ᑐ ᕕ ᓂᐅ ᓐ

- ᖁᑦ

ᑎᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑐ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᓂ ᓚ ᐅ ᕋ ᒥ ᒃ ᓇ ᔪ ᒐ ᕆᕙ ᒃ ᑕ ᑐ ᖃᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᓄᓇᓄᑦ

.

3
NWMB RM 004-2017 0296

ᓴ ᐃ ᒨ ᓂ ᐅ ᑉ ᐊ ᑖ ᑕ ᖓ ᐃ ᓄ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊ ᒃ ᑲ ᒐ ᐅ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔫ ᒃ
ᐅ ᑎ ᖅ ᓯ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᓂᕋ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᕗ ᖓ ᐃ ᑭ ᕋ ᓴ ᖕ ᒧ ᑦ
ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒋ ᐊ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ
ᐊ ᒥ ᖏᑦ

, ᐅ ᑎᕈ

(ᕗ ᐊ ᑦ

ᕋ ᔅ

-Fort Ross-ᒧ

ᑦ

) ᓄ ᓇ ᖓᓂ ᒃ
, ᐱ ᐅ ᒋ ᓗ ᓂᔾ
ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓂ.

ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕋ ᐃ ᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒡ ᓗ ᓄᓇᒋ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᒥ ᓄᑦ

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓂ ᕿᖏᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓂ , ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒪ ᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᒪ ᒋ ᑦ

ᑐᒃ

ᔪ ᒃ

ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᖓᓪ ᓕ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓯ ᐅ ᖃᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᕋ ᒥ ᒃ ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᓂ ᒍ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᕐ ᒧ ᓪ ᓗ ᐊ ᒥ ᖃᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᓪ ᓗ .
ᑕ ᑯ ᔭ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖃᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓐ ᖏᑦ ᑐ ᑦ
ᐅ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᒋ ᕗ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓚᒎ ᖅ ᓱ ᓕ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ

(ᕿᑎ ᖅ ᒥ

.ᑐᒃ

ᑐ ᖁᕋ ᖅ ᑐ ᕕ ᓂ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ

ᐅ ᓂ ), ᐃ ᖃᓗ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᑉ ᕿᑭ ᖅ ᑕ ᓗ ᖓᓄ ᑦ

ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ

. ᓇᔪ

ᑕ ᒫ ᓃ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᕕ ᓃ ᑦ

, ᖁᕕ ᐊ ᒋ ᖏᓇ ᑦ ᑎ ᒍ ᑦ .
? ᑕ ᐃᒪ ᐃᓐ

ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑕ ᐅ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᑦ
ᐃ ᖃᓗ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ ᓯ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᓂᕈ ᕕ ᑦ

,ᐊᓯ

ᔾ ᔨ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅ ᐱᒋ ᑦ

ᐅ ᖃᖃᑦ ᑕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

?

ᑕ ᒪ ᐃ ᓐ ᓂᒃ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒋ ᐊ ᕋ ᔪ ᐃ ᑐ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᖃᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᐊ ᓯ ᑕ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᕙ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐅ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ

.ᑭ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᖃᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ
ᐱ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᕌ ᖓᒥ ᒃ

ᐅ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

, ᓂ ᕿᑦ

ᑎ ᐊ ᕙ ᐅ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐊ ᓘ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒋ ᐊ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᒐ ᔪ ᐃ ᑦ ᑑ ᕗ ᑦ
ᐃ ᓄᐃ ᑦ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒋ ᐊ ᕋ ᖓᒥ ᒃ

, ᓂ ᕿᒃ

ᓄᓇᒃ ᑰ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ

, ᓂᒡ

.ᓱ

.

ᑭ ᓯ ᐊᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓯ ᐅᖅᓱ ᒋ ᑦ

,

.
ᓴ ᓂ ᖁᔭ ᐅ ᕙ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᓈ ᒻ ᒪ ᖕ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐱ ᑕ ᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑕ ᒫ ᓂ ᒪ ᕐ ᕈ ᖕ ᓄ ᑦ
ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

.

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓯ ᐅ ᖅ ᐸ ᖕ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐅ ᖓᓯ ᓗ ᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᐊ ᓗ ᖕ ᒧ ᖓᐅ ᔭ ᕆᐊ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᐊᐅᓱ ᐃᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᓯ ᐊ ᓂᓕ ᑦ ᑕ ᐅ ᖅ

ᐱ ᐅ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᓂ ᕿᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᕙ ᐅ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᒐ ᒥ ᒃ ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑐ ᓐ ᓄ ᕐ ᑲ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᕙ ᖕ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ
ᐅᖅᓱ ᖅᑑᕐ ᒥ

.

ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᖏ

ᐊ ᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᓱ ᓕ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᓄᓇᓕ ᖕ ᒥ ᐅ ᓪ ᓗ ᐃ ᓄᐃ ᑦ

.

ᑕ ᒪ ᐅ ᖓᓄ ᓇ ᓄ .

ᐅ ᑎ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᓱ ᖑᖕ ᒪ ᑕ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒋ ᐊ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᑐ ᑐ ᖃᐅ ᕕ ᓰ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐊ ᕕ ᒃ ᑐ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᕆᔭ ᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂ ? ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᐸ ᒃ ᐱ ᑦ

.

ᕈ ᒪ ᓂᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᕙ ᓚᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᓴ ᓂᐊ ᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖅ ᐱ ᐅ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ

ᑕ ᒪ ᓐ ᓇ ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᓯ ᕆᕙ ᕋ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ
ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᖏᓗ ᓂ ᕋ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑎ ᑐ ᑦ

ᒪ ᓗ ᐊ ᓱ ᐃ ᓛᒃ

ᐱᕐ ᓕᕋ ᕋ ᒥ ᒃ

ᐅ ᑎ ᕈ ᒫ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᓇ ᔪ ᖅ ᐸ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑕ ᑐ ᖃᕆᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᐃ ᑦ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒍ ᓯ ᕙ ᒃ ᑕ ᑐ ᖃᐃ ᑦ

,ᐊᒻ

.

.

ᑐ ᐃ ᓪ ᓗ ᓅ ᑦ ᑐ ᕕ ᓂ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐅ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᕗ ᖓ ᑭ ᓪ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᕐ ᒧ ᑦ

ᕿᑭ ᖅ ᑖ ᓗ ᖓᓂ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓂ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑑ ᑉ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ
ᐅ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ

ᓯ ᑯ ᒥ ᒃ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖃᓲ ᖑᓕ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

ᑐ ᖁᕋ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂ ᕈ ᒫ ᕆᕗ ᑦ

ᖃᓐ ᓂ ᓕ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᐊ ᓘ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖅ ᐳ ᖅ , ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ
ᐋ ᓐ ᓂᐊ ᓕ ᐊ ᓘᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ

ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᕐ ᒥ ᓗ ᓐ ᓃ ᑦ

ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᐅ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᐊ ᒡ ᓚ ᑦ

-ᐱ ᖓᓱ

ᓄᓪ ᓗ ᓐ ᓃ

2-3 ᐱ ᓇ ᓱ

ᐊ ᕋ ᓯ ᕐ ᓄᑦ

ᑲ ᓕ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᒥ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᐊ ᐅ ᓪ ᓛ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ

ᓚ ᓱ ᐊ ᓗ ᕋ ᕈ ᓐ ᓃ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖓᓂ .

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ
ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ
ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ
ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᒫ ᓐ ᓇ ᓵ ᖅ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒋ ᐊ ᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᓯ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂ ᓵ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

. ᑕ ᐃᑲ

ᓂ ᕕ ᕗᐊ ᕆ

2012-ᒥ , ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ

ᒃ ᑎᑦ

ᑕ ᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓂ ᖓ, ᓄ ᓇ ᓕ ᖕ ᒥ ᐅ ᑕ ᐃ ᓪ ᓗ ᓂ ᕆᕕ ᒡ ᔪ ᐊ ᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᓯ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ
ᐊ ᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᖏᓐ ᓂ

1973/1974-ᒥ , ᑲ

ᓇᑕ ᒧ ᑦ

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓯ ᒪ ᓚᐅ ᕐ ᒪ ᑕ

.

ᓯ ᕗ ᓕ ᐅ ᖅ ᑎ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᔾ ᔭ ᓐ ᑯ ᕆᑦ ᓯ ᐊ ᓐ

ᒥ ᓂ ᔅ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᐅ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᖅ ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᕆᔨ ᑐ ᖃᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

, ᓄᓇᓕ ᖕ

ᒥ ᐅ ᑕ ᓄᓪ ᓗ

ᑎ ᑎ ᕋ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗ ᓂ ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᔾ ᔭ ᐅ ᓗ ᓂ ᐊ ᐅ ᓚ ᑦ ᑎ ᔨ ᐅ ᔪ ᒪ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ ᓇ ᖕ ᒥ ᓂ ᖅ
ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

(ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᒫ

ᓂᒃ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ )

ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ
ᑕ ᒪ ᑯ ᑐ ᒧ ᖓ. ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ
ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᔾ ᔪ ᐃ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᕗ ᑦ
ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂᒃ

.ᑭ

, ᑕ ᐃᔅ

ᓱ ᒪ ᓂᓗ ᒐ ᕙ ᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ

ᐊ ᖏᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑕ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᖁᔨ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᖑᓂ ᑲ ᓪ ᓚ ᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐊ ᓗ ᒍ ᑦ

,ᑐᒃ

ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᓇᓂᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᖅ ᑕ ᑯ ᔭ ᐅ ᕙ ᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᐃ ᓂ ᖓᓄ ᓪ ᓗ ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᖕ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ ᑐ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᑎ ᑕ ᐅ ᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ
ᒪ ᓕ ᒐ ᓕ ᐊ ᕆᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ ᒪ ᓕ ᒃ ᐸ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ
ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᑎ ᔭ ᐅ ᓕ ᓚ ᐅ ᕆᕗ ᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕ ᖕ ᒥ ᐅ ᑕ ᓄᑦ

.ᐊᕐ

ᕋ ᒍ ᓴ ᐃᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᑦ ᑐ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᖃᐅ ᓱ ᐃ ᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

(ᐃ ᓄ ᓕ ᒫ

ᓂᒃ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ )

ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᖓᑦ

13-ᓂ ᒃ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᓄ ᑦ

ᓴ ᐳ ᓐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑎ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᑕ ᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓂ ᖓ. ᑕ ᐃ ᔅ ᓱ ᓂ ᐅ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᑎ ᓪ ᓗ ᒍ ᓕ ,
ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᒥ ᐅᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂᒃ

,ᑕᒪ

ᓇᖕ ᒥ ᓂᖅ

,

ᓐ ᓇᓗ

ᖁᕕ ᐊ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓱ ᓂ . ᓄ ᓇ ᓕ ᖕ ᒥ ᐅ ᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᑦ ᑕ ᐅ ᖅ ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒪ ᓕ ᕆᕗ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓯ ᐅ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓂ ᖏᑦ
ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

. ᓄᓇᓕ ᖕ

ᓇ ᒐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑭ ᖑᓂ ᖓᒍ ᑦ

ᓇᒻ ᒪ ᓕᕐ ᒥ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ

, ᓄ ᖑᑕ ᐅ ᖁᔨ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᓇ ᖕ ᒥ ᓂ ᖅ ᒪ ᓕ ᒐ ᖃᖅ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ

.

ᐃ ᒃ ᓯ ᔭ ᐅ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᖅ ᐅ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ
ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓯ ᐅ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓯ ᐅ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᓕ ᒪ ᔭ ᕆᐊ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓂ ᒡ ᓗ . ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ
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ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ
ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᐊ ᑐ ᕈ ᓐ ᓇ ᕆᕗ ᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᐅ ᖃᑕ ᐅ ᔪ ᑦ
ᑕ ᕐ ᓗᔪ ᐊ ᓂ

ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᓂ ᖓᑦ ᓴ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᐊ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᖕ ᒥ ᔪ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓱ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᐊ ᑐ ᖅ ᐸ ᑕ

ᐅ ᖃᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᐱ ᐅ ᓯ ᑐ ᖃᕐ ᒥ ᒍ ᑦ

,

.

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐃ ᓄᐃ ᑦ

ᑕ ᕐ ᓗᔪ ᐊ ᕐ ᒥ ᐅ ᑦ

ᑐ ᖓᕕ ᖃᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᐸ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑕ ᕆᐅ ᕐ ᒥ ᐅ ᑕ ᓂ ᒃ ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ ᒃ ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᖃᕈ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᕐ ᒧ ᑦ
ᑭ ᓯ ᐊ ᓂ ᒫ ᓐ ᓇ ᐅ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᓕ ᓕ ᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᕆᕙ ᓕ ᖅ ᑕ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ
ᐊ ᐱ ᖁᑦ

: ᖃᐅ ᔨ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᕕ ᑦ

.

ᐊ ᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᓇ ᓂ ᑕ ᑯ ᔭ ᐅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᓄ ᓇ ᓯ ᖃᓂ ᒋ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ?
ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᐊᐅᓱ ᐃᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᖃᓄ ᐃ ᓕ ᐅ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᓕ ᕌ ᖓᒥ ᒃ ᓄ ᓇ ᐃ ᑦ

(ᐅ ᔭ

ᕋ ᖕ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᓅ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᕗ ᑦ

ᐊ ᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

ᓄᓇᓄᑦ

,

ᓇ ᔪ ᐸ ᒃ ᑕ ᕋ ᓗ ᐊ ᖏᑦ

/ᐊ ᐅ ᒫ ᓗ ᒃ
.

ᓯ ᐅ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

/ᖃᐅ ᔨ

ᓴ ᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓄ ᑦ

)ᑕᒪ

ᓐ ᓇ

ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᓗ ᑕ ᐅ ᓪ ᓗ ᓂ ᓄᓇᓕ ᖕ ᒥ ᐅ ᓄᑦ

ᓄ ᓇ ᓖ ᓪ ᓗ ᑕ ᐃ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᓗ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ
ᑕ ᕐ ᓗᔪ ᐊ ᓂ

ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᖃᖅ ᐳ ᑦ
ᓄ ᓇ ᓕ ᖓᓄ ᑦ

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ

ᑕ ᑯ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ ᖁᑦ ᑎ ᒃ ᑐ ᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᖃᓂ ᓐ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᕙ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᑕ ᑯ ᔭ ᐅ ᕙ ᓚ ᐅ ᖏᑦ ᑑ ᒐ ᓗ ᓂ ᒃ

, ᑕ ᐃᒪ

ᖓᓂ ᒃ ᓯ ᕗ ᓂ ᐊ ᒍ ᑦ

.

ᑕ ᒪ ᐃ ᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐅ ᖃᐅ ᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃ ᑦ
ᑕ ᐃ ᒪ ᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᖏᖃᑎ ᒋ ᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᖏᑦ

ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᓂ ᒃ ᐸ ᖕ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᓄ ᓇ ᒥ ᖓᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐅᖅᓱ ᖅᑑᕐ ᒥ

ᐱ ᐅ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᓂ ᒃ ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᖅ ᓯ ᐅ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᑦ

.ᓱ

ᓄ ᖑᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᕋ ᖅ ᑕ ᐅ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐅ ᕝ ᕙ ᓗ ᓐ ᓃ ᑦ
ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᖕ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᒃ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ

,ᐊᓯ

ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᐃ ᑦ

ᖏᓐ ᓄ ᖓᐅ ᔭ ᕆᐊ ᖃᖅ ᐸ ᒃ ᓱ ᑎ ᒡ ᓗ ᓄ ᓇ ᓄ ᑦ

ᓕ ᔪ ᖅ ᓴ ᓐ ᖏᓚ ᑦ

ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᖃᕆᐊ ᖃᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ ᐱ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎ ᖃᖅ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ ᒪ ᓕ ᒃ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ
ᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᐊ ᐃ ᕕ ᒃ ᑯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ

,

ᓅ ᑉ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᖃᑦ ᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᓲ ᖑᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

.

ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᑦ

ᐃ ᒃ ᓯ ᕙ ᐅ ᑕ ᕆᔭ ᖅ ᑐ ᖓᓱ ᒃ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᑕ ᒪ ᐃ ᓐ ᓂ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᖅ ᖃᐃ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂ ᒃ
ᐊᐅᓱ ᐃᑦ ᑐ ᕐ ᒥ

ᖁᔭ ᓕ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᓂ ᒡ ᓗ ᑕ ᒪ ᓃ ᓂ ᑦ ᑎ ᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐃ ᑲ ᔪ ᕆᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᕐ ᒧ ᑦ
ᐊ ᔪ ᕐ ᓇ ᖅ ᑎ ᑦ ᑎ ᓇ ᓱ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᓐ ᖏᓂ ᕐ ᒧ ᑦ

ᐃ ᓄ ᖕ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒍ ᓐ ᓇ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

ᒪ ᓐ ᓇ ᐅ ᓕ ᖅ ᑐ ᖅ , ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᓕ ᖅ ᐳ ᑦ
ᒥ ᑭ ᒋ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑏ ᓪ ᓗ ᑲ ᑐ ᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎ ᒌ ᖏᓄ ᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᖏᑦ

ᑕ ᕐ ᓗᔪ ᐊ ᓂ

, ᓇᒧ

ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ

ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃᑦ

ᖓᐅ ᕙ ᖕ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒡ ᓗ ᐊ ᔾ ᔨ ᒌ ᖏᑦ ᑑ ᑎ ᐅ ᔪ ᓄ ᑦ

ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᖃᕐ ᕕ ᐅ ᑦ ᑎ ᐊ ᕐ ᓂ ᖅ ᓴ ᐅ ᓂ ᐊ ᖅ ᑐ ᓄ ᑦ
ᓄ ᖑᓕ ᒑ ᓕ ᕐ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐅ ᕝ ᕙ ᓗ ᓐ ᓃ ᑦ

.ᓱ

ᓕ ᔪ ᖅ ᓴ ᓐ ᖏᓚ ᑦ

ᑕ ᒪ ᑯ ᐊ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ

ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃ ᖅ ᐸ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ

, ᐃᓱ

ᓄᓇᓄᑦ

ᓂᕐ ᔪ ᑏ ᑦ

ᒋᒐᒥ ᔾ ᔪ ᒃ

ᓅ ᖃᑕ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᑐ ᐃ ᓐ ᓇ ᓲ ᖑᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐱ ᔭ ᕆᐊ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ

ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᖃᕆᐊ ᖃᕐ ᓂ ᕐ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ ᒪ ᓕ ᒃ ᓱ ᑎ ᒃ
ᑕ ᕐ ᓗᔪ ᐊ ᓂ

ᑲ ᑎ ᒪ ᔨ ᖏᓪ ᓗ ᓄ ᓇ ᓕ ᖕ ᒥ ᐅ ᑕ ᐃ ᓪ ᓗ

ᐃ ᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐱ ᖓᓱ ᓂ ᒃ ᕿᑎ ᖅ ᒥ ᐅ ᓂ ᓄ ᓇ ᓕ ᖕ ᓂ ) ᑕ ᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐆ ᒪ ᔪ ᐃ ᑦ

ᓂ ᕿᒃ ᓴ ᓂ ᒃ ᐸ ᖕ ᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᓄ ᓇ ᒥ ᒃ

.

ᐊ ᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊ ᖑᓇ ᓱ ᒃ ᑏ ᑦ

ᑕ ᒪ ᓐ ᓇ ᖃᐅ ᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅ ᓪ ᓗ ᓂ .

ᑕ ᒪ ᐃ ᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᖏᖃᑎ ᒌ ᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᐃ ᓇ ᐅ ᔮ ᓚ ᐅ ᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

(ᑕ ᒪ

,

,

ᓄᓇᓕ ᖕ ᒥ ᐅ ᑦ
ᐊ ᒥ ᓲ ᓂ ᖏᑦ

ᐃ ᓄᐃ ᑦ

, ᐃᖕ

ᐃ ᓱ ᒪ ᖃᖅ ᑐ ᑦ

.

ᐊ ᐅ ᓚ ᑕ ᐅ ᓇ ᓱ ᒋ ᐊ ᖃᓐ ᖏᓂ ᖏᓐ ᓂ ᒃ ᑐ ᒃ ᑐ ᐃ ᑦ

ᒥ ᓃ ᓐ ᓇ ᖅ ᑲ ᔪ ᓯ ᕙ ᓪ ᓕ ᐊ ᓂ ᐊ ᕐ ᒥ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᐱ ᐅ ᓯ ᑐ ᖃᕐ ᒥ ᓂ ᒃ ᐊ ᑐ ᕐ ᓗ ᑎ ᒃ

.
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ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᐱᔨ ᑦ ᑎᕋ ᐃᔨ ᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ ᓯ ᓚᐅᓪ ᓗ ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᒃ 2310 – 5019 – 52nd ᐊᖅᑯ ᑎᖓᓂ
ᔭ ᓗᓇᐃᕝ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
13 ᔫᓐ 2017
ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᓕᒃ : ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᖁᔭ ᐅᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦ ᖔᕐ ᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ , ᐊᑐᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᕐ ᓂᒃ
ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᑐᔪ ᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ ᐃᓕᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅᖁᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ,
ᑐᓴ ᕈ ᒪ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᓪ ᓗ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᑎᑦ ᑎᓂᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᑐᒦ ᓕᕐ ᓂᖅ, ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᖏᓗᐊᓕᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ
ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᐃᑦ (ᖃᓪ ᓗᓇᑎᑐᑦ SARA-ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᐃᑦ ).
ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋ ᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ
(COSEWIC-ᑯ ᑦ ) ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᒋ ᐊᕈ ᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐱᔭ ᕇᖅᓯ ᓚᐅᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ
ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2015-ᖑᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦ ᓕᕐ ᓂᖅ.
ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ ᓯ ᕗᓂᐊᒍ ᑦ ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓄᖓᑦ ᓴ ᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋ ᓛᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ
ᑕᐃᔅ ᓱ ᒪ ᓂ ᒪ ᐃ 2004-ᖑᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ , ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓗᑎᒃ
ᓄᖑᓕᕐ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ , ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ .
ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ
ᓄᖑᓕᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᕐ ᓂᒃ 2011-ᖑᑎᓗᒍ ,
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅᓯ ᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓱ ᖑᖑᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ
ᓄᖑᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ . ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ ᒪ ᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᖅ
ᓴ ᓇᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓴ ᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᖅᓰ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓄᑦ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ
ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ , ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋ ᓪ ᓗᓂᒋ ᑦ ᐊᓯ ᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ ,
ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓ. ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦ ᑎᖕ ᓂᖅᓴ ᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᒧ ᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ‘ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ’ ᐃᒪ ᓐ ᓇᖓᖅ
‘ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᓕᕐ ᓂᖅ’ ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᓂᐊᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ,
ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᖅᓯ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪ ᒃ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ
ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑕᒪ ᐃᓂᒃ .
ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭ ᐅᕗᓯ ᑐᓂᓯ ᖁᔭ ᐅᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᖃᕐ ᕕᒋ ᔭ ᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ
ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᒍ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ , ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᑯ ᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋ ᓛᓄᑦ
(COSEWIC-ᑯ ᓄᑦ ) ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᓕᖅᑕᖏᑦ . ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᓕᐊᕆᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᓯ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅᓯ ᐅᕈ ᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ,
ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᓱ ᑎᒡ ᓗ ᒥ ᓂᔅ ᑕᒧ ᑦ , ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭ ᓕᐅᕆᐊᕐ ᓂᐊᓕᕈ ᓂ.
ᑐᔪ ᐃᒋ ᕗᒍ ᑦ ᐊᐳᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᐊᑦ ᑎᖕ ᓂᖅᓴ ᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖅ
ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ .
ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᒋ ᐊᑦ ᑎᐊᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕈ ᒪ ᒍ ᕕᑦ , ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫ ᒐ ᕋ ᓛᕐ ᓂᒃ ,
ᐊᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᑦ ᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ ᑐᕋ ᕈ ᑎᓕᖕ ᒥ ᒃ :
http://sararegistry.gc.ca/document/default_e.cfm?documentID=2972
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋ ᓛᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ
(COSEWIC-ᑯ ᓄᑦ ) ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᐊᕈ ᓯ ᑎᒋ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᓯ ᒪ ᔭ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃ ᑲ ᓕᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ ᑎᑭ ᓴ ᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᐅᕗᑦ ᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ ᑕᑯ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝ ᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᕌ ᕈ ᑎᓕᖕ ᒥ ᒃ :
http://sararegistry.gc.ca/document/default_e.cfm?documentID=494
ᑕᐃᒪ ᑐᖅ ᕿᒥ ᕐ ᕈ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᑎᑦ ᑎᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ .
ᐊᓯ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃ ᓴ ᖃᑐᐊᕈ ᔅ ᓯ , ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓘᑎᖃᔅ ᓯ , ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᐅᔪ ᓂᒡ ᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ
ᐱᔪ ᒪ ᓐ ᓂᕈ ᔅ ᓯ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᖃᑕᐅᖁᔭ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ,
ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᑦ ᑎᓐ ᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨ ᑎᑦ ᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ , ᐃᓕᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂᒃ ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᖃᕐ ᓂᐊᕋ ᑦ ᑕ ᐱᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᕈ ᑦ ᑕ.
ᑐᔪ ᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ ᐊᑐᒐ ᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ ᓈᒻ ᒪ ᒐ ᓱ ᒋ ᒍ ᔅ ᓯ ᐅᒃ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓕᐅᕈ ᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ , ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᑭ ᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ
ᑎᑎᕋ ᖅᓯ ᒪ ᑎᒍ ᑦ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᐱᔨ ᑦ ᑎᕋ ᐃᔨ ᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᕆᓗᒋ ᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᖁᔨ ᔅ ᓴ ᓐ ᓂᒃ ᑭ ᐅᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᓇᔭ ᖅᐸᑕ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ
ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᖓᕐ ᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᓕᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ . ᑎᑎᕋ ᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓯ
ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓇᓂᖃᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ ᐊᑐᕐ ᓗᒋ ᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᓴ ᐃᑦ ᑐᔪ ᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ ᐃᓕᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ
ᑕᑕᑎᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ .
ᐱᕕᒃ ᓴ ᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ ᑭ ᓇᒃ ᑯ ᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᓕᐅᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᑲ ᓂ 30-ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪ ᓗᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪ ᓄᑦ ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕈ ᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᓯ ᕗᓂᐊᒍ ᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒪ ᒐ ᓕᐊᕆᔭ ᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ
ᓴ ᕿᑎᑕᐅᒋ ᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᓕᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᒐ ᓯ ᐊᑦ ᑯ ᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫ ᒐ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐃᓚᖏᓐ ᓂ
ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ I-ᒥ (Canada Gazette Part I-ᖓᓂ).
ᑐᒃ ᓯ ᕋ ᖅᐳᒍ ᑦ ᑭ ᐅᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖅ ᐋᒡᒋᓯ 31, 2017-ᒥ .
ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᕆᔭ ᓯ ᑐᔪ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃ ᓴ ᕆᔭ ᓯ ᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ ᐆᒧ ᖓ:
ᑖᓐ ᐋᓄᓘ Dawn Andrews, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᔨ ᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᐱᔨ ᑦ ᑎᕋ ᐃᔨ ᑦ , ᔭ ᓗᓇᐃᒥ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᖅ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᒃ 2310
ᔭ ᓗᓇᐃᕝ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ : 867-669-4710
ᓱ ᒃ ᑲ ᔪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ : 867-873-6776
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑕᑲ ᐅᑎᖏᕝ ᕕᖓ: Amy.Ganton@canada.ca
ᑎᑎᕋ ᖅᑐᖅ,

ᐅᕈ ᔅ ᒪ ᒃ ᑕᓄᓪ Bruce MacDonald
ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑎᔨ ᐅᔪ ᖅ,
ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᐱᔨ ᑦ ᑎᕋ ᐃᔨ ᓂ
ᐅᑭ ᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᐸᓯ ᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖓᓂ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ ᓯ ᓚᐅᓪ ᓗ ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ
5019 - 52nd ᐊᖁᑎᖓᓂ, 4th ᓯ ᑕᒪ ᖓᓐ ᓂᒃ ᓇᑎᐊᓂ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᕕᒃ 2310,
ᔭ ᓗᓇᐃᕝ , ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
bruce.macdonald2@canada.ca
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ : 867-669-4779
ᓱ ᒃ ᑲ ᔪ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ 867-873-6776
ᑲ ᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐ ᕙᒪ ᐃᑦ
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭ ᒃ ᑯ ᑦ ᑕᑯ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝ ᕕᖓᑕ ᑐᕌ ᕈ ᑎᖓ: www.ec.gc.ca
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ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᑕᑯ ᑎᑦ ᑎᔾ ᔪ ᑦ 1. ᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᓲ ᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ ,
ᐊᕕᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ ᓯ ᑕᒪ ᓄᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᓪ ᓗᐊᑕᖅᐸᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ .
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻ ᒥ ᑲ ᑎᒪ ᔨ ᕋ ᓛᓄᑦ COSEWIC-ᑯ ᓄᑦ ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕈ ᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016
http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/
ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ | Rangifer tarandus pearyi
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ : ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦ ᓕᕐ ᓂᖅ
ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᓱ ᖑᓂᖏᑦ : ᓄᓇᑦ ᓯ ᐊᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

© Morgan Anderson, GN-DOE

ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ :
ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪ ᒐ ᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲ ᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭ ᐅᑕᖅᑑᓂᖓᑕ ᕿᑭ ᖅᑕᒐ ᓴ ᖏᓐ ᓂ, ᓲ ᕐ ᓗ ᐃᓱ ᖅᐸᓯ ᐊᓂ
ᐱᕈ ᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᑭ ᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᒪ ᖁᒐ ᔪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐅᑭ ᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᖕ ᓂ. ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᖅ ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᖃᕋ ᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᕗᑦ 13,200−ᓂᒃ
ᐱᕈ ᐊᓂᒃ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᐃᓐ ᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᓂᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ 22,000−ᓂᒃ 1987−ᒥ ,
ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᓯ ᒪ ᕐ ᔪ ᐊᕐ ᒪ ᑕ ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ 1990 ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᐃᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂ, ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᑐᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐱᒻ ᒪ ᕆᐊᓗᖕ ᓂᒃ ᓯ ᑯ ᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓇᔪ ᖅᐸᒃ ᑕᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓂ. ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᑕᐃᔅ ᓱ ᒪ ᓂ
5,400-ᓂᒃ ᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 1996−ᒥ , ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᖏᓐ ᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᑎᐊᖑᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ , ᑕᐃᒪ ᓂᖓᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ 1961−ᒥ . ᓯ ᑕᒪ ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓂᒃ ᖁᒃ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ , ᒪ ᕐ ᕉ ᒃ
ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᐅᔪ ᖅ ᓴ ᕿᑉ ᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᓃᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓯ ᑕᒪ ᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᓃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ
10−ᓂᒃ ᑭ ᖑᓪ ᓕᖅᐸᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᓈᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᒐ ᒥ ᒃ 2005−ᒥ , ᓴ ᕿᐅᒪ ᔪ ᖃᖏᑦ ᑎᐊᓕᖅᓱ ᑎᒡ ᓗ
ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ . ᑕᒪ ᐃᓐ ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᑯ ᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᓯ ᒪ ᑎᒋ ᖕ ᒪ ᑕ ᐱᖓᓱ ᓂᒃ
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᖅᓯ ᒪ ᑎᒋ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᓂᒃ ᑭ ᖑᕙᕆᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᑎᑭ ᐅᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᑕᒫ ᓂ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋ ᔪ ᓂᒃ 35% ᐳᓴ ᓐ ᑎᓂᒃ ,
ᑭ ᓯ ᐊᓂ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᕈ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ 20−ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐ ᕋ ᒍ ᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᒍ ᖅᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ . ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐸᖑᕗᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈ ᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᓄᖓᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓯ ᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ , ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓂᓗ ᓴ ᖏᔪ ᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᓂᖅᓴ ᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᓂᒡ ᓗ ᒪ ᖁᖃᑦ ᑕᓕᕐ ᓂᖅ ᓯ ᓚᓗᒃ ᐸᓕᕐ ᓂᖅ, ᐊᐱᓯ ᒪ ᓕᖅᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ ,
ᐱᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓃᕈ ᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᐱᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖃᑦ ᑕᕐ ᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃ ᓴ ᒥ ᓂᒃ ᐅᑭ ᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ , ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ
ᒥ ᑭ ᒡ ᓕᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ , ᓵ ᒡ ᓕᕙᓪ ᓕᐊᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓄᓪ ᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐ ᒥ ᓯ ᑯ ᐊᓗᐊ ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᕈ ᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᒪ ᑕ
ᓇᒧ ᖓᐅᖃᑦ ᑕᐃᓐ ᓇᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐱᐅᓯ ᕆᒐ ᔪ ᒃ ᑕᑐᖃᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᓇᒧ ᖓᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖅ.
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ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᒋ ᐊᓚᐅᕐ ᒪ ᖔᑕ ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᕈ ᑎᖏᑦ : ᓯ ᕗᓪ ᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᒃ ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐋᕿᒃ ᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᖅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯ ᐅᓇᓱ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑑᓂᖏᑦ , ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ ,
(Rangifer tarandus pearyi), ᒫ ᓐ ᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᕿᑎᖅᒥ ᐅᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᓪ ᓕᕐ ᒥ ᓗ ᕿᑎᖅᒥ ᐅᓂᓗ
ᑭ ᓪ ᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᕿᑭ ᖅᑕᓗᐊᓅᐊᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ (Dolphin−ᑯ ᓪ ᓗ Union−ᑯ ᓪ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ -ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᔪ ᑦ
Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus). ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦ ᓐ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐄᐳ 1979−ᒥ .
ᐊᕕᒃ ᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᑲ ᒪ ᒋ ᔭ ᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖓᓱ ᓄᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ
ᐊᔾ ᔨ ᒋ ᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᒃ : 1991−ᒥ : ᐃᑲ ᕼᐅᑉ ᕿᑭ ᖅᑖᓗᐊᓂ (ᓄᖑᓕᒐ ᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᒥ ᒃ ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ , ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᐅᑭ ᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ
(ᓄᖑᓕᒐ ᓕᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ ) ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᐊᑦ ᑎᖕ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᐅᑭ ᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᖅᐸᓯ ᐅᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ
(ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᓕᖅᑐᒥ ᒃ ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ ) ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ . ᒪ ᐃ 2004-ᒥ ᒃ ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑐᕈ ᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᓂᐊᕈ ᑕᐅᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖕ ᒥ ᒍ ᑐᐊᓂᒃ ,
ᐃᓚᒋ ᔭ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓃᖅᓱ ᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃ ᑯ ᓄᖓᕿᑎᖅᒥ ᐅᓂ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᕐ ᒥ ᓗ ᑭ ᓪ ᓕᓂᕐ ᒥ ᓗ ᕿᑭ ᖅᑕᓗᐊᓅᐊᖅᐸᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ
(Dolphin−ᑯ ᓪ ᓗ Union−ᑯ ᓪ ᓗ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓂᒃ −Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus.). ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ
ᐃᓚᖃᕆᕗᑦ “ᐊᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᓐ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕ ᒥ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᐅᑭ ᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ”, ᑕᒪ ᕐ ᒥ ᒡ ᓘ
ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᕙᓚᐅᕋ ᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ “ᖁᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓪ ᓗᓇᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ
“ᐃᑳ ᕼᐆᑉ ᕿᑭ ᖅᑕᓗᐊᓂ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓂᒃ ” ᑕᐃᔭ ᐃᓚᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᕐ ᒥ ᔪ ᑦ ,
ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪ ᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᓕᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒥ ᒃ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᒪ ᐃ 2004−ᒥ . ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨ ᓴ ᖅᑕᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕋ ᒥ ᒃ ᑎᒃ ᑯ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖅ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᓕᕐ ᓂᖅ
ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2015−ᖑᑎᓪ ᓗᒍ .

5
NWMB RM 004-2017 0303

ᑐᔪ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐅᕗᖓ 867-873-6776
ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑕᑲ ᐅᑎᒋ ᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ

ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca
ᖃᖏᓚᐅᖏᓂᖓᓂ ᐋᒡᒋᓯ 31, 2017

ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ
ᐱᒋ ᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦ ᑎᖕ ᓂᓴ ᒧ ᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᔾ ᔪ ᑎᑖᕐ ᓂᖅ
ᓄᖑᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈ ᓐ ᓂᕐ ᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᓐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ
ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ
ᐅᑯ ᐊ ᑕᒡ ᕙ ᐊᑕᓃᑦ ᑐᑦ ᐊᐳᑎᑦ ᑐᕋ ᖓᔪ ᑦ ᐃᑲ ᔫ ᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᐃᓕᔅ ᓯ ᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᓕᐅᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ .
ᐃᓱ ᖃᖅᑎᑦ ᑎᖏᓪ ᓚᑦ ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᕆᔪ ᒪ ᖕ ᒥ ᔭ ᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᑐᖓᓱ ᒃ ᑎᑕᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕋ ᔅ ᓯ ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂᒃ .
ᐱᔪ ᒥ ᓴ ᐃᒋ ᕗᒍ ᑦ
ᑐᓂᓯ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖁᔨ ᓂᖅ ᐅᓂᒃ ᑳ ᕈ ᑎᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕈ ᑎᓂᒃ
ᐊᑭ ᖃᕋ ᔭ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻ ᒪ ᓗ
ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᕐ ᓇᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᒃ ᑯ ᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ ᐊᔪ ᕐ ᓇᖏᒃ ᑯ ᓂ.
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ ᑕᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᑕᑕᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ ᑎᑎᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓪ ᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒧ ᖓ:
ᑎᑎᕋ ᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ ᐃᖕ ᒥ ᒍ ᖓᔪ ᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋ ᐅᓯ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᐊᑎᑦ /ᑕᐃᔭ ᐅᓂᓪ ᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒃ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂ)

ᑲ ᑐᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎᒌ ᑦ :
ᐅᓪ ᓗᖓᐊᐱᖁᑎᑦ ᐱᔭ ᕆᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂ:
________________________
ᑕᑯ ᖃᑦ ᑕᖅᓯ ᒪ ᕖᑦ ᖁᒃ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂ?

ᐄ

ᐋᒃ ᑲ

ᓈᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᖃᑦ ᑎᐊᕋ ᓗᐊᖅᐱᑦ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓕᐅᕈ ᑎᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭ ᕐ ᓄᑦ
ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐱᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᒃ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒃ ᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓱ ᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖏᑦ ?
ᐄ

ᐋᒃ ᑲ ᑐᑭ ᓯ ᑎᑕᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᕈ ᒪ ᒍ ᕕᑦ , ᐅᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᐅᔨ ᕕᐅᒋ ᐊᕐ ᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ

ᐱᐅᓂᓂᖅᐸᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔾ ᔪ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᐊᕐ ᒪ ᖓᖅᐱᑦ

ᑲ ᑐᔾ ᔨ ᖃᑎᒋ ᒃ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨ ᕕᓯ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᖁᒃ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦ ᓐ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ?
ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅᓱ ᐃᔪ ᑦ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᓐ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ
ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᖅᓱ ᐃᓐ ᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᓐ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ
ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓘᑎᖃᓐ ᖏᑦ ᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᓐ ᓂᕋ ᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ
ᖃᓄᐃᑦ ᑑᕙᑦ /ᓱ ᓇᒥ ᒃ ᐱᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ

ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ
ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᓐ ᓂᖅ
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ᐊᓯ ᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯ ᒃ ᓴ ᖃᒃ ᑲ ᓐ ᓂᖅᐱᑦ ?
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅᐅᓯ ᕈ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐃᑦ :
- ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒋ ᕕᐅᒃ ᐃᓚᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᑕᐃᑰ ᓇ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᐊᒥ ᓲ ᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓄᑦ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖓᒍ ᑦ
ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯ ᒪ ᖃᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᓯ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᐊᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓂ?
- ᖃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭ ᓯ ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᓯ ᓯ ᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᐸᑦ ᑕᒪ ᒃ ᑯ ᓂᖓᐆᒪ ᔪ ᓂᒃ ?
o ᐊᖏᕈ ᕕᑦ , ᐊᐅᓚᑦ ᑕᐅᑦ ᑎᐊᕐ ᓂᖅᓴ ᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᑯ ᓪ ᓗᒋ ᑦ ᑕᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ,
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕋ ᔭ ᖅᐱᓯ ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ ᐋᕿᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦ ᑎᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕋ ᔭ ᖅᐱᓯ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᒃ ᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒃ ᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᕆᒃ ᑯ ᑎᒃ ᓴ ᐅᓗᑎᒃ ? ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈ ᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᕿᒋ ᐊᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭ ᕈ ᑎᒃ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᕙᒃ ᑕᓯ ?
- ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᖃᖅᐱᓪ ᓕ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᒍ ᑎᒃ ᑕᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᕐ ᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭ ᓇᐅᔭ ᓕᐅᕈ ᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᕐ ᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ
ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᕐ ᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᓚᖓᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ ᑭ ᓇᐅᔭ ᓕᐅᕈ ᓐ ᓇᐃᓕᔾ ᔪ ᑕᐅᓇᔭ ᖅᐸᑦ ᐃᓕᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ ,
ᓄᓇᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᒋ ᔭ ᔅ ᓯ ᓄᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ ?
- ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᕋ ᖅᐱᓪ ᓕ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᒍ ᑎᒃ ᑕᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᕐ ᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐ ᓇᖅ ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᕐ ᓂᖃᕈ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᔭ ᖅᐸᑦ
ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᔪ ᓂᕈ ᑕᐅᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᑐᔮ ᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒧ ᑦ ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓄᓪ ᓗ ᐆᒪ ᔪ ᖃᕐ ᕕᐅᕙᖕ ᓂᖏᓄᓪ ᓗ?
- ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᖃᖅᐱᑦ ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᒍ ᑎᒃ ᑕᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᕐ ᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯ ᓯ ᑐᖃᖅᓯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒋ ᖕ ᓂᔅ ᓯ ᓄᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ ᐃᑲ ᔪ ᕐ ᓂᖃᕋ ᔭ ᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕝ ᕙᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ ᐊᔪ ᖅᓴ ᓕᕈ ᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ ,
ᓄᓇᔅ ᓯ ᓐ ᓄᑦ , ᑎᒥ ᖁᑎᒋ ᔭ ᔅ ᓯ ᓄᓪ ᓗᓐ ᓂᑦ ?
ᐊᓯ ᑕᖃᕆᕙ ᖃᐅᔨ ᒪ ᔭ ᐅᔭ ᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓘᑕᐅᔪ ᓂᒡ ᓗᓐ ᓃᑦ ᑲ ᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥ ᓂᔅ ᑕᖓᑕ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐ ᒧ ᑦ ᓯ ᓚᐅᓪ ᓗ ᐊᓯ ᔾ ᔨ ᖅᐸᓪ ᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲ ᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᒃ ᓴ ᖅᓯ ᐅᕈ ᑎᒋ ᔭ ᕆᐊᕐ ᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ , ᐃᓱ ᒪ ᓕᐅᕈ ᑎᒋ ᔪ ᓐ ᓇᖅᓯ ᓚᐅᖏᓐ ᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᐅᒪ ᔪ ᐃᑦ ᑖᒃ ᑯ ᐊ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᓂᖏᓐ ᓂᒃ ?

ᖁᑦ ᑎᒃ ᑐᒥ ᖃᑯ ᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃ ᑐᐃᑦ
ᒪ ᓕᒐ ᖅᑎᒍ ᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭ ᐅᔪ ᒪ ᓕᕐ ᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᓐ ᓂᖅ
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ᑐᓂᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓄᑦ
ᐱᔪᑎᖓ
ᑐᓴᕐᑎᓯᔪᑎᒃ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ:
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᔪᑦ (ᑑᓐᖓᐃᑦ
ᑭᖓᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓕᒐᐃᑦ (ᖃᓪᓗᓇᑎᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ SARA-ᒥᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ)

Parks Canada

ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:


ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᑭᓐᖓᕐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᖑᓕᒐᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ
2016-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.



ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᑭᖓᕐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑐᐃᓐᓇᑲᓴᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᑲᔫᕉᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥᒡᓗ ᑲᔪᕈᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑭᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ.
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᔅᓯ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

– 2017 ᑎᓯᐱᕆ



ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ: ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖃᓱᖑᕗᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᐅᑉ
ᓄᕗᐊᓗᓕᒫᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᑯᐸᐃᑉ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᓗ ᓚᐸᑐᐊᕆᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒥᒃ (ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥ
ᐊᑭᐊᓂᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᒐᓴᖏᓐᓂ). ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓚᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓂᖏᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᓃᓐᓂᖅ 5,000
ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖕᒥᒎᖅᑐᓂᒃ 1980-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 930-ᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ 2014-ᒥ, ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ. ᓄᓇᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᒪᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᓕᒐᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 698-ᖏᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᖅᑐᓂ,
ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓃᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ/ᒪᖃᐃᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑰᓕᖅᑐᑦ.



ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᒥᓂᒡᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᑕᒪᑯᓂᖓ, ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 90 ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ, ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂᓗ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᓐᖑᖅᐸᑦ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᓛᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᓂᖓᓗᐊᖅ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᓪᓗᓈᖑᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓂᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᓃᑐᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓚᑭᐊᕈᑦ 1) ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᑯᑦ ᐱᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ.



ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᖑᓕᒐᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓱᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᖃᖓᓐᖑᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖃᖃᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᑎᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂ 1-ᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓯᒪᕙᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᖕᒋᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ.
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᓇᕙᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᓪᓗ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᑦ.



ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᑭᖓᕐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ,
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ
ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓂᓗ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ.
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᔪᓇᖏᓐᓕᒫᑎᒍᑦ. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ,
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒃᓴᖏᑦ
ᓱᕋᖅᑎᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ.



ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᑭᖓᐃᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

– 2017 ᑎᓯᐱᕆ

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᒥᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᒥᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᐅᔪᓂ. ᐊᒻᒪᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᓯᒪᐃᓇᕆᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑕᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ.


ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᑭᖓᕐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᓚᓐᑎᒃᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑯᐸᐃᒃᒥ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ.

ᑭᖑᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ − ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᕕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ:


ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓴᓂᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓛᕐᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐊᓯᔨᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐱᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᑎᕆᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓱᓃᓂᖏᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑲᐅᖏᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᕐᑐᖅ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᕋᖃᕕᐅᓂᖏᓂ − ᓇᒪᒃᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑕᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓗᓂ.



ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᑎᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ
2018-ᒥ.

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᖏᓂᑦ:
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᕿᖓᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ), ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ
ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᑭᖓᕐᓂ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖓᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᒪᓐᖏᓂᖅ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 5.2.34(f)-ᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᑭᖓᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ).

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ (ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᑭᖓᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ), ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕋᔭᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᓐᖏᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕈᑎᒃ,
ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ.
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᑑᕐᖓᐃᑦ ᑭᖓᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ) - ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ: ᐄᒥ ᒑᓐᑕᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔩᑦ, ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867‐669‐4710
2017-ᓄᕕᐱᕆ-03
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ᑐᓂᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓄᑦ
ᐱᔪᑎᖓ
ᑐᓴᕐᑎᓯᔪᑎᒃ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ:
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᒃᑐᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓕᒐᐃᑦ (ᖃᓪᓗᓇᑎᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ SARA-ᒥᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ)
Photo © T. Feenstra

ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:


ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓱᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.



ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᑦ ᒥᑭᔪᑯᓘᕗᑦ, ᐊᖕᒪᓗᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖁᐃᕐᕉᕗᑦ ᐱᕈᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᐸᓗᑲᓴᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᐸᓗᓚᕆᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓱᓕᖏᑦ ᐅᓕᖃᖅᓱᖑᓗᑎᒃ. ᓱᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓕᖏᑦ ᕿᕐᓂᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᖅᓴᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ
ᕿᕐᓂᑐᑯᑖᖑᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᖃᓂᓐᓂᖅᓂᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᖁᖓᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᑕᑭᓛᖑᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ
ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑎᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᖅᑲᓴᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓂᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒡᓗᒃᑐᑦ.



ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ: ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᕙᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᖅᐳᑦ,
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᔅᓯ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

– 2017 ᑎᓯᐱᕆ

ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑲᓴᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᖏᓐᓂ
1970-ᖏᓐᓂ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᕐᓗ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᒍᓐᓃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐋᓐᑎᐅᕆᔫᑉ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑕᕆᐅᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᒻᒪᕆᖓᓂ. ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒥ,
ᓱᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᐳᑦ. ᐊᓯᖓᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᖏᓂᓴᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᕐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃ,
ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖕᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖒᕙᓕᕐᒥᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᑐᖁᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᒫᓂᑐᑐᖃᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᓪᓕ ᓱᓕ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᒃ.


ᑎᑎᖃᖃᖏᓚᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖁᑉᐱᕐᕈᕐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᕐᓂᒃ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒪᓂ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ
ᔪᑳᓐᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ. ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᓂᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᓕᐊᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ R.D.
ᒍᐊᑕᓐ, 1985-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᕋᐃᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ
ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑉ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᑰᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1899-2015-ᒥ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᖏᓚᑦ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕌᓚᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ.



ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᒥᓂᒡᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᑕᒪᑯᓂᖓ, ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 90 ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ, ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂᓗ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᓐᖑᖅᐸᑦ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᓛᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᓂᖓᓗᐊᖅ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᓪᓗᓈᖑᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓂᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᓃᑐᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓚᑭᐊᕈᑦ 1) ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᑯᑦ ᐱᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ.



ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖁᑉᐱᕈᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓗᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ 3 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᖓᓐᖑᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓚᔭᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᓕᒪᕐᓄᑦ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᓴᓇᕙᐅᓯᒪᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ.



ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓕ ᒫᓇᑲᐅᑎᒋᐊᖅ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒫᓕᒐᖏᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᑐᖃᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᓄᖑᓕᒐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖏᓚᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᒧᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᓪᓗ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᑎᑕᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.



ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᑐᖃᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᖅᐳᖅ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᔅᓯ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

– 2017 ᑎᓯᐱᕆ

ᑭᖑᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ − ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᕕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ:


ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓴᓂᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓛᕐᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐊᓯᔨᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐱᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᑎᕆᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓱᓃᓂᖏᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑲᐅᖏᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᕐᑐᖅ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᕋᖃᕕᐅᓂᖏᓂ − ᓇᒪᒃᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑕᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓗᓂ.



ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔾᑎᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ
2018-ᒥ.



ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᓕᖅᑐᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᑲᓴᒋᓇᔭᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᑎᑐᓇ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᕋᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ.

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᖏᓂᑦ:
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᑦ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖔᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᒪᓐᖏᓂᖅ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 5.2.34(f)-ᒥ,
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᕐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᕐᓂᒃ.
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕋᔭᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᓐᖏᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕈᑎᒃ, ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ
ᓄᓇᓕᑦ: ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖅᑑᖅ, ᕿᖓᐃᑦ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᑯᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᓇᐃᔮᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᖅ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒐᕐᔪᒃ,
ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ.
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᖁᐱᕐᕈᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᖅ - ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ: ᐄᒥ ᒑᓐᑕᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔩᑦ, ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867‐669‐4710
2017-ᓄᕕᐱᕆ-03
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ᑐᓂᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓄᑦ
ᐱᔪᑎᖓ
ᑐᓴᕐᑎᓯᔪᑎᒃ: X

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ:

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ:
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ (ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᖅᑐᑦ SARA-ᒥᒃ)

Photo © A. Gunn

ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:


ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016-ᒥ.



ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᖃᒡᓕᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓂᓗ
ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥ (Dolphin & Union-ᑯᑦ) ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᓂᐅᖏᓐ ᑕᐃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ
ᒪᑲᓐᓯᐅᑉ ᑭᖓᐃᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓃᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᑲᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᕗᑦ ᓂᐅᖏᓐ, ᑐᓄᐊᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒡᔪᖕᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᕋᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᒥᒡᓗ
ᐊᒥᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ.

Page 1 of 5
NWMB RM 004-2017 0314

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᔅᓯ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

– 2017 ᑎᓯᐱᕆ



ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ: ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᓃᓐᓃᖅ 56% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᒃ
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᕿᖑᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖓᕙᕇᒃᑐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᖃᓪᓗᓇᑎᑐᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐᒥᒃ Porcupine-ᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᐅᐊᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᓕᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑑᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ. ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒫᓂ 800,000-ᖏᓃᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᑲᑕᒃᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑉᐸᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ 1990ᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑐᓂᒃ.



ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ
ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᑯᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᓪᓗ, ᐊᓐᓂᐊᓕᕈᑎᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓪᓗ.
ᐊᓯᑕᖃᕆᕕᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᔪᑎᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᓴᓈᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᕋᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᕋᓗᐊᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖏᑦ
ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓚᒃᓯᒪᓂᕕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑕᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓖᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕈᔾᔨᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖃᑕᐅᒋᕗᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.



ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᓗᐊᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᒐᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖓᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᓕᐊᓂᖕᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᖑᓕᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓱᓕ.



ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᖏᑕᑐᐊᕆᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ (ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᖁᓛᓂ).



ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᒥᓂᒡᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᑕᒪᑯᓂᖓ, ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 90 ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ, ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂᓗ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᓐᖑᖅᐸᑦ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᓛᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᓂᖓᓗᐊᖅ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᓪᓗᓈᖑᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓂᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᓃᑐᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓚᑭᐊᕈᑦ 1) ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᑯᑦ ᐱᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ.



ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖅᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᑐᒥᓐᓂᖅᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ,
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ 2 ᐊᕐᕋᒎᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓗᒍ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᖃᖓᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 1-ᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᔭᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᓇᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ.
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᔅᓯ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

– 2017 ᑎᓯᐱᕆ



ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᕐ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓄᓪᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕿᑕᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᕈᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓂᓗ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ,
ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ. ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᓕᒪᒥᒃ.
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᓯᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ
ᓱᕋᖅᑎᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ.



ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥᓗ, ᔪᑳᓐᒥᓗ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᓯᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑏᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓱᕐᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᒥᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂ.
ᐊᒻᒪᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᓯᒪᐃᓇᕆᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑕᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ.

ᑭᖑᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓃᑦ − ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᕕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ:






ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᓴᓂᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓛᕐᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐊᓯᔨᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐱᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᓱᕈᑎᕆᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓱᓃᓂᖏᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑲᐅᖏᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᕐᑐᖅ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᕋᖃᕕᐅᓂᖏᓂ − ᓇᒪᒃᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑕᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓗᓂ.
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕿᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥ. ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᓪᓗ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᑕᑎᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖕᒪᖓᑕ/ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖏᒻᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ/ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᖏᒪᖓᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐱᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᑦᑎᖁᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐄᐳᕆ 30, 2018-ᒥ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐃᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2018-ᖑᖅᐸᑦ.
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑎᒃᑰᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᑎᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᓪᓗ, ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ:
ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᕐᕆᔭᒐᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᑕᑎᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑰᖓᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ
ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ.
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

– 2017 ᑎᓯᐱᕆ

ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒍᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᓕᒫᖏᓂᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᖏᑐᑐᓗᑎᒃ ᑯᕆᓯᕕᐅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᕋᓴᓗᐸᐃ.



ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ
ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑉᐸᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕐᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐃᖃᐅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᓚᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᓕᒪᒥᒃ, ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖑᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᐸᑦ.



ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᐊᓂᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᕕᒃᓴᕆᓂᐊᕐᒥᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᑕᖀᑦ ᓈᒃᐸᑕ
ᑲᑎᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ..

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᖏᓂᑦ:
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ.

Lisa Pirie-Dominix
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ - ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐆᒪ: ᐄᒥ ᒑᓐᑕᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔩᑦ, ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867‐669‐4710
2017-ᓄᕕᐱᕆ-03
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ᑐᓂᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᕗᖓ
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ:

ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ: X

ᓈᒻᒪᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎ: ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ − ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ
ᐱᖁᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᖕᒥᒃ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᔨᓄᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᖕᓄᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐱᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ.
ᐅ ᓂ ᒃ ᑲᐅᓯᖓ:
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅ 1) ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᒦᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᖕᓂᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᒪᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᑕᐅᕙᓂ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᐅᑕᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ (ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᒪᓐᓇ Repulse Bay), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᐅᔮᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑕᓪᓗ ᑕᐅᕙᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ (ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 1). “ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ”,
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ,
ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᒪᓐᓇ
“ᓄᓇ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᖅᑕᓕᒃ
ᓴᓇᙳᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᓕᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᓐᒪ ᖁᓪᓕᒃᓴᓂᒃ”. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᓂᓕᒃ 20 885 km-ᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᑦ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2003-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᒃᑯᑦ,
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦᑎᒍᓪᓗ.

ᐃᒪᐃᖓᔪᖅ 1: ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
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ᐅᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᑉᓗᒋᕐ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᖏᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᔪᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖁᔨᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐱᖁᓯᑐᖃᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᑉᓱᒪ
ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᑭᐅᓄᑦ ᖁᓕᓄᑦ ᖃᐃᔪᓄᑦ. ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪ ᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᖓᔪᓂᒃ. ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᑐᖂᖅᑕᖓ ᑲᔪᓯᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 1: ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ − ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ/ᑐᔪᖕᒥᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᖕᒧᑦ,
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ.
ᓴᕿᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᒋᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ (ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ,
ᓴᓇᔨᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᐅᕈᔨᓂᒃ). ᐱᒻᒪᐱᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ.
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 2: ᐆᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓ − ᓴᖏᒃᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖓ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ.
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖓᑕ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᓴᖏᓂᖓ, ᐃᓄᐃᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᖏᑦᑕ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ.
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 3: ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖕᓂᒃ − ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᕈᓘᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᑉᓗᒍ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᖅ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖁᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᑲᑎᖅᓯᐃᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᕈᓘᔭᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᑉᓗᒍ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖕᓃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᑐᖓᕕᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᖕᓂᖕᒧᑦ.
ᐳᓚᕋᖕᓃᑦ:
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖕᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᑉ ᒥᓵᓂᒃ, ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᐊᑕᔪᖅ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᖕᓂᐅᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ, ᐳᓚᕋᖕᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᕙᒻᐸ 2016
ᐊᒻᒪ ᒦ 2017 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.
ᐳᓚᕋᖕᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᖓ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᖔᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: ᓇᐅᔮᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᖅ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐳᓚᕋᕐᕕᐳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ, ᕼᐋᒪᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ,
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᓖᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ. ᐃᒪᓐᓈᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᓚᐅᖕᒥᔪᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒥᐅᑕᖕᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᖁᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᖕᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᕈᓘᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ
ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ 40 ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᐃᖔᖅᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᑕ, ᓈᓚᒡᕕᒃᑰᕐᖢᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕆᑉᓗᑎᒃ.
ᒦ 2017-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐳᓚᕋᖕᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᑉᓗᒋᑦ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖕᒥᒃ
ᑖᓐᓇ
ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐅᒃᑯᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑑᐸ 14,
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2017−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑲᑎᒪᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᑖᑉᓱᒥᖓ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᐅᖃᕐᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ.
ᐱᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ:
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᖁᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖁᔨᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ
ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ.
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᖁᔨᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖁᔨᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᖁᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐱᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖄᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎ 2
ᐃᒪᐃᒃ ᐊᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ).
ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᑦᑕᒐᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕿᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓚᑕᒥ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ; ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᓄᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᖕᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (C.R.C., c. 1120) ᐅᒃᑯᓯᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕈᓂ. ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ
ᐅᑉᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᖄᕆᐊᖃᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᖕᒪᖔᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᑳᓪᓚᒐᔭᖕᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, ᖃᑉᓯᓂᒃ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕᓗ ᐃᓄᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐅᑉᓗᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ.

ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎ 2: ᑭᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐱᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᖓᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ (ᑖᓐᓇ ᑰᒃ
ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖕᒥᔪᖅ Middle Bay−ᒥᒃ).
ᐋᕿᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ:
ᐱᑐᓪ ᑭᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓐᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ − ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
(867) 975-4660
ᐅ ᑉ ᓗ ᖅ : ᐊᒃᑑᐸ 27, 2017
ᐃᓚᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ:
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᕐᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ − ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ
ᐳᓚᕋᖕᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ − ᒦ 2017
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ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ
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ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ − ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑎᓴᒻᐸ 5, 2017

1

ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔭᖏᑦ
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ,
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᐃ 2017-ᒥ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓂᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᑕᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ
ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᐃ 25, 2017-ᒥ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑉᓗᓂ
ᐃᑭᐊᖅᑭᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᔪᒪᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒃᓴᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖕᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑑᐸ 18, 2017
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᒥᔪᑦ (ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᑯᓄᙵ):
ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ / ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᔨ
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᕐᒥ
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ᑕᑯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓱᓇᐅᖕᒪᖔᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ
ᑕᐅᑐᕐᕉᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᖅ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ

6. ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ
7. ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
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ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᑲᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᓗᐃᑦ,
ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᖢᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓ ᑲᔾᔮᕐᓇᖅᑐᐊᓘᑉᓗᓂ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᑕᐅᑐᕐᕉᕐᓇᖅᓯᓲᖅ,
ᐃᖢᐊᖅᓯᓐᓇᖅᓯᓲᖅ ᐃᓗᒃᑯᑦ, ᑎᒥᒃᑯᓪᓗ. ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᖅᖢᓂ ᐳᐃᒍᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓃᙱᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᖢᓂ,
ᓄᓇᒦᓪᓚᕆᓕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᙱᑦᑐᐊᓗᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᕈᒪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᓴᐃᒪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᒪᓗᓂ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᙱᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ: ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᑐᖃᖅ, ᐅᑉᓗᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᕋᓱᒃᑐᖅ “ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ” ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᑉᑎᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᒌᑦ
ᖃᓂᓪᓕᕚᓪᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ. ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᖅᑳᕈᑎᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᕆᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓯᒪᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ. ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᙵᑐᖄᓗᒃ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ
ᐅᐱᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒍ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᑖᖑᓲᑦ ᐃᖢᐊᖅᓴᐅᑎᑖᖑᓲᑦ ᐊᒥᒐᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᑦᔮᕐᓇᖅᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ
ᑕᐅᕗᙵᓗᒃᑖᖅ.
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ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 1:
ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ – ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 2:
ᐆᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇ – ᓴᙱᒃᑎᑉᐹᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ 3:
ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ – ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
NWMB RM 004-2017 0328

7

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ 3.2:
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ 3.2:
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕆᓗᑎᒃ, ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖃᑕᐅᒍᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᒻᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ.
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᖅᑳᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ.
ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑐᐃᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᕈᔪᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑐᒡᓕᖓ
ᑲᔪᓯᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔭᖏᑦᑕᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ.
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᓕᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ 10.8-ᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᓕᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ.
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ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ
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ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ I: ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᐸᑐᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒃᓴᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᓛᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ. ᐳᓚᕋᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ
ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃᑯᑦ. ᐃᑯᒪᓖᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᙵ ᐃᑎᕈᔾᔭᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᓕᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑐᕌᖓᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ II – ᓄᓇᖓ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᐸᐸᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᖓ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᕐᓚᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ. ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ II ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ
ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᖃᑉᓰᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐱᑕᖃᕋᓗᐊᕐᓂᖅᐸᑦ, ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ
ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓂᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ. ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ II ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓗᒃᑖᖅᑲᔭᖅ, ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᖕᓇᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᓂ
ᓴᐃᒪᓇᖅᑐᒥᓗ. ᐃᑯᒪᓖᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑕᒡᕗᙵ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑯᒪᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᑎᕈᔾᔨᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ.

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ III – ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐱᙳᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ. ᐃᑯᒪᓅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖏᕋᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᒥ.
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ
ᐸᐸᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑉᑯᓄᙵ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᐊᓗᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᑉᓗᒍ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᖅ 6-1 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂ “ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ”.
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ᑕᑯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
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ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ II ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᓲᑦ
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ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ III
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ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ: ᐃᖃᓗᒍᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ
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14

ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᓈᒻᒪᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᕿᔾᔮᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ
ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ.
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15

ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦ!
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔩᑦ
ᑕᓇ ᐱᐊᕆ, ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᖅ
ᐃᓕᓴᐱ ᐊᒡᓘᒃᑲᖅ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᙶᖅᑐᖅ
ᔮᓐ ᑕᑎ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᙶᖅᑐᖅ
ᒪᓐᑎ ᔭᐃᓐᒃ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᖕᒥ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖅ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᖅ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑐᓇ ᒥᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ
ᐃᓕᓴᐱ ᐊᒡᓘᒃᑲᖅ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ
ᔮᑭ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ, ᓴᓪᓕᖅ
ᔫᓐ ᓯᒃᑲᑎ, ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᖅ
ᔮᓐ ᑕᑎ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ
ᓕᐊᕆ ᑕᐅᑐ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ
ᓇᐅᔮᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ
ᐃᓕᓴᐱ ᑭᓪᓛᐱᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᙶᖅᑐᖅ
ᐅᓄᕆ ᐊᒡᓘᒃᑲᖅ, ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᖅ
ᔨᒥ ᐃᒥᙶᖅ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᙶᖅᑐᖅ
ᒥᐊᓕ ᑐᒃᑐᕐᔪᒃ, ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᖅ/ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ
ᓴᓚᒪᓐ
ᒪᓕᑭ,
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ
NWMB RM
004-2017 ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓂᒃ
0337

16

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᐅᑎ
2017

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
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ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖅᑐᒧᑦ

ᐅᓇ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 1993-ᒥ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑯᐃᓐᒋᔭᑉᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᑉᓗᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖓ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2003-ᒥ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᙵ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ. ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᓂᙵ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑦ.
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ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

2

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖓ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᒦᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ
ᐱᖓᖕᓂᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐃᒪᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᐅᑕᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ (ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ Repulse
Bay), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᐅᔮᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑕᓪᓗ
ᑕᐅᕙᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥ (ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 1). “ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ”, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ, ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ “ᓄᓇ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᖅᑕᓕᒃ ᓴᓇᙳᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᓕᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᓐᒪ ᖁᓪᓕᒃᓴᓂᒃ”. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᓂᓕᒃ 20 885 km-ᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᑦ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2003-ᒥ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ

ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᕐᒥᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦᑎᒍᓪᓗ.
ᐅᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᕆᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ, ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ
ᓄᓇᒥᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒎᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑖᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᔪᓂᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ. ᐊᑐᓂ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᓖᑦ
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ.
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 1: ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ - ᐱᖁᑎᑖᖑᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᓴᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᓴᓇᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ) ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ.
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 2: ᓄᓇ - ᓴᙱᒃᑎᑦᑐᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖓ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ
ᓴᙱᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᕙᖕᓂᕐᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᓂᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ.
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ 3: ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ - ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᓪᓗ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒡᕙ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ.
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ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ

1.0 ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᖓ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᒥᒡᓗ
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ. ᑖᑉᓱᒪ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔫᑉ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᖓ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᙵ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᑉᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᕆᔭᑉᑎᓐᓄᓪᓗ. ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᑉᓗᒍ, ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᕐᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓗ
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᓕᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕖᓪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᑉᑯᐊ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕖᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔫᑉ ᑕᐅᑐᕐᕉᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ:

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᖓ ᓄᓇ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᙵᓗᒃᑖᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᑲᑎᙵᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᓴᙱᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ,
ᐃᑎᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᙶᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ.
ᐅᓇ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᐱᖁᔭᖓ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔫᒃ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ. ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ, 2017-ᒥ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᒫᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒫᖅᖢᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐅᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᒫᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᖓᓂᒃ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᑉᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᓄᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐆᒃᑑᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔫᑉ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ. ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓴᓇᔨᖏᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ. ᐅᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ,
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᑕᐅᑐᕐᕉᖅᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᓂ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂᓗ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᖁᓕᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑳᖓᑕ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ.
ᐅᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐃᓱᓕᐅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖕᒥᒃᑯᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᒍᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᙵ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᑐᑭᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍᓗ.
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᔪᓂᒃ.
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ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ

2.0 ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᖅᑳᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1978-ᒥ,
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒍ “6 ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 60” −ᒥ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒃᑯᑦ. ᓯᑕᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᑐᒡᓕᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ 8 ᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᕿᑎᐊᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᙳᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ 1996-ᒥ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐃᒪᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᓕᒃ 150
ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᐅ ᑎᒫᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᐊᓂ, ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᐅᑉᓗᓂ (ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ 2). 20 885 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖁᓕᐅᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. “ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ”, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ,
ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ “ᓄᓇ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᖅᑕᓕᒃ ᓴᓇᙳᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᓕᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᓐᒪ
ᖁᓪᓕᒃᓴᓂᒃ”. ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖁᓪᓕᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖁᖅᓴᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᑭᑦᑕᖅᑐᖃᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒐᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᒡᓕᓇᖅᑐᐊᓗᖕᒥ
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ.
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓪᓚᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ
ᐃᓄᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ (2000 BC – 800 BC) ᓄᓇᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ 800 BC-ᒥ.
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓪᓚᕆᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑑᓕᒥᐅᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᓐᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᒡᓗ 1200 AD-ᒥ. ᑕᐅᕙᓂ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖑᓂᖅᐹᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐃᕕᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑦᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 449-ᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖅᐳᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ
(ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎ 1 ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ).
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ. ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ, ᖃᕝᕖᑦ, ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᑦ, ᐅᑲᓕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ, ᓯᒃᓰᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ,
ᑭᒡᒐᕖᑦ, ᓇᒃᑐᕋᓖᑦ, ᑳᔫᑦ, ᑲᖑᐃᑦ, ᓂᕐᓖᑦ, ᖁᒡᔪᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪ. ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖕᒥᔪᖅ ᓇᑦᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᕿᓇᓗᒐᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑎᓂᙵᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖓᓗ ᑲᔾᔮᕐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᕐᒥᒃ. ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᑉ ᐃᓚᖓ 2.2, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑦᑐᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ:






ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔪᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᕿᑎᐊᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐸᐸᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᑉᓗᒍ
ᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓕᖁᓇᒍ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᕆᔭᑉᑕ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕈᒫᕐᒪᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ;
ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ, ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓪᓗ
ᐊᒥᒐᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ;
ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᑉᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ;
ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑐᐃᔪᒪᑉᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ, ᖁᔭᓕᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᖁᕕᐊᓲᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐱᒍᓱᒡᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᙵ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᓕᒫᖓᓄᑦ.

________________________________
1
2
3
4

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 1980. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ: 6ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ 60−ᑯᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖕᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᐊᑐᕚ. 10 pp
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, 1997. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎᖓ, ᐱᖓᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ
ᒪᒃ ᒌ, ᕌᐳᑦ. 1990. ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖕᓂᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᕕᒃ, ᐋᑐᕚ.
Ibi

NWMB RM 004-2017 0345

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

6

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ
5

ᙵᐊᓕ−ᕋᐅᓴᓕᐊᕆ, ᒐᐃ. 1984. “ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ” ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᒃ. ᑏᕕᑦ ᑕᒪᔅ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᖓ, pp. 431-466. ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖅ
ᓄᓇᖃᖄᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᕿᓖᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ 5, ᓯᒻᑦᓵᓂᖓᔭᓐ ᐸᐸᑦᑎᕕᒃ, ᐅᐊᓯᖕᑕᓐ.

ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 2. ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ

3.0 ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ,
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉᓗ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᖅᑲᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᐅᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ. ᖃᑉᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒍ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᙱᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑑᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᕐᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ.

3.1 ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑐᕌᖓᓂᓖᑦ
ᐋᔩᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᖅ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ 2003-ᒥ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2014-ᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᖁᔭᒃᑯᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕆᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᑉ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᓂᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓂᒡᓗ ᓴᓇᙳᐊᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,
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ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᕋᓛᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑭᖃᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ.

ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 8.4.11-8.4.14) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᖅ
(ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 6) ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕆᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ. ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 5.5-ᒥ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᖅᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ.

3.2 ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓ
ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ 2003-ᒥ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᓕᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᒡᒍᑏᑦ. 2007-ᒥ,
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒃᑰᕈᑕᐅᓯᕝᕕᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᔩᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᑖᖅᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐅᔮᓂ.
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓇᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ.
ᖃᑉᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ ᓴᓇᔩᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᑐᖃᕐᒥᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ
ᓴᓇᔨᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᓅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂ. ᖃᑉᓯᑲᓪᓚᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᓯᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᒥ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ
ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᒪᑐᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᔪᓚᐃ 2015-ᒥ ᑕᐃᑲᓂᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓇᐅᔮᑦ Hᐊᒻᓚᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᖓᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑎᑐᖃᖓᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017-ᒥ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᑉᓗᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑖᑉᓱᒥᙵ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ.

3.3 ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕆᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓴᙱᔪᐊᓗᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ,
ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᐅᑕᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ, ᓇᐅᔮᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᐃᓐᓇᓲᑦ, ᑕᐃᑯᖓᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥᒃ
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ.
ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᓪᓗ
ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᖢᓂ. ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ, ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅᑕᐅᖅ
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᓗᒃᑖᒥ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ
ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ.
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒍ ᑲᖏᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᑰᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐅᓂᖅᑑᕐᓗ ᑰᒋᔭᕐᒧᑦ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃᑯᑦ
ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᔾᔮᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ. ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᖃᑉᓰᓐᓇᕐᓄ
ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖓ, ᐳᓚᕋᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓇᐃᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᒍ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᖃᑉᓰᓐᓇᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᒐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᓂᑦᑑᔪᓂᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ. ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑉᓗᓂ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 15-ᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓄᑦ
1980 ᐃᓱᓕᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2000 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᖅᑕᐅᕗᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᔪᒥᓇᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 100-ᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᕈᓐᓃᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᓕᓂᖅᑲᐃ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ. ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐊᑯᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᙱᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ 12.5-ᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᒥᒃ
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ᐃᓚᕚᓪᓕᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐳᓚᕋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᓂᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ.

________________________________
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ᐋᕐᓗᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᔨᒃᑯᑦ. 2015. ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ

ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎ. 1054 pp.

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐅᖓᓯᖕᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒍ, ᐊᑭᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᕐᓂᖕᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᖃᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓ,
ᖃᑉᓰᓐᓇᑦ ᐃᓄᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᓲᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ
ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑑᔪᖅ, 7-ᖑᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ 2014-2015-ᒥ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᕐᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕌᓗᐃᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᐃᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ 2006-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔫᒥᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ.
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕌᓗᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᙱᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑰᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᒡᕕᓵᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐸᒡᕕᓵᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᐅᓲᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕌᓗᐃᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᒃᓴᓲᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓴᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᓇᔭᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ.
ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑏᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᓲᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓯᑯ ᓯᖁᑉᑎᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖓᑖᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐅᓯᔪᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
ᐳᓚᕋᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓯᓚᑖᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᙱᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓕᒫᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᑲᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔾᔪᑎ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.

4.0 ᑕᐅᑐᕐᕉᖅᑕᖅ
ᑕᐅᑐᕐᕉᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᓇᔨᖏᑦ. ᑕᐅᑐᕐᕉᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᑖᒻᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ 15-ᓂᒃ 20-ᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᔪᓂᒃ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᐊᓗᒃ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᓄᖕᓂᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔾᔮᕐᓇᖅᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖓ.
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᑕᐅᑐᕐᕉᕐᓇᖅᓯᕙᒃᑐᖅ, ᐃᓗᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖢᐊᖅᓯᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᑎᒥᒃᑯᓪᓗ
ᐃᖢᐊᖅᓯᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ.
ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒦᓐᓂᖃᖅᖢᓂ
ᑕᐅᕗᙵᓗᒃᑖᖅ
ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓇᓕᓲᖅ,
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᓕᖅᖢᓂ
ᓄᓇᒧᑦ
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᙱᑦᑐᐊᓗᒃᑎᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᑑᔪᒪᓕᖅᖢᓂ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᒪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓐᓇᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ: ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂ, ᐅᑉᓗᒥ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓕᑦᑎᕝᕕᒋᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇ
ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑐᖅ “ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ” ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑭᖑᕚᑉᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ. ᐃᓚᒌᒃ ᓴᙱᒃᑎᑉᐹᓪᓕᓲᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᒧᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᓲᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕕᓂᕐᒥᙶᖅᑐᑦ.
ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓲᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ
ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᑐᖄᓗᒃ ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
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ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒍ
ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ.
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᓲᑦ ᐃᖢᐊᖅᓴᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓲᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᒐᔾᔮᙱᑦᑐᑦ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑲᔾᔮᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖁᑉᓗᒍ
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑑᓂᖓ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᐅᕗᙵᓗᒃᑖᕐᓗ.
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5.0 ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐱᖓᓲᓕᖓᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ, ᐊᑐᓂ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ. ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᔪᖅ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖁᑉᓗᒍ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔭᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᙶᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑉᓗᑎᒡᓗ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ, ᓴᓪᓕᓂ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ.

ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ 1: ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓕᕆᓂᖅ – ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐱᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ, ᐳᐃᒍᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᖅ. ᓇᓄᖃᓪᓚᕆᖕᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᓂᒡᓕᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒦ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕝᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ,
ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓴᓇᔩᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᙵ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑎᒥᒃ,
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕖᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᖃᑦᑕᖁᓇᒋᑦ.
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖃᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᔭᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓇᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑖᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓴᓇᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓗᐊᖅᑕᓕᓇᓱᒡᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᑐᖑᔾᔪᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ.
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐅᑯᓂᙵ ᑲᒪᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ:



ᓴᓇᓂᖅ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦᑎᐊᕙᖕᓂᒃ ᓯᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᖁᓇᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 10.1), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓴᓇᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ
ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 9.3.5).

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᖅ 1.1: ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓯᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔾᔪᑎ ᑕᐅᑐᕐᕉᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒃᓴᒧᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᓯᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᓕᖕᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ
ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
2. ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᓯᑕᒪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ,
ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᖏᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ.
3. ᓯᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕋᓖᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ
8 ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᑕᐃᑲᓃᓕᐊᓂᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕖᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ.
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᙵ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
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ᑖᑉᑯᐊᑐᐊᖑᙱᒃᑭᑉᓗᑎᒃ: ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ, ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᒃ, ᓯᓚ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᐅᑉ
ᖃᓄᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᓇᐅᑉ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ.

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᖅ 1.2: ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕗᐃᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ,
ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓖᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ
1. ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕖᑦ, ᒥᕝᕖᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ, ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᕆᕝᕖᑦ ᐅᖅᑯᐊᑦ,
ᐱᖁᑎᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᔭᐅᓯᒪᕝᕕᖏᑦ, ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓖᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐱᔫᒥᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᒃᑰᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ. ᓄᑖᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᙵ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᑎᒎᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕌᖓᑕ.
2. ᑕᑯᔭᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ
ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕆᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 9.3.5-ᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ.

ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ 2: ᓄᓇ − ᓴᙱᒃᑎᑉᐹᓪᓕᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕈᑎᖏᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ
ᐅᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᑐᖃᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ. ᑕᐃᓱᒪᓂᑐᖃᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ.
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓂᙵ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ:





ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
(ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2.2.4, 2.8, 9, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 10)
ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1.1.2,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 3)
ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᖅ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᑲᔾᔮᕐᓇᖅᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒥ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᓗᒃᑖᒥ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 9)

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᖅ 2.1: ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ
ᓴᙱᒃᑎᑉᐹᓪᓕᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ:
1. ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒃᑯᑦ.
2. ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᐸᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ.
3. ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ
ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ.
4. ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐃᓂᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᙶᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ
ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ.
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5.

6.

ᓴᙱᒃᑎᑉᐹᓪᓕᕋᓱᒡᓗᒍ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᖅᑎᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᒡᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ.
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ,
ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ.

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᖅ 2.2: ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓵᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ:
1. ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᐊᑐᐊᖑᙱᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᕕᓂᖅ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᖢᖏᑕᐅᑎᑕᓕᒃ (ᐊᒃᖢᓈᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᓂ ᐱᙳᐊᕐᕕᒃ) ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
2. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒍᑏᑦ
ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓗᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ
ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
3. ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
4. ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ
ᐳᓚᕋᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ.
5. ᐱᖓᓲᓕᖓᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ,
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖁᓕᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ.

ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ 3: ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ – ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᑖᒻᓇ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔪᒪᑉᓗᒋᑦ, ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔪᒪᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᔪᒪᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᖅ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᑦ.
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓂᙵ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ:

ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ,
ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑐᓐᓇᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
2.2)

ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᑐᖃᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 7)

ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 8)

ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᕐᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᐸᑐᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᕕᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᖓ (ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 12.6.4)
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ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᖅ 3.1: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖓᒍᑦ
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ:
1. ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᕆᓂᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᔪᓂᒃ.
2. ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᕆᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
3. ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᓂᖅ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ, 7 ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ,
ᐃᑲᔫᑖᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕈᒫᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᒡᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ.
4. ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒥᒃ.

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᖅ 3.2: ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ:
1. ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ
ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ.
2. ᑲᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦᑕ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᖏᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ.
3. ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᕈᑎ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
4. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᓯᒪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
5. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ, ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᒧᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ
ᑎᒥᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ.
6. ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 10.8 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒍᑎᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ.

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᖅ 3.3: ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᖓᓂᒃ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ:
1. ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᕕᓂᖅ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ 12.4.6-ᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
2. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ
ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
3. ᑎᑎᕋᐅᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᓂᒃ (ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᕝᕖᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ).
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4.

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᕕᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᖏᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᓂ 7 ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
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6.0 ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
6.1 ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᓇᓂ ᓱᓇᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑉᑯᐊ
ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓲᑦ
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓲᑦ:
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ

I
II
III
IV
V

ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᐸᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ;
ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ;
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒋᔭᒃᑯᑦ;
ᓯᓚᒥ ᐱᙳᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᖅ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ.

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓖᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ I, II, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ III (ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 3). ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ I-ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ II-ᒥ. ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ.
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ,
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ 6.2 ᓄᓇᐃᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ).
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑦᑎᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ I-ᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᒍᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᖅᑐᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᕐᓂᐅᑉ
ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒡᓗ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᑕᐃᑉᑯᓇᓂ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ.
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᑎᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ, ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ II-ᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
ᓄᖑᑎᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᑖᒻᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᒪᒋᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᙱᒻᒪᑕ. ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ.
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᒪᓕᓕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᐅᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᕐᓕ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑉ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒃᑯᑦ.
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ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 3. ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ I – ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒃᓴᑦ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ I ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᐸᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ I ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᒪᑕ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒃᓴᑦᑎᐊᕙᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᙶᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ. ᐳᓚᕋᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᒍᑦ I-ᑯᑦ
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ.
ᐃᑯᒪᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᓕᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.

ᖃᑉᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ,
ᐸᒡᕕᓵᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ, ᓈᒻᒪᒍᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. 449-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ, 37-ᖑᔪᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒡᕘᓇ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐃᒃᐱᒋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓕᔫᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᐸᑐᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑕᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ
ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ. ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ
ᐸᒡᕕᓵᖅᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᖕᒫᕈᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᙵᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ
I-ᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ.
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ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᑉᓱᒪᓂᑐᖃᕐᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ,
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐸᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑑᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᓴᕋᐃᓐᓇᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎ 1).
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎ 1 ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑑᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒃᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒃᓴᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᑕᐃᒎᓯᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓ
ᐊᒃᖢᖏᑦᑕᐅᑎᑕᓕᒃ *
ᐅᒃᑯᒃᓯᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᑲᖏᖅᖣᑉ
ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᕕᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ **

ᓄᓇᐃᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖏᑦ

ᓯᓚ ᑰᒃ Bluffs
ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒃ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓯᒡᔭ

70X249
70X331
70X332
70X461
70X330
70X521
70X518
70X462
70X222
70X237
70X223
70X403
70X404
70X360
70X259
70X467
70X471
70X78
70X1
70X2
70X3
70X4
70X505
70X516
70X506
70X305
70X270

ᑎᔨᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ
ᒪᑦᑐᒃ

70X513
70X266
70X52
n/a

ᖃᐅᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᒋᔭᖅ

70X318

ᖃᒪᓈᓗᒃ
Cape Dobbs
ᑯᒑᕐᔪᒃ ᑰᕋᓛᖅ

70X338
70X151
70X280
70X281

ᓄᕗᒃᓖᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐃᑦ

ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᕕᓂᖅ/ ᐃᒡᓗᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ
ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᐱᒃᓯᒪᓂᒃ ᑰᒃ
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ

ᑎᓂᑦᑐᒃᑐᖅ ᓄᕗᐊ

ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒃ
ᑲᖏᓪᓕᖅ/ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒃ
*
**
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ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒃᖢᓈᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᑎᒡᕕᖕᒧᑦ
ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᕕᓂᖅ
ᓄᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᒃ
ᓄᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᒪᕈᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᔭᖃᑦᑕᕕᓃᑦ
ᐃᓗᕕᖃᕐᕕᒃ
ᓄᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᒃᓯᕋᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓱᒡᔪᒃ ᑲᓂᒋᔮᓃᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐃᑦ
ᓄᕗᒃᓖᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖅ
ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎ A
ᐃᒡᓗᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ
Falcon Pinnacle
ᓴᑲᒧᖅᑐᖅ
ᓄᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ
ᓄᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᓄᕗᐊ A
ᓄᕗᐊ B
ᓄᕗᐊ C
ᓄᕗᐊ D
ᓄᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᓄᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᓗᕕᖃᕐᕕᒃ
ᓯᓚ ᑰᒃ Bluffs A
ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᓄᓇ, ᐊᑭᐊᓂ ᑎᑭᓚᒃ
ᓄᕗᐊᑕ
ᓄᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᓄᓇ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᑎᔨᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ
ᔪᐊᔾᔨ ᑭᓕᕝᓚᓐ ᑎᒥᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᑕ ᐃᓂᖓ
ᕿᓇᓗᒐᓕᕆᕝᕕᒃ
ᖃᐅᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᒡᓗᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᖃᒪᓈᓗᒃ
Cape Dobbs
ᑰᕋᓛᖅ A
ᑰᕋᓛᖅ B
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᕕᓂᖅ ᔩᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᑭᖅᑕᓖᑦ
ᐃᒡᓗᖃᕐᕕᕕᓂᖓ #3

ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ
ᐊᖏᓂᖓ
(km)
1.0

1+
(ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ)

1+
(ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ)
0.5
1.0
1.0
0.5
1.0
1.0
0.5

1+
(ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ)

0.5
1.5
1.0
0.5
1.0
2.5
0.5
1.0
1.5
5.0
5.0
5.0

ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᔾᔮᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᖢᖏᑕᐅᑎᑕᓕᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ.
ᐳᓚᕋᕐᓂᖅ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᕕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᙵ ᐱᖃᑎᖃᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔨᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓴᓇᔨᒧᑦ.

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 18
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ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ II – ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ II – ᓄᓇ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ II ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᐸᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓᒍᑦ. ᓄᓇ ᐸᒡᕕᓵᖑᓯᒪᙱᖦᖢᓂ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ II ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐱᖁᑎᑖᖅᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᓂᓗ. ᓄᓇᐅᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ II ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ, ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑏᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᒃᐱᖕᓇᕐᒪᖔᑦ
ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒦᖦᖢᓂ ᐃᓄᑑᔫᔭᕐᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ. ᐃᑯᒪᓅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᙵ ᑎᑭᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑕᖃᖅᑐᕐᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᓅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᙵᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᐸᑕ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᖃᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᑏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᒃ ᓄᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᕐᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᒃᑲᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᒡᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᐊᓗᒃ. ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᑐᕌᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᑎᕆᑦᑕᐃᓕᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ
ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ (ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 4). ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓ ᑕᒡᕘᓇ
ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ. ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑐᐊᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᑉᑯᐊ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑉᓗᓂ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ
(ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 5).
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᓖᑦ (ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᑎᒋᔪᖅ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ) ᐅᑯᐊᖑᔪᑦ:
1.

2.

3.

ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ (ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᒪᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᐃ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 1-ᒧᑦ). ᖃᖓ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ,
ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 3-ᒥ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᒃ ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᓄᙵ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ.
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᑎᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ (ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᒫᑦᓯ 1-ᒥ ᔪᓚᐃ 1-ᒧᑦ). ᖃᖓ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ,
ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓯᑎᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᑎᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᓯᒪᓲᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 3 ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕖᑦ
ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᓄᙵ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ.
ᐱᑦᓯᐅᓛᑦ, ᒥᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᖃᓲᑦ (ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᒪᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᕐᒥᓃᓕᕌᖓᑕ).
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑏᑦ ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᒃᑯᑦ.
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ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 4. ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ II ᓄᓇ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᓂᐅᓲᑦ

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ

III – ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ III – ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ III-ᑯᑦ, ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑦᓴᕐᓂᑕᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᙳᐊᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᖃᑉᓰᓐᓇᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᑖᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᐃᑯᒪᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ,
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᑭᓯᒥ.

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ, ᖃᑉᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ III-ᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒃᑯᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑯᒪᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ. ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᙵᐅᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑏᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓯᑕᒪᑦ ᐊᐳᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕖᑦ,
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᓲᓄᑦ ᒥᑦᑕᕐᕖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ (ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 5).
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑰᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᑕ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ
ᑕᑯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖅᑕᖃᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᒥᒃ.
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ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 5. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑦᑕᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓂᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᐳᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕖᑦ:





ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᑰᖓᑕ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᖓ
ᐱᒃᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᒍᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᖓ
ᐱᒃᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᖓ
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᐅᑉ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᖓ

ᐃᑯᒪᓅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᑕᖃᙱᒻᒪᑦ
ᑕᐅᕙᓂ. ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᐅᔮᓂᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ
ᓂᒋᐊᓂᙶᖅᑐᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ, ᑭᓯᒥ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᒧᙵᐅᔾᔨᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᓇᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐳᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ. ᓄᑖᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕖᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑉᑎᓐᓂᒃ.
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓄᑦ ᓯᑎᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᖅ:


ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᒃ - ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᐹᖓᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 8 knots-ᓄᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.
ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᑎᓂᓐᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖓ ᐅᓕᓐᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖓ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖅᑑᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑎᓂᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃᔭᐅᓕᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᐊᓘᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᐱᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ. ᐃᑎᕆᐊᖅᖢᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᓴᓪᑦ ᑎᒍᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑎᓂᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐅᓕᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᖃᙱᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᑎᑭᓐᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ
ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᓖᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᒍᑦ III-ᑯᑦ. ᑕᐅᕘᓈᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑭᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᑉᓗᓂ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐅᕘᓇᖁᔨᓇᔭᙱᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᔨᖃᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓂᒃ (ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ A).
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ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ A. ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᑦ

ᓴᕐᕙ

ᑎᖕᒥᓲᓄᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕖᒃ:

ᓯᓚ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᐅᑉ ᒥᕝᕕᖓ

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᐅᑉ ᒥᕝᕕᖓ
ᑎᖕᒥᓲᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌ$ᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᒥᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖃᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᑐᓲᑦ, ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓇᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᙱᓐᓂᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ
ᒥᑦᑕᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᒥᑦᑕᕐᕕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓂ ᑎᖕᒥᓲᑦ ᒥᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ. ᒥᑦᑕᕐᕖᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᑕᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ.
ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᕝᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᑉᑯᐊ ᓄᓈᒃ
ᐅᑯᐊᖑᔪᑦ: ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᒥᑦᑕᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓯᓚ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᖕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐳᑦᑕᓛᓲᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᓲᑦ
ᑎᑭᑦᑐᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᒧᑦ. ᓯᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᑦᑐᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕋᔭᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᓇᓂ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ
ᑎᖕᒥᓲᑦ ᒥᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓂᒃ.

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ III – ᓯᓚ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕈᑏᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔫᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑑᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᓅᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕈᑏᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔫᒃ
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ᓄᓇᒥ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ. ᓄᓇ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᐊᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕈᑏᒃ
ᓯᓚᑖᒍᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᖕᒥ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
(ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ B).
ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ B. ᓯᓚ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ III ᐃᓗᖓ

ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ III – ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕝᕕᒃᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᒡᓗᕋᓛᕐᒥ ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᖃᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕝᕕᖕᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓇᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᑕᐅᕙᓐᓇ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔪᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ. ᓄᓇ
ᐊᕙᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᖓ ᑕᐅᕘᓇ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᑲᔫᑖᐅᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᒃ (ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ C).
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ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ C. ᑲᖏᖅᖢᐊᕐᔪᒃ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ III

6.2 ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓱᓕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᐊᓗᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒡᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔪᒪᑉᓗᒍ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᖓ 6-1 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓕᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ “ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖃᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ”. ᑕᐃᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᑐᖅ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᙱᑉᐸᑕ ᓄᓇᒥ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᑲᒪᑦᑎᐊᙱᓐᓂᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐸᐸᑐᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ. ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑖᑉᑯᑎᒎᓇᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
(ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 6).
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᒡᕙ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ:
1. ᐊᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᑰᖓ
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓄᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᓅᑎᑕᐅᖅᑳᕐᓇᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᕐᓚᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑕᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ.
ᖃᑉᓯᑲᓪᓚᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑉᓗᒍ ᖃᕐᒪᕕᓃᑦ, ᑐᐱᕐᕕᕕᓃᑦ, ᐱᕈᔭᖃᕐᕕᕕᓃᑦ,
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᖅᑖᕐᕖᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᑎᖃᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᑦ.
2.
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ᑖᑉᑯᐊ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᕕᑦᓖᒃ ᐃᒃᓯᕋᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᓄᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᓇᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᑲᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᓈᖓ.
ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 6. ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ

6.3 ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᑐᓯᕝᕖᑦ
ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᑉ ᑎᓕᓯᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐲᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᐊᓂᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ
ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓴᓇᔪᑦ ᑭᐅᓯᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅᑕᖃᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ.

6.4 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑕᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒎᖅ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᐊᓗᒃ.
ᓇᓪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᓲᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖓᒍᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ (C.R.C., c. 1120) ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ. ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑉᓯᓐᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓄᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᑕᒫ$ᑯᑦ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ, ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕖᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒍᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ,
ᖁᕕᐊᓲᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒐᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᑉᓗᒋᑦ) ᐃᒪᕐᒧᓪᓗ
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᖁᕕᐊᓱᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓂᙵ: ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓘᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᕌᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ
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ᐅᑉᓗᑕᒫᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓖᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ (ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 7)
ᑮᓇᐅᔾᔭᒃᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ.

ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ 7. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒍᑏᑦ
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ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ

7.0 ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒡᓗ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥ, ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓄᑦ (2010), ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᒡᒍᑏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓄᑦ (2017).
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᕆᔪᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ. ᐅᓇ ᑕᒡᕙ
ᓇᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᑦᑎᖕᓂᖅᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᒦᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᐸᑐᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᑭᙶᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᒃᑲᕐᓂᖃᖅᖢᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐳᐃᔨᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒻᒪᖄ 450 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓂᓖᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ.
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᕆᓂᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑖᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖅᑲᑎᒌᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᒥ ᓱᓕᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ/ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᒡᓗᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᒃᑯᑦ.
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐃᓚᕚᓪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔾᔪᑎᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕝᕙᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓚᕋᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ/ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑕᑯᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᓴᖅᑭᐅᒪᓕᐊᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ I (ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᐸᑐᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ),
ᓄᓇᖓ II (ᓄᓇ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ.
ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑳᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ.
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌ$ᑐᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ
ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ.
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ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ

ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ.

NWMB RM 004-2017 0367

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 28

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᖕᓇᒍᑎ

8.0 ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᑕᒪᑐᒥᙵ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᓯᒪᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᑉᑯᐊ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ
ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᒡᒍᑎᓄᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓄᑦ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᑦ:

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔩᑦ
ᑖᓇ ᐱᐊᕆ, ᓄᓇᕗᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᖅ
ᐃᓕᓴᐱ ᐊᒡᓘᒃᑲᖅ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᖅ
ᔮᓐ ᑕᑎ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᖅ
ᒫᓐᑎ ᔭᐃᖕᒃ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᙶᖅᑐᖅ

ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᑦ
ᑑᓇ ᒥᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ
ᐃᓕᓴᐱ ᐊᒡᓘᒃᑲᖅ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ
ᔮᑭ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ, ᓴᓪᓕᖅ
ᔫᓐ ᓯᒃᑲᑎ, ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᖅ
ᔮᓐ ᑕᑎ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ
ᓕᐅᕆ ᑕᐅᑐᒃ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ

ᓇᐅᔮᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᐃᓕᓴᐱ ᑭᓪᓛᐱᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᙶᖅᑐᖅ
ᐅᓄᕆ ᐊᒡᓘᒃᑲᖅ, ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᖅ
ᔨᒥ ᐃᒥᙶᖅ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᙶᖅᑐᖅ
ᒥᐊᓕ ᑐᒃᑐᕐᔪᒃ, ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᖅ/ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ
ᓴᓚᒪᓐ ᒪᓕᑭ, ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ
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ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ - ᐊᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᑎᑎᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᓗ ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᓕᒪᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ
ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᕋᖓᑕ, ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᑎᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑎᑐᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ
ᐃᓄᒃᑐᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕈᑎᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᑎᑕᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ.


ᓇᐅᔭᓂᓗ, ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒐᕐᔪᒃᒥ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒃᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᖏᖢᑎᒃ.



ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᕙᒋᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᖓᖃᑕᐅᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᑲᓪᓚᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕆᐊᖃᕐᑕᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖁᑉᓗᑎᒍᑦ.



ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓂᕈᑉᑎᒍᑦ.
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑉᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒧᑦᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖓᓄᑦ.

ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᓕᒪᑦ

ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓄᒋᐊᕐᑎᒋᓚᐅᕐᒪᖓᑦᑕ
ᑭᒃᑯᒃᒪᖓᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᒃᒪᖓᖏᑦᑕ

ᐊᑐᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ

ᖃᑉᓯᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᖓᖏᑦᑕ
ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ

ᓇᐅᔭᑦ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᖑᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᖏᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᕐᓗᑎᒃ,
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ,
ᐅᖃᓗᑎᒃᑯᑉᓗ

4

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᑦ (IKWG)

7

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᐊᓚᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ
ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

11

ᕼᐊᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

9

ᐅᓇᑕᕐᑐᒃᓴᓚᑦ #3055

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

20

ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒃᕕᒃ/ ᓇᓚᒃᕕᒃᒥ*

ᐅᖃᓗᖃᑦᑕᕐᖢᑎᒃ

?

ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕕᐅᑉ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓᓐᓂ*

ᐅᐸᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ

3

ᐃᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒡᒥᓂᓕᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

2

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

1
ᑲᑎᓪᖢᑎᒃ
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57

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ
ᕼᐊᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

6

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓚᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ*

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒃᕕᒃᑯᑦ

11

ᐃᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒃᒥᓂᖃᕐᑐᑦ *

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

3
ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ 20

ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᖅ
ᕼᐊᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖓ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

1

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

2

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

1

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅᒥ ᓇᒃᒥᓂᕐᑕᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

1

ᐃᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒡᒥᓂᖃᕐᑐᑦ*

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

3

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓚᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖃᕐᑕᕐᕕᑦ

ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ

?

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓚᑦ

ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍ

?

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᑯᐊᐸᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᖓᓂ

ᑐᖓᓱᒃᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ

32

ᑐᓴᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ, ᓂᐅᕕᕐᑎᒃᑯᓐᓂ

ᑐᖓᓱᒃᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ

18

ᐃᓄᓕᕆᔨᑐᖃᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

2

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐊᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᔨᖏᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

2

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃe

1

ᖁᓪᓕᖅ ᖃᐅᒪᖃᐅᑎᓕᕆᔨᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃe

1
ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ

64

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒐᕐᔪᒃ
ᕼᐊᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖓᑦᓗ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

2

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓚᑦ *

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒃᕕᒃᒥᓪᖢᑎᒃ

4
ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ
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6

ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ
ᕼᐊᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖓᑦᓗ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

2

ᐃᓄᒻᒪᕆᓕᕆᔨᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

1

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓚᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

6

ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

1

ᓇᒃᒥᓂᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑯᕐᑐᓪᓗ*

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

3
ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ 13

ᐃᖃᓄᒃᓂ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦl

1

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᕐᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ

2

ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

2

ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᖓᓐᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ

2

ᑕᓐᓂᔅ ᐸᑐᓴᓐ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖓᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ

ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ

1

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

1

ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓇᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᐸᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

5

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

1

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᓴᖓᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ

1

ᐳᓚᕋᕐᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ

ᑲᑎᓪᖢᒋᑦ 16
ᑲᑎᓕᐞᒪᕐᖢᒋᑦ 176
*ᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᓕᐞᒪᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖅ ᓇᐃᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᑕᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᔪᕐᒥᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᐅᔪᖅ
ᐊᕿᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓕᕐᐸᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓇᔭᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᒃᑯᕐᑐᖅ 6.3.1 ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑎᓂᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᖢᒍ.

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕕᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᓄᓇᕗᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᓯᒪᒃᒪᑕ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᖁᔨᑉᓗᑎᒃ. ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ
ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ ᖃᖏᓚᐅᕐᑎᓇᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥ 1ᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓂᓕᓚᐅᕐᑎᓗᒍ. ᑕᓐᓇ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᕿᖑᕙᖏᓪᖢᓂ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᕗᖅ.
ᑲᓇᑕᒻᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᓄᔨᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑎᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᓯᓇᓱᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃᓗ ᑐᕋᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃᓗ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓇᓱᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃᓗ ᐊᒡᒍᓯ 2016ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᐃ 2017ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ
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ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒋᔭᐅᔪᐃᑦ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓂᑦ ᑕᑉᓱᒪ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᑦᑕ
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᓕᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ.
ᑕᒪᑐᒻᒧᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᕙᒻᐳᕐ 2016ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᐃ 2017ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᐸᓕᐊᓕᕐᓴᕐᑎᓪᓗᑕ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕋᓱᒃᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕋᔭᕐᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᒃᑯᑦ (ᐃᓚᒃᑯᕐᑐᖅ 8),
ᐃᓄᐃᑦᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑎᓂ (ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥ 6-1, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂᑦᑐᖅ (ᐃᓚᒃᑯᑦ 12), ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ

ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦᑕᓗ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᓐᓂᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᕐᑐᐃᔨᒃᑯᑎᒍᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖃᕐᑐᓂᑦ.

ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓᕐᑐᓂᒃ; ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓚᓐᓂᑦ,
ᕼᐊᒻᓚᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ, ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᖓᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒡᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᓯᓂᓯᖃᕐᑐᓂᒃ. ᑐᓴᕋᓱᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᕐᖢᑕᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓴᓇᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᖕᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᕐᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ,
ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᕐᓄᑦᓗ ᐸᐸᑐᐃᔨᑦ, ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᕐᒪᕆᒃᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᖃᖢᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᓚᐅᕐᐳᒍᑦ.
ᓇᒻᒪᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᒻᒪᕆᒃᒥᒃ ᓴᕿᑦᑐᖃᓚᐅᕐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᑦᑎᓂ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓕᕐᐸᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᐅᔭᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᒃ
ᓇᑉᐸᕐᓯᖁᔨᒃᒪᑕ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᓐᓇᕐᒥ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᒻᒪᖏᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᓚᕐᑐᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓄᑦ.
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᐸᕐᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᑭᒃᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᔪᒥᒃ; ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᐱᕐᓯᒪᓂᖅ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕗᒃᖠᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᖁᔭᐅᒃᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᒃᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᒪᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᑕᕈᓐᓇᓚᕐᐳᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᔪᓇᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑦᑕᕐᓂᑕᕐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᒃᓄᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃᓗ.
ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑉᓱᒧᖓ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐊᕆᓇᓱᒃᑕᑉᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᑉᑎᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᓚᐅᖏᒪᑕ ᐃᓕᓚᐅᖏᑕᕗᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑕᕗᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ
ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᕐᒪᖓᖏᑦᑕ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑕᒡᕙ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᓚᐅᕐᑕᕗᑦ.


ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᖓᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ - ᑭᐅᓚᐅᕐᐳᒍᑦ “ᐃ”! ᐃᓄᐃᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᐃᓐᓇᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ.






ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐳᓚᕋᕐᑎᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ - ᐅᓇ ᐅᒃᑐᑎᒋᓗᒍ; ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑕ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᐃᐸᕐᓯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᕐᓇᕐᒥ.
ᐅᖃᓪᓚᖃᑎᒋᓚᐅᕐᑕᓕᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᖃᖁᔨᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖁᐊᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ.
ᑕᒪᒃᑭᕐᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᓂᐅᕕᕐᕕᕕᓂᖅ ᐱᑐᖃᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᓂ.
ᑕᒪᒃᑎᕐᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᑐᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᓯᓇᓐᖓᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓕᓐᓂᐅᑉᓗ ᑎᓂᓐᓂᐅᑉᓗ
ᒥᒃᓴᓄᑦ
ᑐᓴᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕐᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᒃᓗ ᖃᕝᕕᒐᕐᔪᒃᓂᒃᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᔪᑦ.
ᑐᑭᓯᓚᐅᕐᐳᒍᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᐅᓯᒪᑐ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᑎᑐᓇᖅ ᐃᓄᖃᓚᐅᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᕿᒪᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᑎᑐᓇᖅ
ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᑉ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓂ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑎᒃᑕᓕᒃᑎᑐᑦ (ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᒃᑲᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᕕᓂᑦ)

ᐅᑯᐊ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ

ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ

ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ:

1.

ᐱᖏᒃᓇᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓐᓂᖅ- ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᐳᖅ ᐃᒡᓗᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᖓᓂᒃ.

2.

ᓄᓇ ᐅᒪᔪᖃᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᑐᖅ - ᓴᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᖁᑉᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᖓᓄᑦ.

3.

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᕐᓱᐃᓂᖅ- ᑲᑎᕐᓱᐃᓗᓂ ᖃᑉᓗᓇᑦᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕝᕗᕐᓗᓐᑎᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓇᔭᕐᑐᓂᒃ
ᐱᖏᒃᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖃᖓᑎᓐᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᖓᔪᓂᒃ.
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ᐱᖏᒃᓇᕐᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ,

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᑦ
ᐊᕿᒃᓱᕐᑕᕗᑦ ᓇᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᓂᕐᐸᑦ, ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕋᔭᕐᐳᖅ
ᑲᑎᒻᒪᔨᐊᓚᐅᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕿᒃᓱᕐᑕᕗᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᓄᑕᐅᖁᓇᔭᕐᑕᕗᑦ.
ᑕᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒋᓇᓱᒃᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦ ᑕᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᑕᐅᓂᕐᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᓯᔪᒪᓇᔭᕐᒪᖓᑕ
ᖃᐅᔨᕝᕕᒋᓗᑎᒍᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᐊᓂᒃᐸᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑦᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᓂᕐᓴᒥᒃ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓇᔭᕐᐳᒍᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓇᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓕᕐᓗᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᓱᐃᔪᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ:
ᐊᓕᓐ ᔪᓯᕝ, ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨ, ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᓴᓇᔨᐅᑉ ᐊᕿᒃᑐᕐᑕᖏᑦ

ᐅᑉᓗᖅ:
ᐊᒃᑐᕐᐳᕐ 26, 2017
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Motion #: 2017-05-25-001
ᓅᑕᐅᔫᑉ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖓ: 2017-05-25-001
UPMC Teleconference
March 25, 2017
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᑦ
ᐅᖃᓘᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᒦ 25, 2017

UPMC passes a motion to approve the Consultation Summary of the Ukkusiksalik
National Park Draft Park Management Plan, as presented by Park Planner: Alain Joseph.
UPMC−ᑯᑦ ᓅᒋᐊᖅᓯᕗᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐳᓚᕋᖕᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᑉ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᑖᑉᓱᒧᖓ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ
ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒧᑦ ᐱᖕᓇᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐸᖕᓇᐃᔨᒧᑦ: ᐊᓖᓐ ᔫᓯᐱᒧᑦ.

Motoin by:
ᓅᑦᑎᔪᖅ:

Larry Tautu

Second by:
ᑐᒡᓕᖅᓯᔪᖅ:

John Tatty

All in favour
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᑐᑦ:

x

Opposed: ____0______________________________
ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖏᑦᑐᑦ:
Date: ___May 25, 2017__________________________________
ᐅᑉᓗᖅ:
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓᓂ No. RM 004-2017

ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᔪᖅ:

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ

X

ᐋᕿᒋᐊᓕᒃ

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᑐᖅ:
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᓯᒃᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ

ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᑮᓐᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᕋᓱᒃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ
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ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖓ:
ᑐᕋᒐᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᕋᒍᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃᓗ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᖑ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᑭᓇᐅᔭᕐᑖᓂᖏᑦ,
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᖃᐅᕐᑐᑦ,
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕿᔪᒦᒻᒪᑕ ᒫᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᖏᑦᑐᒥᓗ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᑐᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ. ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᕋᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᖐᖕᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ, ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑎᒃᓴᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒋᐊᓕᒃᓂᒃ
ᐅᕿᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ− ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᕐᓂᖓ− ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ
ᐅᕿᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᒃᓇᐅᑎᑕᑐᐊᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᓯᓪᓕᕐᑐᖃᕌᖓᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᑕᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᒥ ᐊᕋᒍᒧᑦ.
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒃᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐊᑐᐊᒐᑦ). ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 2007, ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ “ ᓇᓕᒧᒋᒃᑐᒥᒃ, ᓴᕿᔮᕐᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ”. ᐅᕿᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ
ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᕙᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓯ ᒪᔪᓂᒃ.
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 2012-ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᕕᒃᔪᐊᖑᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 2015. ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ 2016, ᐱᖃᑕ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐅᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᓐᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᐱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓐᓂᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᓪᓚᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᕋᒐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒍᓐᓃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ.
ᑖᓐᓇ ᕿᒥᕈᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᐃ 2016. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐱᓯᒪᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᖏᑦ
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᓵᖓᓂ 2016, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᑎᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᒪᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᕋᒍᓕᒫᕐ ᐃᓚᓪᓗᒍ ᖄᖏᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓯᒪᓇᓂ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ.
ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᑦᑎᐊᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᔪᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓪᓗ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᑉᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᓄᖓᓱᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ.
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑲᖔᕐᓇᕐᐳᖅ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ
ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕆᕐᑐᒃ ᕿᓄᖓᓲᑏᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐ ᐊᕋᒍᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕋᓂ. ᐱᖃᑖ
ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓂᕐ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓲᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎ ᓄᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓴᕿᓕᒐᒻᒪᕆᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑭᕋᕐᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

ᕿᓄᖓᓱᒃᓂᖅ ᓱᕐᕋᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐅᑯᐊ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑭᖑᕙᓯᒃᓂᖓ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᐱᕈᓱᒃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
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ᐃᓗᐊᖏᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Arctic Fishery Alliance L.P.
(AFA)
ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᒃᑐᑦ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ
ᐱᔭᕇᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ
ᐊᐅᔭᖑᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ 2018 ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐅᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᐸᑦ.
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᓚᐅᑲᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᐸᑦ.
ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᖑᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᒃᒪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒥᒃᓄᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᑎᓐᓇᓱᒃᓗᒍ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ
ᐊᑭᓕᓯᒪᕙᒋᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᓕᖁᓯᕆᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᒋᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓇᓲᑎᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ− ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕᑦᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᕋᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᕿᒃᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ−ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑎᓴᒪᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᓪᓕᕐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ.
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᓯᒪᒃᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᕐᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑲᓪᓚᒃᓂᒃ
ᒥᓕᐊᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓴᑭᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᓐᓃᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᐊᕐᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᕿᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ
ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕐᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᓇᓕᒧᒋᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕋᒐᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᐅᓂᖓᑐᑦ,
ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᖏ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕐᑖᕕᒋᖃᑦᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ. ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕈᑦᑕ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃᓗ
ᐊᑐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓱᕋᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓕᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᒥᒃ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕐᑕᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᑦ
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᑦ.
ᑲᔪᓯᓇᓱᒃᓗᓂ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ
ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᒃᓗᖔᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ.
ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑯᓂ “ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒃᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ, ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᓂ” ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕿᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᑕ ᐃᓚᒋᖕᒪᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᓐᓇᓱᒃᓗᒍ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᖅ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ.

ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᒃᓂᖅ ᐱᖏᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑭᖑᕙᓯᒃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᓇᓱᒍᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᕿᓂᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᒥᒃ
ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ. ᐅᒃᑐᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔪᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᖓᓂ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2017 (RM003-2017). ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ,
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᕐᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᖢᓂ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᕐᓂᕋᕐᖢᓂ “ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᖁᓪᓗᒍ”.
ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᖃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒻᒪᖓᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐅᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᒐᑦᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒍ ᑕᓐᓇ ᓈᒻᒪᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᖁᔨᓪᓗᑕ
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ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᕋᖓᓕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑕ
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ.
ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖃᖏᑦᑐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕐᒪᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑎᓴᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᖑᔪᖅ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓕᓵᕐᑐᖅ
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ (ᕿᑭᕐᑕᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖏᖏᑦ) ᐱᓂᕐᓴᐅᓇᓱᒃᓂᐊᕐᒥᒃᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐃᓚᖓᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᑖᕐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᖕᐸᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᑦ. ᐊᖏᓕᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᐃᓚᖓ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒍᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᓇᓱᑎᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕋᒍᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᓂᕐᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖏᓐᓂᕐᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᑦ.
ᐊᑐᓂ ᓴᕿᔮᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ,
ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᓱᓕᑎᒋᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᑎᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᒃᒪᖓᑕ.
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᒪᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖓ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᑐᕐᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᕋᕐᖢᓂ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ. ᑕᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᑭᓱᓂᒃᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᐸᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᒃᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ?
ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᑐᕐᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᔾᔪᑕ ᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᓂᖁᑕᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐃᓚᖓᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᕐᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᕐᑐᕈᒪᓕᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒥᒃ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒥᒃ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᕐᓗ ᓴᐳᑎᓯᒪᓇᓱᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖏᓪᓗᑕᓕ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖓᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓕᒧᒌᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᕋᒐᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃᓗ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᔪᕈᑎᖏᑦ
ᐱᔪᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓲᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕋᒍᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕋᖑ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᒃᒪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒍ, ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᒃᒪᑦ
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ “ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ”. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᕐᑕᖃᖁᓪᓗᒍ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐱᓪᓚᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒥᒃ ᓇᓕᒧᒋᒥᒃ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ “ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ” ᒪᓕᒐᒥᒃ. ᖃᓄᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᐸᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓇᓂ.
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᒪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓄᑦ.
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓪᒪᕆᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᓂᕆᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒻᒥᓂᕐᓱᕐᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔨᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᕿᒥᕈᓂᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᖃᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ “ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ” ( ᓱᕐᓗ
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ). ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒃᓂᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ 100 ᒥᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᓪᓚᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ
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ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ
ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᒃᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᐃᓪᓗ ᒥᓕᐊᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᔭᖏᑦ.
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕿᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑎᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᒥᒃ ᓇᓕᒧᒋᒥᒃ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᕋᓱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᕐᓱᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓚᐅᕐᑐᒥ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᒃᒪᑕ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᖏᓪᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᔾᔨᒋᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᕿᒥᕈᓂᖏᑦ.
ᐆᑐᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᖓᓂ 2016 ᐊᕋᒍᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ,
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᖢᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᔪᓕᕈᑕᐅᕚᓪᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᑐᑭᖓ “ᑕᖏᓕᒃᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᑎᑦ” ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓐᓂᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᒃᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᖃᕐᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ.
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᒐᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕕᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ “
ᑐᓂᑲᐅᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐃᑲᔫᑎ” ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᖏᒻᒪᑦ “ᑕᖏᓕᒃᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᑎᑦ” , ᑕᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᒐᔭᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᒥ 7.3 ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓅᒻᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᒃᒪᑦ
“ᐆᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᑲᐅᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᒃᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒃᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ”
ᑖᓐᓇᑐᐊᖑᖕᒪᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑎ ᑐᑭᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ. ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ “
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍ ᐃᑲᔫᑎ” ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ; ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ,
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᒃᒪᑕ “ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᕐᑑᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ” ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᖓᓂᑦ.
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᓯᒪᒃᒪᑕ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒦᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᑐᐃᓐᓴᕆᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒥᓕᐊᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᖏᒃᑯᑎᒃ ᐊᕋᖑᑕᒫᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᐱᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᒻᒪᑕ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᓚᒧᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᖁᔭᓇᕐᓯᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 2015. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒃᒪᑦ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑎᑦᑎᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓕᔫᒋᒥᒃᓗ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᒃᑯᓪᓗ.
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖓ, ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐅᖃᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᖓ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓲᑎᑦ ᐅᕙᓘᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐱᔪᒪᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᖃᖓᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᑲᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᖏᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ.
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᓚᐅᑲᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐋᕿᖏᐊᕐᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᐸᑦ.
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ᐃᑲᕋᒥᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᕋᐅᑦ ᐊᕙᖓᓂ 30ᒥᓂᑦᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ.

ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ:
ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᑕᒪᑐᒪ
ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ
ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ.
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᕐᑐᖅ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ
ᐋᕿᖏᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ ᑐᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕋᓂ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕗᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓂᖔᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓂᖔᖏᑦᑐᖅ.

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ:
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᑎᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᑲᐅᓂᕐᓴᐅᒐᔭᕐᑐᖅ, ᖃᖓᒃᑰᖓᓂᖓ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ
ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᒃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ 2018. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂ, ᐱᖁᔨᕗᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓄᖃᖓᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᑲᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓲᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕋᒍᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᐸᒋᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᕐᐸᑕ.

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ

ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕿᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ Arctic Fishery

Alliance L.P.
1-867-927-8894
1-709-579-3278

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ:

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 3, 2017
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ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᓯᒃᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ - RM 004-2017
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ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ
• ᐱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ

• ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ

• ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᓂᖓᑕ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᕐᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᓗᓇᕿᓕᕈᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ
• ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓗᓂ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᓂᖏᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ
• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖃᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ
• ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖀᓂᖏ5
• ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ
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ᐱᕈᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
• ᐊᕋᒍ 20 ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐱᕈᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᔪᑦ:
• ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑎᒋᓂᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᑖᕐᓇᕐᓄᒃ ᑭᖑᖕᐸᒃᓄᓪᓗ
• ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕐᑕᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ
• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ
• ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ
• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ

• ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᖁᑎᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ
• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖃᑦᑕᕋᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᕿᔪᓂᒃᓗ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ
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ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖏᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕿᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ (“ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ”)

• ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᑦ

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᑖᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᖕᐸᐃᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᖃᓘᖏᑦᑐᑦ

• ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕐᑐᖅ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ
“ᐋᔾᔨᒌᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ, ᓴᕿᔮᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᓇᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᕐᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ”

• ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
• ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ
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ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑭᖑᕙᓯᒃᓂᖓ
• ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᖓᓂ 2007 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐋᕿᖏᐊᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕋᒍᖓᓂ 2012

• ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂ

• ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ 2016
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᓐᓇᓱᒃᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ
• ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᕿᖏᐊᕐᓯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᖓᕐᒥᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
• ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᖅ ᐊᕋᒍ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ
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ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᒃᓂᕐ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖓ
• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᔪᑦ
ᕿᓄᖓᓱᒃᑐᖃᖁᔨᓇᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂ
• ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓲᑏᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕋᒍᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᒥᑦ
• ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᖁᓯᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᑐᒥᒃ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᑐᑦ
• ᐊᕋᒍᒥ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ
ᓱᓕ
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ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᖓ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ
• ᐋᕿᒃᓱᐃᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᓇᓲᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ
• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓇᕐᒪᑦ

•

ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᓇᓲᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒥᒃ
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ

• ᑕᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕘᒻᑐᐊᖑᔪᖅ
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ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᖓ
ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ
• ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᕐᕕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᓯᒪᒃᒪᑕ
ᐊᑐᕐᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒐᓴᒃᓂᒃ ᒥᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᓄᑦ
• ᓂᐅᕕᕐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ
ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᑐᐊᕐᑎᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ
ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ

• ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᑦ
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ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ
ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᑦ

• ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᓕᕐᒪᑕ
ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ
• ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᒃᑐᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᕆᔨᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒥ
(RM 003-2017)

• ᑐᕋᒐᖃᕐᖢᓂ “ᐊᖏᕐᑎᓇᓱᒃᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᕗᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᕗᑦ
ᓱᓕᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓚᕆᒃᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ”
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ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᕕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖓ
• ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᕕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ
• ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᒥᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᒃᑯᓂ,
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᖏᑦᑐᕐᖣᓐᓃᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᓖᑦ
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᒐᔭᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ

• ᑎᓴᒪᐃᑦ (4) ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᖑᔪᖅ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖏᐊᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᓵᓚᒋᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ
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ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ
ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᑦ

• ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ
ᓱᕙᓕᑭᐊᖑᕐᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ

• ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᖑᓂ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓗᓂ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ
ᓴᓂᖁᑕᒃᓴᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ
• ᐅᑭᐅᕐᑕᕐᑐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᔪᑦ
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ
ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᑦ
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ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
• ᐱᑕᖃᕐᐸᒋᕐᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑎᑦᑎᒃᒪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᕐᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃ
ᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ “ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᕐᑐᒥᒃ”
• ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖓ ᐃᓕᖁᓯᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᓪᓚᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᐋᔾᔨᒌᒃᑎᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᕿᒥᕈᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ

• ᒫᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑖᓱᒥᖓ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ
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ᐱᓪᓚᕿᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖓ
• ᓄᓇᕘᒻᒥ ᓇᑕᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᖕᐸᐃᑦ
ᑐᓂᐅᔭᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕐᑖᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ 100
ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕐᑖᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ
• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ

• ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᑐᔪᖅ
• ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᒃᓕᒋᐊᖁᔨᓗᑎᒃ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᑐᖅ
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖏᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ
• ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ
ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᕋᒐᐅᔪᒥᒃ
• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕿᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐋᕿᒃᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ.
• ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᓇᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
• ᐃᓛᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖏᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ
• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᒧᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ
• ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᒥᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᓕᐊᓂᒃ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓂᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒪᑦ
• ᐱᓗᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂᖓ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ
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ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ
• ᓯᕗᓪᔨᐅᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᕆᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐅᑦ
• ᑐᕋᒐᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓲᑎᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔾᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖅ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ 2018
• ᐊᓯᓪᓕᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃᓂᒃ
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ

• ᓄᖃᖓᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᓄᕐᖓᓲᑎᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕋᖑᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐋᕿᒃᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖏᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᐸᓪᓗ
• ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕿᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᑎᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᓚᐅᑲᒃᓗᑎᒃ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ,
ᑐᕋᒐᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᓇᕐᑐᒥᒃ
ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓕᕐᐸᑕ.
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ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ?
NWMB RM 004-2017 0398

