ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ: ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 004-2021
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 8, 2021 (ᐅᓪᓗᖅ 1)
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
No: ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ

Tab: ᐅᖃᓕᒪᔪᖅ

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ

9:00 AM - 9:02 AM

1

ᒪᑐᐃᕐᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ

2 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

9:02 AM - 9:03 AM

2

ᐃᒻᒥᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓗᐊᕈᑎᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒡᕕᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ

1 ᒥᓂᑦ

9:03 AM - 9:05 AM

3

ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ RM004-2021
ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᒍᑦ

1

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ

2 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

9:05 AM - 10:00 AM

4

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒪᕕᖕᒧᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᒍᑦ [ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ]

2

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

55 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

10:15 AM - 12:00 PM

15 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

ᕿᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅ

10:00 AM - 10:15 AM

4

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒪᕕᖕᒧᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᒍᑦ [ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ]

2

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

1 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᖅ & 15 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒻᒥᑕᕐᓇᖅ

12:00 PM - 1:15 PM

1 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᖅ & 45 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

1:15 PM - 2:05 PM

4

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒪᕕᖕᒧᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᒍᑦ [ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ]

2

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ

50 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

2:05 PM - 3:00 PM

5

ᑮᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ)

3

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ

55 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

3:00 PM - 3:15 PM

ᕿᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅ

15 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

3:15 PM - 4:00 PM

6

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᖃᒡᒋᐅᔭᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᑦᑐᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᑉ
ᓇᓄᖏᑦ (ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ)

4

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

45 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

4:00 PM - 4:30 PM

7

2022 ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ [ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ]

5

NWMB

30 ᒥᓂᔅᑦ

8

ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓂᖅ RM004-2021 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ: ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 004-2021
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 9, 2021 (ᐅᓪᓗᖅ 2)
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
No: ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ

Tab: ᐅᖃᓕᒪᔪᖅ

9:00 AM - 9:05 AM

1

ᒪᑐᐃᕐᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ

9:05 AM - 10:00 AM

2

ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒡᓱᐃᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ
(ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ)

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ

5 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ

55 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ
15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᕿᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅ

10:00 AM - 10:15 AM
10:15 AM - 12:00 PM

6

2

ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒡᓱᐃᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓ
(ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ)

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ

6

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ

1 ᐃᑲᕐᕋᖅ & 45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

7

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ
ᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

8

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ &
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

45 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᐅᓪᓗᕈᒻᒥᑕᕐᓇᖅ

12:00 PM - 1:15 PM

1:15 PM - 2:00 PM

3

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ Hudsonian Godwit (ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᑦ)
ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᖓᒍᑦ
[ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ]

2:00 PM - 2:45 PM

4

ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ [ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ]

15 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

ᕿᑲᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅ

2:45 PM - 3:00 PM
3:00 PM - 3:30 PM

5

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ - ᐊᕐᕕᑦ ᓯᒃᑯᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ [ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ]

9

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ &
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

3:30 PM - 4:00 PM

6

ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦ ᐃᓂᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ (Sebastes mentella ᐊᒻᒪ
Sebastes fasciatus) ᐱᔭᐅᖓᓱᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ
ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᐊᕐᑯᖕᒥ [ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᑦ]

10

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ &
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

30 ᒥᓂᑦᔅ

7

ᓄᖅᑲᕐᓂᖅ RM004-2021 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᑯᓄᖓ
ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᖅ: ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᑐᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ.

Lisa Pirie-Dominix

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ:
ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ:


ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑎᒋᕗᑦ ᔪᑳᓐᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᓗᒍ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖓᓂ



ᐋᓪᐴᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ, ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐋᓐᒥᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒥ.

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓂ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᖕᒥᓗ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ.



11-ᖏᓃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ:
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥ, ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ, ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅᒥ, ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥ, ᑰᒑᓗᖕᒥ, ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑑᑉ ᓄᕗᐊᓂ,
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ, ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ, ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ


ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓱᒋᑦ
COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ−ᑳᓱᐃᒃᑯᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᐃᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2021

ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕋᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ
7−ᖏᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒫᓃᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᑎᒍᑦ 56.8% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ,

ᑕᒫᓂ

ᐱᖓᓲᓕᖃᖓᔪᓂ ᕿᖑᕚᖅᑖᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ (ᑕᒫᓂ 2
ᒥᓕᔭᓐᖏᓃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990−ᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᓃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 800,000−ᖏᓐᓂ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ 2016−ᒥ.


ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒫᑎᒋᐊᓗᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᕝᕙᓪᓗᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐅᖓᑖᓂᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᓇᓕᖃᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᒥᔅᓱᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖔᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒍᒪᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒐᓴᐅᕙᒃᑐᓪᓗ,
ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᔮᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᒑᖓᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᒐᔪᒃᐳᑦ
ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᕈᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓲᖑᒐᑎᒃ.



ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC−ᑳᓱᐃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕌᓂᒃᓯᒪᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ,
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᕆᐊᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥ, ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.



ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ.



ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᕗᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ, ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᖃᑕᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ. ᓄᑖᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᖃᑕᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᒋᕗᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᕙᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅᑲᕋᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᒥᒃ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ.



ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᒪᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ:
o

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ ᓯᓚᖓᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑯᒪᒃᑕᖃᓕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᑦᑐᐃᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

o

ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ.

o

ᓱᕋᒃᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᖕᓂ
ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓚᒃᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᐅᔭᕋᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖃᐃᓐᓇᖃᑕᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ.

o

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ


ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ,
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕐᓗᒃᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᐃᓅᔪᒫᕐᒥᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.


ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᒃᑐᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ,
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓪᓗ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᔪᑦ).



ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ ᓇᓃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.



ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓖᒻᒪᕆᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖏᑦ) ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋ
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖓ ᓱᕋᖅᑎᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔨᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ.



ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ, ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᓂᖅᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᑎᒡᓗ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂ, ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔪᓕᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ.





ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ; ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂ 5−ᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ,
ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᐃᓐᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓚᖓᔪᑦ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ.
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᓐᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ,
ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᑐᐃᑎᑦᑎᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ) ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᐃᑲᖔᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᕐᓂ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᓂᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ.

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ:
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ
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ᑕᒫᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ 2017−ᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ−ᑳᓱᐃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.



ᑕᒪᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᓯᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ.



ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ,
ᐱᖏᑕᑐᐊᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ (ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ, ᓴᓂᑭᓗᐊᖅ).

ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓪᓗ


ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1) ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ−COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ−ᑳᓱᐃᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ -ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ, 2) ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕝᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 3) ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ,
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᒃᑳᖓᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.



ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᒐᔪᒃᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ
ᐱᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᓂᐱᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑐᓵᔨᖃᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᖓᓐᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂ,
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔭᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ,
ᓂᓪᓕᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ.



ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᖁᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ,
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ -ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒃᑐᑎᒋᓗᒍ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓯᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ).

ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 1 (ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2018-ᒥᒃ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2019−ᒧᑦ)
 ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 22−ᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

ᑲᒪᔨᐅᖃᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᑕᒫᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2018−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ, ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᑕᕐᕆᔭᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ,
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ.


ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2018−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2019-ᒧᑦ, ᑕᒫᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒫᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᔭᕌᖓᑦᑕ, ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ
ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ.



ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: 1) ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓅᖏᑦᑐᒻ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓂᐹᖑᓂᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ, 2) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ, 3)
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ
(ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᖕᒪᑕ), 4) ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐅᓂᑳᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ−ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᔪᒥᒃ,
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᓚᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ), 5) ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ
ᓴᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᓂᐊᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒡᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓱᓕ
ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 5-ᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ, 6) ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᑐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ
ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᑦ ᓴᕿᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ

ᑐᒡᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ 2 (ᒫᔾᔨ 2019-−ᒥᒃ ᒪᐃ 2021−ᒧᑦ)
 ᑕᒫᓂ ᒪᔾᔨ 2019, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑐᑭᓯᐊᓂᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓗ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ,
ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓂᒃ.
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᐊᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᑦ. ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᖃᑕᒻᓱᑎᒃ
ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᐅᒪᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᓱᓕ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᓂᕐᓗᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓂᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ.



ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ: 1) ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 2) ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑳᓱᐃᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ-ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 3)
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 3) ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕙᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ, 4), ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖅ, 5) ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 6) ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ
ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ.



ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ,

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓴᖑᓕᖅᐸᑦ
2019−ᒥ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ.


ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2019−ᒥ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ
ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ 2019−ᒥ. ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒡᓕᕆᔭᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑕᒫᓂ

ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2020−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ.


ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕕᒡᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ 2019−ᒥ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ, ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᖃᑕᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᒎᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅ−19

ᐊᐅᓛᕈᓐᓇᐃᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ

ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᒪᐃ 2020−ᒥ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒡᓕᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ
ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᓗ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ, ᑕᒫᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2021−ᒥᒃ
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓐ 2021.


ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ,
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

2018−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2021−ᒥ.
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒫᓂᒃᑳᖓᒥᒃ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᐃᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ.


ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒡᓗ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

1 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ

ᓄᓇᓕᒃ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᐸᓐᓂᑦᑑᖅ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑏᑦ
(ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ)

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ
(ᑭᓐᖓᐃᑦ)

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ

ᐸᓐᓂᑦᑑᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᑭᓐᖓᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

2 ᑐᒡᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ

ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ

ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ2

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐄ

ᐄ

24

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐄ

ᐄ

23

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐄ

ᐄ

11

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐄ

ᐄ

23

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐄ

ᐄ

34

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ
(ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ)
ᕿᖓᐅᑦ
(ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖅᑑᖅ)

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ
(ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ)

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᑯᒑᕐᕈᒃ
(ᖁᑕᐃᕈᕐᕈᐊᖅ)

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐊᔭᑉᐸᒃᑐᕐᕕᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖅᑑᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᖁᑕᐃᕈᕐᕈᐊᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᐄ

ᐄ

24

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐄ

ᐄ

52

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

7

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐄ

ᐄ

50

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

9

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ1

8

ᐄ

ᐄ

29

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ1,3

10

ᐄ

ᐄ

58

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ1,3

10

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

8

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ1,3

7

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ
(ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ)

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ
(ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ)

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ
(ᐃᓴᑎᒃ)

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ
(ᐊᐃᕖᑦ)

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᓇᐅᔮᑦ (ᐊᕐᕖᖅ)

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ
(ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ)

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᖅ

ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐊᕿᒡᒋᐊᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐃᓴᑎᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐊᐃᕖᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐊᕐᕖᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

7

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

4

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

5

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

6

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ2

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

3

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

6

ᐄ

ᐄ

28

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

10

ᐄ

ᐄ

24

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

10

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

5

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

13

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

7

ᐋᒡᒐ

ᐄ

9

ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑰᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓄᓪᓗ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ.
3
ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ)
1
2

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ
ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥ
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

1 ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ

2 ᑐᒡᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ

ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ

ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 17, 2019

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 23, 2019

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᒫᔾᔨ 23, 2021

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

ᒪᔾᔨ 2019*
ᒪᐃ 9, 2018

ᒪᔾᔨ 2020
ᐄᐳ/ᒪᐃ 2019

ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 7, 2020

ᐊᑐᖏᑐᑦ

*ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ 2017−ᒥ
ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ:
 ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᑎᒥᐅᖁᑕᐅᔪᓂᓂᒃ/ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒡᓗ:
o

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ - ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᓇᔭᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ;

o

ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ - ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ;

o

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

o


ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ - ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᒃ.

ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᐃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ:

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᖏᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᐸᓐᓂᑦᑑᖅ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ

ᖃᓄᐃᒃᓴᖏ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2021

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒃ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᑭᖓᐃᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ

ᖃᓄᐃᒃᓴᖏ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ
ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᑐᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᑐᑦ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᐊᔭᑉᐸᒃᑐᕐᕕᒃ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖅᑑᖅ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᑐᑦ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᖂᑕᐃᕈᕐᕈᐊᖅ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑐᖅ

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᑐᑦ
ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᐊᕿᒡᒋᐊᖅ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᐃᓴᑎᒃ

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᑐᑦ*

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᐊᐃᕖᑦ

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᑐᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᐊᕐᕖᖅ

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᑐᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ

ᑭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ
ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᖅ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᑐᑦ**
*ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᕐᒪᑕᓕ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖔᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖔᕐᓗᑎᒃ.
**ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ


ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ

ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᒫᓂ 9−ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ
“ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ “ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓪᓗᓂ” ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ
ᑭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ “ᖃᓄᐃᒃᓴᖏᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ”.


ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᑦ 50%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ,
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᐊᕐᔪᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᐸᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ:

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ (ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ)
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑕᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ,
ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᓂᒃ/ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᒥ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᒃ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

86%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

80%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

100%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

86%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖅᐸᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᑦ; ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑕ
ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓗᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖏᓂᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓃᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ,
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ−ᑳᓱᐃᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᕿᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᓕᒫᕋᓗᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ,
ᐊᑐᓃᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᖔᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᑕ/ᓄᖑᓕᒑᖏᒻᒪᑕ/
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᒐᑎᒡᓗ

77%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

71%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

70%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

100%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

80%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

100%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

14%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

64%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

90%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

40%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

43%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

59%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

60%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

40%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

71%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

59%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

60%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

60%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

57%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

64%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ

ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ (2018-2021−ᒧᑦ), ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑭᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᓂ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
ᑲᑎᒪᒃᑲᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ


ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓈᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑕᒫᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ 2019−ᒥ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐊᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᐃᓪᓗ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕆᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᕐᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.


ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓴᒃᑯᑦ 2019−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓱᓂᒋᑦ

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ (2020) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ (2021) ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ (2021).


ᑕᐃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓲᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᑦ


ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ) ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᐊᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑕᐅᑦᑎᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.


ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ, ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥᓗ
ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᖁᔨᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ.

ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑏᑦ


ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᑦ
ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᓪᓗᐊᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ
ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓱᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ; ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ; ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ

2021

ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ; ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ.


ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᕋᖓᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ
ᑐᕌᖓᔾᔫᒥᒋᐊᖃᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ-ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ.

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᕙᖕᓂᖅ


ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᑕᓃᑦᑐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᒪᒋᖃᑕᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᑭᐅᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑕᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᓄ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ.


ᐃᓂᒃᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᕚᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓯᓚᑖᓃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑲᒪᒋᖃᑕᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ.

ᑕᐱᕇᒍᓐᓇᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒌᒃᓱᖃᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ


ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᓕᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᓗ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ,
ᑐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑕᕌᖓᑦ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᑯᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ
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ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ-ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2018−ᒥ
ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᑲᓪᓚᒃᑐᒻᒪᕆᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᐅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᕕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕈᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᑦᑎᐊᑲᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖀᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ.



ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᑦ:
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔾᔮᖏᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ
ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓂᑦᑐᑦ 5.2.34(f) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.3.16−ᒥᒃ 5.3.23−ᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ.
ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓐᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᓪᓗ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ (ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
5.3.16−ᒥᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᐊᑐᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕌᖓᒥᒃ, 30−ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ,
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᒑᖓᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ Canada Gazette−ᒥ, ᐃᓚᖓᓂ I-ᒥ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᑕᒡᕘᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᐳᖅ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1-ᒥ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ − Canada Gazette−ᑯᑦ, ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ II−ᒥ.
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Summary
Barren-ground Caribou was assessed as a Threatened species by the Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) in November 2016 because of steep population declines.
According to the COSEWIC criteria, Barren-ground Caribou could have been assessed as Endangered
but were downgraded due to existing co-management efforts by governments, wildlife management
boards and communities, and because Barren-ground Caribou do not appear to be facing imminent
extinction at this time. Most Barren-ground Caribou herds have shown large declines since 1990.
Across Canada, Barren-ground Caribou have declined from around 2 million individuals in the early
1990s to about 800,000 in 2016 - a 56.8% decline over three generations (between 1989 and 2016).
Recent abundance surveys, since the COSEWIC assessment, have shown further declines in some
populations, including the Bluenose-East, Bathurst, and Beverly herds. A Threatened species is likely
to become Endangered unless threats are addressed. Potential threats to Barren-ground Caribou
include: climate and weather changes affecting forage availability, predation, parasites and diseases;
industrial exploration and development; fragmentation of habitat in their winter range from forest fires
and increasing human presence; increased human population and an increased demand for caribou
meat.
Under the Species at Risk Act (SARA), the federal Minister of the Environment must consult relevant
provinces, territories and wildlife management boards before making a recommendation to the
Governor in Council on whether to accept COSEWIC’s assessment and add Barren-ground Caribou to
SARA as a Threatened species. It is important to note that no decision regarding the SARA-listing
proposal has been made to date. To inform the federal Minister’s recommendation regarding the
SARA-listing proposal, Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) consulted Hunter and
Trapper Organizations, Regional Wildlife Organizations, communities, and other organizations (i.e.
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, Regional Inuit Associations, Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou
Management Board) in Nunavut from 2018 to 2021. The purpose of the consultations was: 1) to explain
the COSEWIC assessment, the SARA-listing process, and the implications of listing Barren-ground
Caribou as a Threatened species under SARA; 2) to gather comments, other information, and formal
positions from implicated parties regarding the SARA-listing proposal, to inform the federal Minister’s
recommendation to the Governor in Council; and 3) to address questions and concerns raised.
Under the Nunavut Agreement, ECCC consults Hunter and Trapper Organizations (HTOs), Regional
Wildlife Organizations (RWOs), Nunavut communities, and other organizations before seeking a
decision from the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB). Prior to initiating consultations, ECCC
presented its consultation plan to NWMB and sought feedback from NWMB on the proposed
consultation approach (December 2017). Information updates were presented periodically to NWMB
during the consultation process (March 2019 and March 2020), and ECCC worked closely with the
Government of Nunavut (GN) and Nunavut Tunngaviik Incorporated (NTI) to improve the consultation
approach following the first round of consultations. Throughout the consultations, ECCC worked
collaboratively with partner organizations in Nunavut, and staff from partner organizations (NWMB, NTI,
Regional Inuit Associations, RWOs, etc.) were invited to attend ECCC’s consultation meetings, and
attended when able. To help build capacity for Inuit engagement regarding the SARA-listing proposal,
ECCC also developed a funding agreement with NTI to facilitate internal dialogue amongst Inuit
communities and organizations on caribou management and conservation.
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On January 25, 2018, written consultation materials were distributed to communities and partners
outlined in the consultation plan. ECCC held the first round of consultation meetings from February
2018 to February 2019 in the Qikiqtaaluk, Kivalliq and Kitikmeot regions. As HTOs are the local
authority for wildlife management in each community, ECCC consulted the HTO for each Nunavut
community within the Barren-ground Caribou range. ECCC’s consultation meetings with HTOs were
held with the HTO members and if requested, a public meeting was also held during the first round of
consultations. At each meeting, ECCC presented information to explain the COSEWIC assessment, the
SARA-listing process, and the implications of listing Barren-ground Caribou as a Threatened species
under SARA.
Following the first round of consultations, ECCC worked closely with GN and NTI to modify the
consultation approach and review presentation materials, in order to respond to questions and
concerns that were raised during the first round. Presentation materials were adapted to provide
additional information and emphasis put into addressing outstanding concerns and clarify common
misconceptions and questions about the proposed SARA-listing. Additional information was included
and emphasis put on the summaries of previous consultation feedback; COSEWIC’s assessment
process and the SARA-listing processes; the role of IQ and Inuit involvement; Inuit harvest rights and
wildlife management processes under the Nunavut Agreement; the potential benefits of listing Barrenground Caribou under SARA; and local herd information. Through discussions with NTI and the GN,
ECCC developed a plan to consult with the regional wildlife boards at their fall 2019 annual general
meetings (AGM), in order to provide an update on consultations to date and seek guidance on the need
for further consultations in each region. ECCC attended the Kivalliq and Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board
AGMs in the fall of 2019, but was unable to attend the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board AGM in 2019
due to the federal election. At the Kivalliq Wildlife Board AGM, it was suggested that additional
meetings in the Kivalliq region were required, and a second round of in-person meetings was held with
HTOs in the Kivalliq region in February 2020. Through discussions with KRWB’s Regional Coordinator,
it was suggested that additional meetings in the Kitikmeot region were also required. Due to Covid-19
restrictions, only virtual meetings were conducted with all but one of the Kitikmeot region HTOs from
January 2021 to June 2021. ECCC also attended the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board AGM in March
2021 to provide a brief update on the current status of consultations in the Kitikmeot, which were
ongoing at the time. There was no request for additional meetings from the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board.
Consultation meetings with additional organizations (i.e. NTI, Regional Inuit Associations, Beverly and
Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board) were also held between 2018 and 2021.
Over the course of the consultations, ECCC adjusted its approach and provided a number of
accommodations in order to better address the concerns, feedback, and requests raised by Inuit
communities and organizations. These accommodations included having additional meetings, providing
detailed responses to all questions received, altering and adapting presentations based on feedback
received, inviting experts to meetings, collaboration with partners, and delaying the timing of the
submission to NWMB for decision.
Results
During each consultation meeting, ECCC staff had open discussions during which board members and
attendees asked questions, voiced opinions, and shared knowledge about caribou in their area.
Attendees were invited to provide comments, other information or a formal position on the SARA-listing
proposal. After each meeting, ECCC prepared meeting summaries, and HTOs were provided an
opportunity to review and validate the summaries before they were finalized. A range of common
comments and concerns were received during the consultations. Core concerns shared by at least 50%
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of the communities across all regions included that caribou distribution is always changing; that
predation is the main threat or cause of decline; the need for Inuit involvement in all stages of the SARA
process and the importance of including IQ in all stages of the SARA process; that caribou populations
undergo natural fluctuations; the need for herd-level assessments; that caribou are not declining;
potential prohibitions on harvesting rights; and a limited understanding of the SARA process. Additional
input that was shared by less than 50% of the communities and usually not by all regions, included
disagreeing with the survey methodology; disagreeing with the current regulations, restrictions or
quotas; the need for more information to support decisions (both western science and IQ); observed
increases and decreases in local herds; concerns about scientists disturbing caribou; and that Inuit
harvest is done properly.
Results can be seen below, with more detailed tables available in Section 4 Summary of Feedback.
Those parties who have not submitted a response are not included below but can be seen in Section 4.
Response Type
Do Not Support
Kitikmeot Regional
Wildlife Board

Support

Indifferent

-

-

BQCMB

-

X

-

Government of Nunavut

X
Iqaluit, Kimmirut, Spence
Bay, Qutairuruaq, Issatik,
Aiviit, Arviq, Baker Lake
Aiviq (Cape Dorset) (8).
Naujaat (Arviq) (1)

-

-

-

Clyde River, Cape
Dorset

Kimmirut (1)

Clyde River (1)

Wildlife Boards

Hunters and Trappers
Organizations
Community Responses

Although not all organizations and HTO’s submitted a formal position, ECCC still received extensive
comments, questions and feedback during consultation meetings, which provide insight into Inuit views
regarding the SARA-listing proposal. Inuit organizations engaged in open, thoughtful dialogue with
ECCC to express their ideas and views on the proposal.
The following report and appendices summarize the results of the Nunavut consultations. This
document is being submitted to NWMB for its decision on the proposed listing of Barren-ground
Caribou as Threatened under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) as per the Nunavut Agreement
s.5.2.34 (f) and 5.3.16-5.3.23.
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1. Introduction
Barren-ground Caribou was assessed as a Threatened species by the Committee on the Status of the
Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) in November 2016 because of steep population declines.
According to the COSEWIC criteria, Barren-ground Caribou could have been assessed as Endangered
but were downgraded due to existing co-management efforts by governments, wildlife management
boards and communities, and because Barren-ground Caribou do not appear to be facing imminent
extinction at this time. Most Barren-ground Caribou herds have shown large declines since 1990.
Across Canada, Barren-ground Caribou have declined from around 2 million individuals in the early
1990s to about 800,000 in 2016 - a 56.8% decline over three generations. Abundance surveys that
have occurred since the COSEWIC assessment have shown further declines in some populations,
including the Bluenose-East, Bathurst, and Beverly herds. A Threatened species is likely to become
Endangered unless threats are addressed. Potential threats to Barren-ground Caribou include: climate
and weather changes affecting forage availability, predation, parasites and diseases; industrial
exploration and development; fragmentation of habitat in their winter range from forest fires and
increasing human presence; increased human population and an increased demand for caribou meat.
Under the Species at Risk Act (SARA), the Minister of the Environment must consult relevant
provinces, territories and wildlife management boards before making a recommendation to the
Governor in Council on whether to accept COSEWIC’s assessment and add Barren-ground Caribou to
SARA as a Threatened species. It is important to note that no decision regarding the SARA-listing
proposal has been made to date. To inform the federal Minister’s recommendation regarding the
SARA-listing proposal, Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) consulted Hunter and
Trapper Organizations, Regional Wildlife Organizations, communities, and other organizations (i.e.
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, Regional Inuit Associations, Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou
Management Board) in Nunavut from 2018 to 2021. The purpose of the consultations was: 1) to explain
the COSEWIC assessment, the SARA-listing process, and the implications of listing Barren-ground
Caribou as a Threatened species under SARA; 2) to gather comments, other information, and formal
positions from implicated parties regarding the SARA-listing proposal, to inform the federal Minister’s
recommendation to the Governor in Council; and 3) to address questions and concerns raised.
Under the Nunavut Agreement, ECCC consults Hunter and Trapper Organizations (HTOs), Regional
Wildlife Organizations (RWOs), Nunavut communities, and other organizations before seeking a
decision from the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB). Prior to initiating consultations, ECCC
presented its consultation plan to NWMB and sought feedback from NWMB on the proposed
consultation approach (December 2017). Information updates were presented periodically to NWMB
during the consultation process (March 2019 and March 2020), and ECCC worked closely with the
Government of Nunavut (GN) and Nunavut Tunngaviik Incorporated (NTI) to modify the consultation
approach following the first round of consultations. Throughout the consultations, ECCC worked
collaboratively with partner organizations in Nunavut, and staff from partner organizations (GN, NWMB,
NTI, Regional Inuit Associations, RWOs, Parks Canada)) were invited to attend ECCC’s consultation
meetings, and attended when feasible. To help build capacity for Inuit engagement regarding the
SARA-listing proposal, ECCC also developed a funding agreement with NTI to facilitate internal
dialogue amongst Inuit communities and organizations on caribou management and conservation.
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This report summarizes the results of the Nunavut consultations and is being submitted to NWMB for its
decision on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk
Act.
As Barren-ground Caribou are a national species, ECCC has also undertaken consultations in other
provinces and territories and with other wildlife management boards that have responsibility for the
management of Barren-ground Caribou populations. A summary of the status of consultations in other
regions is available in Appendix F.
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2. Consultation Procedures
Pre-consultation
In March 2017, ECCC briefed NWMB on COSEWIC’s upcoming assessment of Barren-ground
Caribou. In November 2017, ECCC submitted the Terrestrial Issues Flagging document to GN and
NWMB for input on developing a consultation plan, to identify which communities and partners to
engage throughout the consultation process. Subsequently, ECCC presented a proposed consultation
plan to NWMB on December 5, 2017 and asked for NWMB’s recommendations on the proposed
approach. It was decided that ECCC would consult with all communities in or near the range of Barrenground Caribou on the SARA-listing proposal for Barren-ground Caribou by holding in-person
consultation meetings. Only three Nunavut communities, Grise Fiord, Resolute and Sanikiluaq, would
not be consulted as they are outside the range, and hunters from these communities don’t encounter
Barren-ground Caribou regularly. Consultations
ECCC consulted HTOs, RWOs, the GN, communities, NTI, Regional Inuit Associations and the Beverly
and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board in Nunavut from 2018 to 2021. The purpose of the
consultations was: 1) to explain the COSEWIC assessment, the SARA-listing process, and the
implications of listing Barren-ground Caribou as a Threatened species under SARA; 2) to gather
comments, other information, and formal positions from implicated parties regarding the SARA-listing
proposal, to inform the federal Minister’s recommendation to the Governor in Council; and 3) to address
questions and concerns raised.
Throughout the consultations, ECCC worked collaboratively with partner organizations in Nunavut, and
staff from partner organizations (NWMB, NTI, Regional Inuit Associations, RWOs, etc.) were invited to
attend ECCC’s consultation meetings, and attended when feasible (see Table 1 in Section 3). To help
build capacity for Inuit engagement regarding the SARA-listing proposal, ECCC also developed a
funding agreement with NTI to facilitate internal dialogue amongst Inuit communities and organizations
on caribou management and conservation. The HTOs in each community provided logistical support to
ECCC, including help to ensure that meetings were well advertised and the materials could be shared
with, and collected from, the public after the community meeting took place.
The consultation team was comprised of an ECCC biologist who led the presentations and responded
to questions, one or more ECCC staff to manage the administration, logistics and recording (audio and
written), an interpreter, and occasionally, when available, representative(s) from the GN, NTI, the
Regional Wildlife Organization, and NWMB (see Table 1 in Section 3).
During each consultation meeting, ECCC staff had open discussions during which board members and
attendees asked questions, voiced opinions, and shared knowledge about caribou in their area.
Attendees were invited to provide comments, other information or a formal position on the SARA-listing
proposal. Responses and comments from HTOs and the public were collected in the form of comments
at the meetings, which were noted and recorded. Public response forms were distributed at the public
meetings and were also left at the HTO offices after the meetings to collect written responses. HTOs
were invited to submit an official written response following the meetings and HTOs and the public were
also invited to submit written responses in the form of letters. Many HTO’s expressed wanting to
discuss the proposal amongst themselves in subsequent meetings.
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Round 1 (January 2018 - February 2019)
Written consultation materials were distributed to communities and partners in January 2018. The
written consultation materials (Appendix A) contained information on the proposed listing, including a
letter, a factsheet, a PowerPoint presentation (narrated and in print), and a questionnaire in English and
Inuktitut. ECCC held the first round of consultation meetings from January 2018 to February 2019 in the
Qikiqtaaluk, Kivalliq and Kitikmeot regions. As the local authority for wildlife management in each
community, ECCC consulted the HTO for each Nunavut community within the Barren-ground Caribou
range. ECCC’s consultation meetings with HTOs were held with HTO members and directors and if
requested, a public meeting was also held during the first round of consultations. At each meeting,
ECCC presented information to explain the COSEWIC assessment, the SARA-listing process, and the
implications of listing Barren-ground Caribou as a Threatened species under SARA. Key points from
ECCC’s presentations included:











The assessment of Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened was conducted by COSEWIC, not by the
government, using available information.
No decision has been made yet regarding the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou under
SARA (i.e. Barren-ground Caribou are not currently listed under SARA); the federal Environment
Minister must now consider whether or not to take COSEWIC’s advice and recommend that Barrenground Caribou be added to SARA as Threatened.
Consultation is required with GN, NWMB, HTOs and other organizations before any decision is
made on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou. Inuit input in the consultations is critical
and ECCC is committed to seeking Inuit input into the SARA-listing proposal.
The purpose of the consultations is: 1) to explain the COSEWIC assessment, the SARA-listing
process, and the implications of listing Barren-ground Caribou as a Threatened species under
SARA; 2) to gather comments, other information, and formal positions from implicated parties
regarding the SARA-listing proposal, to inform the federal Minister’s recommendation to the
Governor in Council; and 3) to address questions and concerns raised.
The Nunavut Agreement takes precedence over SARA. SARA’s prohibitions do not apply to Inuit
exercising harvest rights under the Nunavut Agreement; If Barren-ground Caribou were listed under
SARA, harvest management decisions would still be made according to the processes established
by Article 5 of the Nunavut Agreement, and existing wildlife management bodies and processes
would remain in place. The current roles and responsibilities of HTOs, RWOs, NWMB, and GN in
caribou management in NU would not change;
If Barren-ground Caribou were listed under SARA, a national recovery strategy would need to be
developed cooperatively with all key wildlife management partners, and critical habitat would need
to be identified;

Round 2 (March 2019 - May 2021)
In March 2019, ECCC provided an update on consultations in Nunavut to the NWMB. The initial
consultation package, meeting notes and meeting summaries from each community were included in
the submission. To accommodate concerns shared by several communities and to ensure their
questions were addressed, it was decided that ECCC would conduct further consultations in Nunavut.
Following the first round of consultations, ECCC worked closely with GN and NTI to modify the
consultation approach and review presentation materials, in order to respond to questions and
concerns that were raised during the first round. Presentation materials were adapted to provide
additional information and emphasis put into addressing outstanding concerns and clarify common
misconceptions and questions about the proposed SARA-listing. GN regional biologists were invited to
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attend meetings to provide information related to local herds and topic areas related to GN’s mandate
(see Table 1 in Section 3). Additional information was included and emphasis put on the summaries of
previous consultation feedback; COSEWIC’s assessment process and the SARA-listing processes; the
role of IQ and Inuit involvement; Inuit harvest rights and wildlife management processes under the
Nunavut Agreement; the potential benefits of listing Barren-ground Caribou under SARA; and local herd
information.
Through discussions with NTI and GN, ECCC developed a plan to consult with the regional wildlife
boards at their fall 2019 annual general meetings (AGM), in order to provide an update on consultations
to date and seek guidance on the need for further consultations in each region. ECCC attended the
Kivalliq and Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board Annual General Meetings in the fall of 2019, but was unable to
attend the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board AGM due to the 2019 federal election. At the Kivalliq
Wildlife Board AGM, it was suggested that additional meetings in the Kivalliq region were required, and
a second round of in-person meetings was held with HTOs in the Kivalliq region in February 2020. A
second update on the consultations, including a summary of feedback received, was provided to
NWMB in March 2020.
Through discussions with KRWB’s Regional Coordinator, it was suggested that additional meetings in
the Kitikmeot region were also required. A second round of in-person meetings with HTOs in the
Kitikmeot region was not possible due to Covid-19 restrictions, but virtual meetings were held with all
but one of the Kitikmeot region HTOs from January 2021 to June 2021 with the assistance of GN
biologists. ECCC also attended the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board AGM in March 2021 to provide a
brief update on the current status of consultations in the Kitikmeot, which were ongoing at the time.
Staff from GN, RWOs, Regional Inuit Associations, NTI, and NWMB were invited to attend the virtual
meetings in the Kitikmeot region, and attended when available (see Table 1 in Section 3). There was no
request for additional meetings from the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board. Consultation meetings with
additional organizations (i.e. NTI, Regional Inuit Associations, Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou
Management Board) were also held between 2018 and 2021.
Appendix A contains samples of materials used during consultations.

Post-consultation
After each meeting, ECCC prepared meeting summaries, and HTOs were provided an opportunity to
review and validate the summaries before they were finalized.
In the cases when feedback and positions were not provided by attendees at the meeting, ECCC
followed up with HTOs to request their official written position on the proposed listing either by email or
through the provided questionnaire. Members of the public were able to submit public response forms
or letters directly to ECCC or via the HTO after the meetings. ECCC also followed up with the
Qikiqtaaluk, Kivalliq and Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Boards, Kivalliq and Kitimeot Inuit Associations,
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, the Beverly Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board, and the
Government of Nunavut to obtain their position on the proposed listing. Qikiqtani Inuit Association
stated early on that they did not want to be engaged in the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou.
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3. Consultation Dates and Attendance
Table 1: Summary of consultation meetings on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou held in each community between 2018 and 2021.
1st Round of Meetings
Region

Qikiqtaaluk

Community

Pangnirtung

Meeting Group

Pangirtung HTA

Public
meeting
Y

2nd Round of Meetings

HTO
meeting

Number of
attendees
from
community

Dates

Y

Unknown2

2018-12-03

N

N

-

N/A

Y

N

-

Organizations in
attendance
NWMB GN

Number of
attendees
from
community

Dates

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Public
meeting

HTO
meeting

Others

Organizations in attendance
NWMB

GN

Others

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Qikiqtaaluk

Qikiqtarjuaq

Qikiqtarjuaq HTA

Y

Y

24

2018-1023/24

Qikiqtaaluk

Clyde River

Clyde River HTO

Y

Y

23

2018-10-18

Y

N

-

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Y

Y

11

2018-10-17

Y

Y

-

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Y

Y

23

2018-10-16

Y

N

-

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Y

Y

34

2019-01-23

Y

N

-

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Qikiqtaaluk
Qikiqtaaluk
Qikiqtaaluk

Mattimatalik
Pond Inlet HTO
(Pond Inlet)
Ikajutit (Arctic
Arctic Bay HTO
Bay)
Aiviq (Cape
Cape Dorset HTO
Dorset)

Qikiqtaaluk

Hall Beach

Hall Beach HTA

Y

Y

24

2018-09-26

N

N

-

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Qikiqtaaluk

Igloolik

Igloolik HTO

Y

Y

52

2018-09-25

N

Y

-

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Parks
Canada,
Nunavut
Tunngavik
Inc.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Y

Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife
Board, Nunavut Tunngavik
Incorporated, Kivalliq Inuit
Association

Y

Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife
Board, Nunavut Tunngavik
Incorporated, Kivalliq Inuit
Association

Qikiqtaaluk

Iqaluit

Iqaluit HTA

N

Y

7

2018-10-22

Y

Y

Qikiqtaaluk

Kimmirut

Kimmirut HTO

Y

Y

50

2019-01-24

Y

N

-

Y

Kitikmeot
Regional
Wildlife
Board

N

Kitikmeot
Regional
Wildlife
Board

Kitikmeot

Kitikmeot

Kugluktuk

Kugluktuk HTA

Cambridge
Bay
(Ekaluktutiak) Ekaluktutiak HTA
Bathurst Inlet
Burnside HTA
(Qinqaut)
Omingmaktok HTA
Bay Chimo
(Omingmaktok)

N

Y

Y

Y

9

29

2018-02-27

2018-02-26

N

N

13

N

Y1

N

Y1

8

2021-03-31

10

2021-01-073

Y

Y

Kitikmeot

Taloyoak
(Spence Bay)

Spence Bay HTA

Y

Y

58

2019-02-26

N

Y

-

Kitikmeot

Kugaaruk

Qutairuruaq HTA

N

Y

8

2018-03-02

N

N

Kitikmeot

Gjoa Haven
(Usqsuqtuuq)

Gjoa Haven HTA

N

Y

7

2018-03-01

N

Kivalliq

Rankin Inlet
(Kangiqtiniq)

Aqiggiag HTO

N

Y

4

2018-03-05

Kivalliq

Arviat

Arviat HTO

N

Y

6

Issatik HTO

N

Y

Aiviit HTO

Y

Kivalliq
Kivalliq

Whale Cove
(Issatik)
Coral Harbour
(Aiviit)

N

Y1

-

N

N

-

N

N

2018-03-07

N

3

2018-03-06

Y

28

Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife
Board, Nunavut Tunngavik
Incorporated, Kivalliq Inuit
Association
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife
Board, Nunavut Tunngavik
Incorporated, Kivalliq Inuit
Association

10

2021-02-033

Y

Y

Y1

7

2021-02-033

Y

Y

NA

NA

NA

NA

-

-

-

Nunavut
Tunngavik
Incorporated

N

Y

5

2020-02-07

N

Y

Kivalliq Wildlife Board,
Nunavut Tunngavik
Incorporated

Y

-

N

Y

Unknown2 2020-02-27

N

Y

Kivalliq Wildlife Board

N

N

-

N

Y

6

2020-02-13

N

Y

-

2019-01-22

Y

N

-

N

Y

10

2020-02-10

N

Y

Kivalliq Wildlife Board

Kivalliq

Naujaat (Arviq)

Arviq HTO

Y

Y

24

2018-09-27

N

Y

-

N

Y

10

2020-02-08

N

Y

-

Kivalliq

Chesterfield
Inlet (Aqigiq)

Aqigiq HTO

N

Y

5

2018-03-09

N

Y

-

N

Y

13

2020-02-06

N

Y

-

Kivalliq

Baker Lake

Baker Lake HTO

N

Y

7

2018-03-08

N

Y

-

N

Y

9

2020-02-05

N

Y

-

1Meeting

held virtually.

2Presentation

delivered by GN staff, ECCC attendance by phone.

3Joint

virtual meeting (multiple HTOs in attendance)

Table 2: Summary of meetings on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou held with each organization between 2018 and 2021. The Government of Nunavut and Nunavut Tunngavik
Incorporated were met with on multiple occasions throughout the entire process.

Organization
Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board
Kivalliq Wildlife Board
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board
Beverly Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board
Kivalliq Inuit Association

1st Meeting
Date
November 17 2019
October 23 2019
March 23 2021
March 2019 *
May 9 2018
February 7th 2020

2nd Meeting
Date
N/A
N/A
N/A
March 2020
April/May 2019
N/A

*ECCC first met with NWMB in 2017
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Figure 1: Range of Barren-ground Caribou in Nunavut and the communities consulted on the proposed listing.
Note that Bathurst Inlet and Umingmaktok are not permanent settlements but are seasonal camps and HTOs for
these locations were consulted in Cambridge Bay where they are based when not on the land.
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4. Summary of Feedback
Note that even though formal positions were not received from all organizations consulted, ECCC still
received extensive comments, questions and feedback on the SARA-listing proposal during
consultation meetings, and Inuit organizations engaged in open, thoughtful dialogue with ECCC to
express their ideas and views on the proposal.

A. Written responses received
A number of formal written responses or positions were received from some but not all consulted
parties (Appendix C). Written responses from the HTOs include eight HTOs that oppose the SARAlisting proposal, two HTOs that are “indifferent”, and 14 HTOs did not provide a formal response or
position (Table 3). The BQCMB supports the proposed SARA-listing. The GN and the Kitikmeot
Regional Wildlife Board provided a written response of “does not support” the proposed SARA-listing.
No other formal responses or positions were received from the other RWO’s, or the RIA’s or NTI (Table
4. Written responses from members of the public included nine people who oppose the SARA-listing
proposal, one person who supports the SARA-listing proposal, and one “indifferent” response (Table 5).
Table 3: Summary of written responses received from the HTO boards in response to the proposed listing of
Barren-ground Caribou.
Region

HTO (Community)

Qikiqtaaluk

Response Type
Do Not Support

Support

Indifferent

Pangnirtung HTA

-

-

-

Qikiqtaaluk

Qikiqtarjuaq HTA

-

-

-

Qikiqtaaluk

-

-

X

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

X

Qikiqtaaluk

Clyde River HTO
Pond Inlet HTO
(Mittimatalik)
Arctic Bay HTO
(Ikajutit)
Cape Dorset HTO
(Aiviq)
Hall Beach HTA

-

-

-

Qikiqtaaluk

Igloolik HTO

-

-

-

Qikiqtaaluk

Iqaluit HTA

X

-

-

Qikiqtaaluk

Kimmirut HTO

X

-

-

Kitikmeot

Kugluktuk HTA
Ekaluktutiak HTA
(Cambridge Bay)
Burnside HTA
(Bathurst
Inlet/Qinqaut)
Omingmaktok HTA
(Bay Chimo)
Spence Bay HTA
(Taloyoak)
Qutairuruaq HTA
(Kugaaruk)

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

X

-

-

X

-

-

Qikiqtaaluk
Qikiqtaaluk
Qikiqtaaluk

Kitikmeot
Kitikmeot
Kitikmeot
Kitikmeot
Kitikmeot
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Gjoa Haven HTA
(Usqsuqtuuq)
Aqiggiag HTO
(Rankin
Inlet/Kangiqtiniq)
Arviat HTO
Issatik HTO (Whale
Cove)
Aiviit HTO (Coral
Harbour)
Arviq HTO
(Naujaat)
Aqigiq HTO
(Chesterfield Inlet)
Baker Lake HTO

Kitikmeot
Kivalliq
Kivalliq
Kivalliq
Kivalliq
Kivalliq
Kivalliq
Kivalliq

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

X*

-

-

X

-

-

X

-

-

-

-

-

X**

-

-

* Disagrees with Threatened assessment, believes it should be Special Concern.
**Position provided verbally over the phone

Table 4: Summary of written responses received from regional organizations and others in response to the
proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou.
Board/Association

Response Type
Do Not Support

Support

Indifferent

Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board

-

-

-

Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board

X

-

-

Kivalliq Wildlife Board

-

-

-

Qikiqtani Inuit Association*

-

-

-

Kitikmeot Inuit Association

-

-

-

Kivalliq Inuit Association

-

-

-

NTI

-

-

BQCMB

-

X

Government of Nunavut

X

-

-

*Does not want to be engaged

Table 5: Summary of written responses received from members of the public in response to the proposed listing
of Barren-ground Caribou. We have only included communities where a response was heard.
Region

Community

Response Type
Do Not Support

Support

Indifferent

Qikiqtaaluk

Clyde River

-

-

1

Qikiqtaaluk

Aiviq (Cape Dorset)

8

-

-

Qikiqtaaluk

Kimmirut

-

1

-

Kivalliq

Naujaat (Arviq)

1

-

-
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B. Core Comments and Concerns
Table 6 summarizes the core topics, comments, and concerns (hereafter referred to as “input”) expressed during consultation
meetings. This input is considered core as it is shared by at least 50% of the communities and was shared in all regions, though there
is regional variability in the prevalence of the input (Table 1). For example, all communities in the Kitikmeot shared that predators are
a threat and the main cause of decline for caribou, but this was not shared by all communities in the Qikiqtaaluk and Kivalliq. Overall,
the main input received from communities included that caribou distribution is always changing; that predation is the main threat or
cause of decline; the need for Inuit involvement in all stages of the SARA process and the importance of including IQ in all stages of
the SARA process; that caribou populations undergo natural fluctuations; the need for herd-level assessments; that caribou are not
declining; potential prohibitions on harvesting rights; and a limited understanding of the SARA process. Appendix G contains the raw
or unconsolidated input.
Table 6: Summary of core input (concern, knowledge, comment etc.) received during consultation meeting. Core input was shared by at least 50%
of communities and was shared in all regions (Qikiqtaaluk, Kivalliq, and Kitikmeot).

All
Communities

Qikiqtaaluk

Kitikmeot

Kivalliq

86%

80%

100%

86%

77%

70%

100%

71%

64%

80%

100%

14%

64%

90%

40%

43%

Concerned over the way COSEWIC established the Barren-ground Caribou designatable
unit, want individual herd assessments
Caribou are not declining/not at risk or threatened

59%

60%

40%

71%

59%

60%

60%

57%

Concerned that listing will impact harvest rights (even though quotas are not implemented
by SARA, there could be shifting opinions that could affect harvest)

59%

90%

20%

43%

Traditional Knowledge/IQ needs to be incorporated/valued; elders and hunters have a lot
of applicable knowledge/information
Lack of understanding of the COSEWIC process and the methodology of the assessments
Inuit want to be involved in the SARA process including drafting recovery documents and
identifying critical habitat.
Climate change is causing negative impacts

59%

90%

20%

43%

55%

50%

60%

57%

55%

50%

80%

43%

55%

40%

40%

86%

Input (Topics, concerns and comments)
Caribou distribution is always changing, they use different areas/are found in different
places
Predation is the main threat or cause of decline; increase in predator population a threat
Concerns about the lack of Inuit participation and traditional knowledge in the assessment
process.
Caribou populations undergo natural fluctuations
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C. Additional Comments and Concerns
Table 7 summarizes the additional topics, comments, and concerns (hereafter referred to as “input”) expressed during consultation
meetings. This additional input was shared by less than 50% of the communities and usually was not shared in all regions (Table 1).
For example, many communities in the Qikiqtaaluk and some in the Kivalliq shared that they do not agree with the methodology used
to survey caribou, but this concern was not shared in the Kitikmeot. The main additional input included disagreeing with the survey
methodology; disagreeing with the current regulations, restrictions or quotas; the need for more information to support decisions (both
western science and IQ); observed increases and decreases in local herds; concerns about scientists disturbing caribou; and that
Inuit harvest is done properly. Appendix G contains the raw or unconsolidated input.
Table 7: Summary of additional input (concern, knowledge, comment etc.) received during consultation meeting. Additional input was shared by
less than 50% of communities and usually not in all regions (Qikiqtaaluk, Kivalliq, and Kitikmeot).
Proportion

Input (Topics, concerns and comments)

Don't agree with the survey methodology
Disagree with current regulations, restrictions, or quotas
Need more herd information to make decision (science and IQ)
Population is increasing (regionally)
Caribou are declining/threatened (regionally)
Concerns about caribou being disturbed by scientists, research is a threat
Overharvesting/Harvest is not a threat; Inuit harvest is done responsibly
Does not support the proposed listing (verbal comments)
Inuit and their rights need to be a priority
Mining is a threat to caribou
Diseases are a threat (e.g. Brucellosis), there have been observations of
disease/parasites
Want to see greater management of wolves, including incentives
Caribou are an important resource (food, clothing, culture) for Inuit
Caribou experts needed in consultation meetings/reporting and all stakeholders need to
attend meetings
Herds are changing and/or mixing
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All
Communities

Qikiqtaaluk

Kitikmeot

Kivalliq

45%
45%
41%
36%
36%
36%
36%
32%
32%
32%

80%
70%
30%
40%
30%
70%
40%
70%
50%
40%

0%
0%
80%
40%
40%
0%
20%
0%
0%
0%

29%
43%
29%
29%
43%
14%
43%
0%
29%
43%

32%

20%

0%

71%

32%
32%

50%
70%

0%
0%

29%
0%

27%

50%

20%

0%

27%

10%

80%

14%

Want to be responsible for the management of their herds
Caribou need to be harvested responsibly to maintain numbers
Threat from competition with other species
Need more communication around survey results, either no communication or not
frequent enough
Want a collaborative approach to recovery and protection
Supports the use of quotas or restrictions to manage populations
Population is stable/healthy
Caribou migration routes have changed over time
Need more surveys/more frequent surveys
Community is already taking measures to protect caribou
Education, especially for the younger generations, is needed to ensure responsible
harvest
Want additional monitoring to inform assessment, management, and recovery
Listing could provide greater influence over land use decisions
Don't want to discuss herds that are not their own, don't feel they can make decisions on
other herds
Climate change is not a threat
Climate is changing
Overharvesting is a threat
Too many animals leads to disease and die-offs
Need more research on non-Inuit/harvest-related threats
Concerns about what caribou are eating/drinking
Concerned about SARA’s prohibitions
IQ should be included in research
The community would like to be involved in the scientific research.
Feel the data may be inaccurate
Management and recovery plans are in progress, these should be included in national
plan
Hunting is expensive and assistance programs are insufficient
Not enough funding
Support for the proposed listing (verbal comments)
Concerns over lack of surveys to inform assessment
Concerned about caribou recovery
Mines are impacting caribou migration
Unregulated sale of caribou meat is a threat
Concerns about how listing will affect industry
Survey methodology is not clear.
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27%
27%
23%

30%
50%
0%

0%
0%
20%

43%
14%
57%

23%

10%

20%

43%

23%
23%
18%
18%
18%
18%

30%
40%
0%
10%
30%
30%

0%
0%
20%
20%
0%
20%

29%
14%
43%
29%
14%
0%

18%

20%

0%

29%

18%
14%

20%
10%

0%
20%

29%
14%

14%

10%

0%

29%

14%
14%
14%
14%
14%
14%
14%
14%
14%
14%

20%
0%
20%
20%
10%
0%
0%
20%
30%
0%

0%
0%
20%
0%
20%
0%
20%
0%
0%
0%

14%
43%
0%
14%
14%
43%
29%
14%
0%
43%

14%

0%

0%

43%

14%
14%
9%
9%
9%
9%
9%
9%
9%

30%
10%
10%
0%
10%
10%
10%
10%
20%

0%
0%
20%
40%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
29%
0%
0%
14%
14%
14%
14%
0%

Concerned about the risks to caribou from collaring
Hunting practices are changing
Difficulty understanding the presentation because of translation.
Funding could provide increased capacity for research
Consultation presentation should address what the impacts/benefits to Inuit are (including
economic gain).
Caribou have declined in the past
Low numbers mean easier to damage herds
Caribou use scent to follow previous migration routes
Concerns about insects and parasites
Climate is causing changes to animal distribution
Sport hunting is less of a threat than predation
Modern hunting methods lead to greater hunting success
SARA-listing could encourage protection and better land management for caribou
Concerned with the impact of critical habitat protection on Inuit lands
Calving grounds are moving - difficult to define what to protect
Distrust of the government
Support the use of collars to collect data
Generational differences may affect management (i.e. elders and youth have different
approach)
Difference in opinion between GN and Inuit
Need proper funding/training to be a part of this (capacity building, wildlife-monitoring,
mapping)
Indifferent on proposed listing (verbal comments)
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9%
9%
9%
9%

10%
10%
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20%
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0%
0%
0%

14%
14%
0%
0%

5%

10%
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0%
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0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
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0%
0%
0%
0%
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0%
0%
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0%
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0%
14%
14%
14%
14%
0%
14%
14%
0%
0%
14%
14%

5%

10%

0%

0%

5%

0%

0%

14%

5%

0%

0%

14%

0%

0%

0%

0%

D. Short Meeting Summaries
The following are brief summaries of the consultations meetings in each community.
Pangnirtung
Pangnirtung HTA did not provide a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. Interest in having a GN caribou biologist attend
consultations was emphasized. They indicated that there are more caribou today than in the past.
Community members indicated that caribou are always moving, therefore being missed by the
surveys or being scared away by the survey helicopters or planes and would like IQ to be used during
research and decision-making. They expressed concerns about impacts to harvest rights.
Participants also expressed that communities without quotas should be assessed and given a quota.
Predation from wolves was identified as a threat. They also indicated that training on how to identify
male and female caribou is needed in order to follow the male/female ratio of quotas.
Qikiqtarjuak
Qikiqtarjuak HTA did not provide a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. HTA board members expressed their concerns about the
harvesting restrictions and mentioned they want to collaborate to see the caribou population increase
again. The HTA and community members mentioned the helicopters from mining companies were
an important threat to the caribou. The wolf population is also an important threat to consider. Some
strongly believe the caribou will come back on their own and that they migrate long distances and
undergo natural cycles of population density.
Clyde River
In the response form it submitted, Clyde River HTO indicated that it is “indifferent” to the proposed
listing of Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. The reasons for their
response included that there was a lack of consultation, and that the quota system should be
continued until a permanent plan is in place. They also want Inuit to have a permanent seat in the
plan for management. One community member also filled in a questionnaire indicating their position
as “indifferent” to the proposed listing. On the questionnaire, the community member stated that there
are always declines and rises of every species but climate change causing the predatorial species to
come up might be an issue. They also expressed that if you only hunt males, there won’t be enough
to mate with females, which could be a reason for decline. During the meeting, the HTO and
community members expressed strong concerns about the lack of Inuit participation and traditional
knowledge in the assessment of Barren-ground Caribou and the decision-making process. They
would like to see more local management and are concerned about their harvest rights. They would
also like the different kinds of Barren-ground Caribou to be assessed separately. Potential causes of
the decline that were brought up include the natural cycle of the population, migration, predation by
wolves, female:male ratio allowed for hunting (meaning females won’t have a chance to breed), and
the use of snowmobiles which scare the caribou away. There were concerns about caribou being
further away, and therefore more difficult to hunt, resulting in community members not eating caribou
as often. Concerns were expressed about people drowning because they are wearing clothes that
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they buy at the store instead of wearing caribou skins, which are warmer. They also indicated that
there needs to be more education of youth from elders.
Pond Inlet/Mittimatalik
Pond Inlet HTO did not provide a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. Community and HTO members expressed strong
concerns about the lack of Inuit participation in the assessment of Barren-ground Caribou and
decision-making. They would like to see more local management. There were some doubts regarding
the caribou population estimates and the survey methodology, and some participants thought that
the population estimate of 2 million in the 1990s might be an exaggeration. People believed the
caribou population is going through a natural cycle and will eventually come back on its own.
However, one person asked for a further investigation on the actual causes of decline of the Baffin
herd. Questions were raised about the impacts to Inuit harvest rights if the species is listed and people
pointed out that Inuit harvest is not to blame for the decline of caribou, noting that Inuit do not take
more than they need and that caribou also die from disease and starvation. Participants objected to
all the herds being combined together for the assessment, and to caribou being managed as one
group.
Arctic Bay/Ikajutit
Arctic Bay HTO did not provide a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. Participants had concerns about survey methods used to
count the caribou, and thought that caribou were being missed in the surveys. Concerns were raised
about male-only harvests, noting that females cannot breed if there are no males. Participants also
indicated that the low caribou numbers are a temporary fluctuation and that the caribou have migrated
to the mainland and will return as they have in the past. Participants pointed out that Inuit harvest is
not to blame for the decline of caribou, noting that caribou have other predators, like wolves, that are
also responsible for their decrease. They reported seeing more wolves now than in the past. Hunting
wolves was suggested as a method of helping caribou. The HTO is working on plans to manage the
caribou and want the decision on whether to list caribou to be delayed by a number of years.
Participants were worried about their harvest rights, food security and way of life. They felt that listing
would have an indirect effect on harvest quotas, which are too small and restrictive. The community
members in attendance were unanimously against listing Barren-ground Caribou as threatened at
this time.
Cape Dorset/Aiviq
In the response form it submitted, Cape Dorset HTO indicated it is “indifferent” to the proposed listing
of Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. The reason for their response
was that caribou would come back when their food comes back. Eight community members filled in
questionnaires indicating that they do not support the proposed listing. Their reasons included that
Inuit hunt limited tags and there should be more tags, the need for wolf hunters, the need for caribou
meat and that Inuit have hunted caribou their whole lives. A few community members filled out in their
response form that hunting only male caribou means no female can have calves and expressed a
desire to hunt both males and females. During the meeting, participants questioned the accuracy of
the range of Barren-ground Caribou herds shown on the maps and some were concerned that the
caribou are not surveyed often enough. Participants indicated that populations will move to other
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locations once they have eaten all of the vegetation in one spot and that they are not threatened, they
have just moved to another area with food. Others were not sure that caribou populations will cycle
up and down as they have in the past because of all the things that have changed. They were
concerned about the effect of the mines on caribou and want to find ways to protect the caribou from
mining. Participants were also concerned about predation from wolves, and suggested wolf control.
Others were concerned about harassment of caribou by helicopters and airplanes. The importance
of Inuit Qaujimajungit was stressed. Participants also expressed concerns about the possible impact
on Inuit harvesting from SARA-listing.
Hall Beach
Hall Beach HTA did not provide a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. Community members expressed strong concerns about
the lack of Inuit participation and traditional knowledge in the assessment of Barren-ground Caribou.
Community members spoke about the importance of caribou to Inuit. They talked about how caribou
is their main source of food, that they depend on caribou for food, clothing and survival, and how they
have always existed together with caribou. There were significant concerns about their harvest rights,
food security and way of life. Many community members indicated that they believe the caribou
population is going through a natural cycle and will eventually come back on its own. Participants
noted that the caribou have other predators, like wolves, that are also responsible for their decrease,
that fires have had a big impact on caribou, and that disturbance from small planes disrupts caribou
migrations. Some people expressed that animals should not be surveyed and that saying anything
negative about the animals (like that the population is declining) will cause them to go away.
Participants indicated that Inuit know about the land and the caribou, and expressed concern about
outsiders interfering with their wildlife management. One community member expressed concern
about the new practice of selling meat through social media. Another community member expressed
concern about having multiple communities harvesting the same herd, and indicated that the harvest
needs to be regulated in order to coordinate between communities.
Igloolik
Igloolik HTO did not provide a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. Community members spoke about the importance of
caribou to Inuit. They talked about how caribou is their main source of food and that they depend on
caribou for clothing, tradition, and survival. They spoke of the hardship they suffer when they cannot
harvest enough caribou. Participants were worried about their harvest rights and food security; they
see this proposed listing as an additional hardship for their community and traditional way of life. It
was emphasized that Inuit do not take more than they need. Community and HTO members
expressed strong concerns about the lack of Inuit participation and traditional knowledge in the
assessment of Barren-ground Caribou and believe that the caribou population is going through a
natural cycle and will eventually come back on its own. The caribou also follow the food and move to
other locations once they have eaten all of the vegetation in one location. Participants indicated that
Inuit know about the land and the caribou, and expressed concern about outsiders interfering with
their wildlife management. They want the herd to be managed locally, instead of having outsiders
getting involved. Participants also objected to all the herds being combined together for the
assessment and being managed as one group. There was a lack of understanding as to why the
caribou was assessed as Threatened before Special Concern. Some people expressed that the
population numbers were not trustworthy. Participants also commented that the scientific information

24

does not go back far enough. Mining was brought up as a problem for caribou and concerns were
raised about male-only harvests, noting that males are needed to make calves. One community
member talked about how, according to traditional knowledge, it is not good for animals when people
talk about the animals too much.
Iqaluit
In the response form it submitted, Iqaluit HTA indicated it “does not support” the proposed listing of
Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. The reasons for their response
included that they are not sure that their caribou are Barren-ground Caribou, as their caribou are
Baffin Caribou, and even if their caribou are declining they are still working to bring them back.
Additionally, they suggested that the caribou in Nunavut should be listed as “Not at Risk” because we
need better survey information on those herds. During the meeting, community and HTO members
expressed strong concerns about the lack of Inuit participation and traditional knowledge in the
assessment of Barren-ground Caribou and the decision-making process. They would like the
consultation presentation to address what the impacts and benefits of listing would be to Inuit. The
survey methodology is not clear to them, and they believe a herd-by-herd assessment would be much
more relevant. They believe the caribou populations are going through natural cycle and will
eventually go back up on their own. Many were worried about their harvest rights and would like to
see investigation on other threats like predation, industry and impact of research. One community
member indicated that Inuit should receive compensation when there is a restriction or a ban,
because they lose a source of food and income in some cases.
Kimmirut
In the response form it submitted, Kimmirut HTO indicated it “does not support” the proposed listing
of Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. The reasons for their
response included that they already have a quota in the Baffin communities, and they believe the
caribou population in south Baffin has increased. One community member filled in the questionnaire
indicating that they “support” the proposed listing, because there are less caribou everywhere due
to global warming, mining, hunting and other reasons that they do not know about, they also
suggested it could be a cycle. Additionally, they stated that it would not be a good thing if they had
no more caribou and if Barren-ground Caribou are listed it would be appropriate to give them wolf
traps and put a bounty on wolves. This is because wolves are the main predator of caribou, and it is
thought that they kill more caribou than humans. During the meeting, HTO members expressed
strong concern regarding the listing of all Barren-ground Caribou herds as one unit. They believe
South Baffin and North Baffin populations should be considered separately. Several HTO and
community members do not believe the South Baffin population is in decline. They believe caribou
undergo natural cycles of population density. When populations are too abundant the numbers
drop, but increase again when vegetation grows back. Some community members do believe
caribou populations on South Baffin Island are in decline, support the listing, and believe more
survey efforts are required. Some community members do not wish to discuss herds other than
their own. Participants also indicated that they already have a quota system that is respected.
Community members expressed concern related to methods used to survey caribou (e.g. helicopter
use), and suggest using less intrusive methods. Community members identified parasites and
wolves as threats, and expressed an interest in better understanding how parasites (e.g. ticks) have
arrived and how they impact the caribou. HTO and community members expressed concern about
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their harvest rights and the lack of Inuit participation in the listing process. They also indicated that
animals do not belong to us, they belong to themselves. Nobody owns them; they are a part of the
world.
Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board
Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground
Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. In November 2019, ECCC presented at the
QWB AGM with new material aimed at addressing concerns expressed during the first round of
consultations and further clarifying concerns about the proposed listing. Following the presentation,
ECCC staff had an open discussion during which board members and attendees asked questions,
voiced opinions, and shared knowledge about caribou in their area. Following the discussions,
ECCC staff asked board members if they required any follow-up consultations in their communities.
We did not receive any such requests or indications of interest. We followed up with QWB staff
person Dr. Michael Ferguson in February 2020, and received additional questions about the
implications of the proposed listing. ECCC responded to these questions in May 2020, and followed
up in June 2020 asking if there were any more questions and to see if further consultations were
required. We did not receive a response. In February 2021, ECCC staff spoke with Dr. Ferguson
and followed up by email asking if further consultations were required with the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife
Board or the Baffin HTOs, but ECCC staff did not receive a response.
Kugluktuk
Kugluktuk HTA has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. ECCC met with the HTA on two occasions to discuss
the proposed listing. During the first meeting, members expressed strong concerns about the lack
of Inuit participation and traditional knowledge in the assessment of Barren-ground Caribou and the
decision-making process. They expressed a preference for assessments at the herd level, and
were concerned about impacts of SARA’s prohibitions on Inuit harvesting rights and the application
to local management. Members of the HTA raised concerns over increasing wolf and wolverine
populations. During the second meeting, the HTO highlighted the management actions already
taken to support local herds including restricted commercial and sport harvest and that the HTA is
encouraging other sources of country food, such as moose and muskox. They noted that there is
traditional knowledge indicating signs of herd recovery including more twins, more calves and
overall healthy caribou. There were concerns expressed that the listing would affect the
management of Inuit lands and how lands will be protected given devolution. The HTA expressed
interest in multiple approaches to protecting critical habitat including non-stationary options like
mobile protection areas, since calving areas etc. change locations.
Ekaluktutiak/Cambridge Bay and Burnside/Bathurst Inlet (Qinqaut) and Omingmaktok/Bay
Chimo
Ekaluktutiak HTA has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. Omingmaktok HTA and Burnside HTA have also not
provided a position on the proposed listing. ECCC met with the three HTOs based out of
Cambridge Bay on two occasions and met with the public on one occasion to discuss the proposed
listing. During the first meeting, HTA members expressed strong concerns about the lack of Inuit
participation and traditional knowledge in the assessment of Barren-ground Caribou and the
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decision-making process. They also want to be involved in the drafting of the recovery strategy.
HTA and community members would appreciate a herd-by-herd assessment and in their opinion,
their herd is doing fine. HTA and community members have noticed increased predation and would
like to see an incentive for wolf harvest. HTA and community members also expressed concern for
their income from both subsistence and income hunting. During the second meeting, few concerns
were raised about the proposed listing. Questions were asked about how the assessment was
completed (i.e. criteria used by COSEWIC) and about the importance of collared caribou in
calculating estimates. One member was interested in having surveys completed on the wintering
grounds to better understand herd composition when herds overlap. A representative from the
Kitikmeot Inuit Association attended the meeting and asked for clarification around funding for
Barren-ground Caribou once the species is listed.
Spence Bay/Taloyoak
In the response form it submitted, Spence Bay HTA indicated it “does not support” the proposed
listing of Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. The reasons for their
response included that they need more up-dated information, that Barren-ground Caribou benefits
them economically, culturally, spiritually and environmentally and that they do not plan to kill, harm
or harass Barren-ground Caribou. Additionally, they stated that they are in the process of protecting
Boothia from mining and exploration, that all species are impacted by the ecosystem and that they
are one ecosystem with the environment and wildlife. ECCC met with the HTA on two occasions
and held a public meeting once to discuss the proposed listing. During the first round of meetings,
HTA members did not agree with the delineation of the herds as described in COSEWIC’s
assessment. The HTA indicated that the Boothia Peninsula herd extends south of Taloyoak and
mixes with caribou to the south that the COSEWIC assessment describes as a separate herd
(Beverly/Ahiak herd). The HTA considers caribou in the area as all belonging to a single herd, not
separate herds as indicated in the COSEWIC report. HTA and community members identified both
wolves and muskox as threats to the herd and expressed an interest in establishing a harvest
incentive program for wolves. HTA members were interested to know more about threats and
impacts on herds. HTA and community members expressed concerns about their harvest rights and
acknowledged that a growing human population will increase harvest pressure and that it is
necessary to work together to ensure caribou are conserved. HTA and community members
wanted more concrete survey data and caribou population data before providing a position on the
listing. During the second meeting, HTA members had questions around the lack of data for herds
in their area and had concerns about the assessment given the lack of caribou population data for
their area. They expressed concern about disease and an increased muskox population causing
declines in caribou. There were concerns about harvesting rights and the establishment of a Total
Allowable Harvest limit (TAH) after listing. HTA members raised concerns about mining and how to
protect caribou habitat, and wondered whether SARA could assist with habitat protection.
Qutairuruaq/Kugaaruk
In the response form it submitted, Qutairuruaq HTA indicated it “does not support” the proposed
listing of Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. The reasons for their
response included that Barren-ground Caribou are abundant in Nunavut therefore they do not feel
they are threatened, and there is not enough scientific data on the proposed listing of Barrenground Caribou that supports Inuit knowledge. The HTO also stated in their response that Barrenground Caribou have been a source of survival for Inuit for thousands of years and still is, that Inuit
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knowledge is being passed down, and that they don’t over harvest or harass any wildlife. They also
stated that if Barren-ground Caribou were listed it would greatly impact their way of living and asked
us to consider Inuit knowledge on the importance of caribou. ECCC met with the HTA on two
occasions to discuss the proposed listing. During the first meeting, HTA members expressed strong
concerns about the lack of Inuit participation and traditional knowledge in the assessment of
Barren-ground Caribou and the decision-making process. They would appreciate a herd-by-herd
assessment and were not aware of any studies completed in their region. They expressed concern
about harvest restrictions and food security. They also mentioned various reasons why they are
currently seeing less caribou, including increased predation from wolves, more muskox, mining and
associated effects (i.e. chemical, planes/helicopters), climate change causing more icing events,
the natural population cycle of the caribou and disease. During the second meeting, which was
virtual and also held with the Spence Bay HTA, the HTA did not raise any concerns or comments.
Gjoa Haven/Usqsuqtuuq
Gjoa Haven HTA has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. ECCC met with the HTA on one occasion to discuss the
proposed listing. During the meeting, HTA members expressed strong concerns about the lack of
Inuit participation and traditional knowledge in the assessment of Barren-ground Caribou and the
decision-making process. They expressed concerns about caribou declining, as the species is
critical for their way of like and food security. They are interested in collaborating to help the species
recover. They mentioned various reasons why they are currently seeing less caribou, including
increased predation from wolves, wolverine and grizzly bear, more muskox, and from climate
change because it makes caribou more vulnerable to migration on thin ice. They also want to
improve youth education around hunting practices.
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board
In the response form it submitted, the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board indicated it “does not
support” the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk
Act. The reasons for their response included that the information ECCC provided was not enough
for KRWB and the HTOs to make an informed decision and that ECCC did not provide sufficient
evidence that the proposed listing is relevant for all herds (e.g., some are declining while others
increasing). Additionally, they stated that biological surveys reporting abundance estimates and
trends are herd specific and that the reliability of trend data on each herd varies, with herds being
managed individually. KRWB also stated that it is unclear how the proposed listing incorporates or
considers Inuit traditional knowledge, Inuit Quajimajatuqangit and/or socioeconomic impacts in the
Kitikmeot region, and that consultations with Inuit traditional knowledge holders and elders were
inadequate (did not include all affected Kitikmeot communities). Finally, they also stated that it
should be made clear how the proposed listing and SARA affects or at a minimum influences Inuit
rights to hunting and relationships to caribou. In March 2021, ECCC attended the KRWB AGM to
present on the proposed listing, collect feedback and communicate next steps and timelines for
submission to the NWMB. Unfortunately, due to connection issues, the KRWB was not able to
connect to Zoom and ECCC was not able to present virtually to the board. Instead, ECCC gave a
brief update on the current status of consultations with HTOs in the Kitikmeot, which at the time
were ongoing, and ECCC indicated its intent to make a June 2021 submission to NWMB for a
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decision on the SARA-listing proposal. It was communicated by KRWB members attending the
AGM that ECCC should continue to meet at the HTO level for consultations.
Kitikmeot Inuit Association
Kitikmeot Inuit Association has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground
Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. ECCC did not meet with KIA individually, but
did invite them to attend meetings within the region. Kikitmeot Inuit Association attended the second
meetings that ECCC had with Kugluktuk HTA, Ekaluktutiak HTA, Omingmaktok HTA, Burnside
HTA, Spence Bay HTA and Qutairuruaq HTA.
Aqiggiag/Rankin Inlet/Kangiqtiniq
Aqiggiag HTO has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. ECCC met with the HTO on two occasions to discuss
the proposed listing. During the first meeting, HTO members asked if IQ was included in the
COSEWIC report and asked how the COSEWIC committees are formed. They would also
appreciate a herd-by-herd assessment and they were not aware of any studies done in their region.
The HTO expressed seeing an increase in predation, with more wolves and grizzlies being seen
than before. Additionally, they want to be involved in drafting the recovery strategy and expressed
that management plans already in place in some regions should be recognized. Some members
also agreed to the listing of the Barren-ground Caribou. During the second meeting, we heard from
the HTO members that they are very worried about potential harvest restrictions and that they are
very apprehensive of losing control over the management plan of their own herd. They believe they
have a good management plan in place and that it is enough for now. The HTO desired to have a
third meeting with ECCC, however the meeting had to be cancelled and was unable to be
rescheduled.
Arviat
Arviat HTO has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. ECCC met with the HTO on two occasions to discuss
the proposed listing. At the first meeting, members expressed various reasons why they have
observed less caribou than before including: sport hunting south of Arviat, migration routes
changing, increased predation (wolves, grizzly bears, and wolverines), moose habitat range
extending into their region and changing hunting practices. Due to scheduling challenges for the
second meeting, Mitch Campbell (Government of Nunavut regional caribou biologist) presented
ECCC’s presentation on ECCC’s behalf, and ECCC staff participated by phone. There were
concerns about helicopters disturbing caribou, the lack of wolf hunting, the sport hunting of large
bulls and a desire to protect calving areas and migration corridors.
Issatik/Whale Cove
In the response form it submitted, Issatik HTO indicated it “does not support” the proposed listing of
Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. The reason for their response
is that the HTO disagrees with the COSEWIC assessment of Threatened, and believes it should be
Special Concern. ECCC met with the HTO on two occasions to discuss the proposed listing. During
the first meeting, they mentioned various reasons why they see less caribou than before: increased
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predation (eagles, wolverines), more muskox, increased disease (Brucellosis), increased mining,
and the natural cycle of caribou populations. During the second meeting, the HTO members
expressed the need to coordinate Inuit responses to ECCC to coordinate input and information. The
members also expressed that the wolves are learning to use the Meadowbank road to hunt caribou
more intensively and the HTO would like collars to measure the effects of the road on caribou.
Aiviit/Coral Harbour
In the email ECCC received, Aiviit HTO indicated it “does not support” the proposed listing of
Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. ECCC met with the HTA on
two occasions to discuss the proposed listing. During the first meeting, which was a joint public and
HTA meeting, both community members and the HTA were concerned about mining activity and
identified industry as one of the main threats to caribou. Community members also identified climate
change as an on-going threat to caribou. Some community members believe caribou numbers
increase and decrease, but will always come back. Community members also expressed interest in
knowing current local caribou numbers, particularly on Coats Island. There was a concern
expressed that the lag time between caribou surveys and results is too long. The community
members and HTA would like to be informed of the health of the herds more quickly, so they can
better manage their harvest. Community and HTA members expressed interest in knowing how
caribou herds across Canada were doing, and how they were being managed. Additionally, HTA
and community members expressed that they were taught how to manage and respect caribou.
During the second meeting, which was only with the HTA, the members expressed that IQ says
caribou populations naturally go up and down. They also expressed that sport hunts should be
regulated more closely and that the Southampton herd is a great example of a good management
plan.
Arviq/Naujaat
In the response form it submitted, Arviq HTO indicated it “does not support” the proposed listing of
Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. One community member filled
in the questionnaire indicating that they “do not support” the proposed listing, because there is a
good population with the Wager Bay herd, and that other populations are at risk. They also stated
that this recommendation should be considered by populations that are at risk, not populations that
are doing well. ECCC met with the HTO on two occasions to discuss the proposed listing. The first
meeting was a joint public and HTO meeting. Community members wanted to see local
management of the herd. They did not like having their caribou lumped in with other herds across
Canada as part of the assessment of Barren-ground Caribou or in future recovery plans. Some
people expressed that the population numbers and survey methodology are not trustworthy, and
that the range maps may not be correct. Some people indicated that the caribou in the area are
currently doing well and are not declining. People were also worried about their harvest rights and
food security. The second meeting was only with the HTO and they expressed that they see
changes in their herds (migration timing and routes) but that their herd is healthy.
Aqigiq/Chesterfield Inlet
Aqigiq HTO has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as
Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. ECCC met with the HTO on two occasions to discuss
the proposed listing. During the first meeting, HTO members asked if IQ was included in the
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COSEWIC report and asked how the COSEWIC committees are formed. They mentioned that
caribou have other predators, like wolves, grizzlies and wolverines that are also responsible for their
decrease. They expressed concern about their harvest rights and some have noticed the caribou
have recently started to increase in the area. At the second meeting, the HTO expressed interest in
seeing GN’s 2018 survey data, and they indicated that they would need to discuss the issues
further on their own before providing comments to ECCC.
Baker Lake
Baker Lake HTO verbally communicated that they do not support the proposed listing of Barrenground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. ECCC met with the HTO on two
occasions to discuss the proposed listing. During the first meeting, the HTO members expressed
strong concerns about the lack of Inuit participation and traditional knowledge in the assessment of
Barren-ground Caribou and the decision-making process. They would like to see an Inuit
representative on the COSEWIC committee. They also expressed concerns about their harvest
rights and food security. HTO members expressed not seeing the Qamanirjuaq herd for a long time,
and mentioned potential causes of the caribou decline, including changing migration routes, natural
cycle of the caribou population, forest fires, and increased predation. They want the recovery
strategy to be developed cooperatively with all implicated jurisdictions, and expressed that there
should be extra attention to protect migration routes. During the second meeting, the HTO members
indicated that community members should be more involved through the use of training and
capacity building. There were questions about the recovery planning process, and how coordination
would occur between all co-management partners across the entire Barren-ground Caribou range.
HTO members expressed appreciation for the time to reflect on and understand the issues prior to
making a decision. There were also some concerns about the harvest restrictions. Past negative
experiences with caribou harvest quotas and Polar Bear made HTO members very apprehensive of
the impact that listing could have on their harvest rights.
Kivalliq Wildlife Board
Kivalliq Wildlife Board has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou
as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. In November 2019, ECCC presented at the KWB
AGM with new material aimed at addressing outstanding concerns, to further clarify concerns about
the proposed listing, and to seek guidance on the need for further consultations. Following the
presentation, we had an open discussion during which board members and attendees asked
questions, voiced opinions, and shared knowledge about caribou in their area. Following the
discussions, we were told that additional meetings in the Kivalliq region would be needed. Kivalliq
Wildlife Board attended the second meetings ECCC had with Aqiggiag HTO, Arviat HTO and Aiviit
HTO.
Kivalliq Inuit Association
Kivalliq Inuit Association has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barren-ground
Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. ECCC met with the Kivalliq Inuit Association
on February 7th 2020. Kivalliq Inuit Association has completed many consultations and analyses, as
demonstrated by the comments they have collected. Their detailed reports are a good record of
caribou management in the region. We heard from Kivalliq Inuit Association that many Inuit rely on
caribou to eat, it is one of their main sources of food. We also heard that the use of traditional

31

knowledge is very important, rather than just using consultations and that ECCC needs to make
sure to use it properly. It was noted that harvest pressure has increased in the Kivalliq due to meat
sales to regions with harvest quotas. Kivalliq Inuit Association suggested that mobile protection
measures are required for caribou and that density analyses could indicate where the herds are
which would allow for temporary road closures so caribou can cross. Kivalliq Inuit Association also
stated that hunting is not a major threat, because it is logistically challenging and requires capacity
(skidoo, sled, fuel, etc.) that many Inuit can not afford and it means only one or two caribou can be
carried back. They also expressed that the government needs to put more resources into
investigating the causes of decline, especially on the impact of mines and other developments on
caribou populations. In a follow up conversation in March 2021, Kivalliq Inuit Association noted that
they cannot provide aposition on the proposed listing and that ECCC should contact Nunavut
Tunngavik Incorporated.
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated has not provided a position on the proposed listing of Barrenground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. ECCC worked closely with NTI
following the first round of consultations to modify the consultation approach and review
presentation materials, in order to respond to questions and concerns that were raised during the
first round. To help build capacity for Inuit engagement regarding the SARA-listing proposal, ECCC
also developed a funding agreement with NTI to facilitate internal dialogue amongst Inuit
communities and organizations on caribou management and conservation. ECCC invited NTI to
attend meetings and they were able to attend the meetings with Iqaluit HTO and Aqiggiag HTO in
the first round of meetings, and Kugluktuk HTA, Ekaluktutiak HTA, Omingmaktok HTA, Burnside
HTA, Spence Bay HTA, Qutairuruaq HTA and Aqiggiag HTO in the second round.
Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board
In the written response we received, BQCMB indicated it “supports” the proposed listing of Barrenground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. BQCMB came to this decision as a
result of discussions with ECCC and its decision is in part based upon the assurance that the listing
would not infringe on Indigenous harvesting rights and that there would be a legal Duty to Consult if
any infringement of harvest rights is contemplated in the future. Their expectation is that full and
meaningful consultation would be undertaken prior to any impact to harvest rights. BQCMB expects
the Recovery Strategy to incorporate Indigenous Knowledge and to focus on outlining measures
required to reduce threats to Barren-ground Caribou and their habitat, identify critical habitat,
develop stewardship and education objectives, and use existing caribou conservation plans and
strategies. They also wish to be involved in the recovery planning process. ECCC held two inperson meetings with BQCMB in May 2018 and May 2019. BQCMB staff presented updates to the
Board at its November 2018 and November 2019 meetings. BQCMB submitted questions to the
Species at Risk Public Registry in January and October 2019, and submitted an update directly to
ECCC staff in December 2019. ECCC provided a 19-page written response, addressing questions
on the implications of listing on harvesting rights, consultation and recovery planning. BQCMB
representatives were also in attendance at the Kivalliq Wildlife Board AGM on October 23, 2019,
and Kivalliq HTO chairs also sit on the BQCMB. Representatives from the BQCMB were supportive
of the approach and the material that was presented at the Kivalliq Wildlife Board AGM in October
2019.
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Government of Nunavut
In the written response we received, the GN indicated it “does not support” the proposed listing of
Barren-ground Caribou as Threatened under the Species at Risk Act. The reasons for their
response included that caribou populations are cyclical, and many herds are known to be near or at
the low point of their cycle, and being at the low point of their cycle does not mean they are at risk.
Additionally, the potential threats to caribou populations include harvesting, habitat loss and climate
change, however, the COSEWIC assessment does not present evidence that these potential
threats are the cause of the decline in population size. Finally, the GN states that existing legal and
other management tools and initiatives in Nunavut can adequately address the declines and
recovery of the Barren-ground Caribou herds. ECCC did not have a consultation meeting
specifically with only the GN; however, ECCC has worked closely with GN staff and has been in
constant communication with them throughout the consultation process. ECCC worked closely with
GN following the first round of consultations to modify the consultation approach and review
presentation materials, in order to respond to questions and concerns that were raised during the
first round. Although the GN was only able to attend the meetings with the Pond Inlet HTO, Igloolik
HTO, Iqaluit HTO, Kugluktuk HTA, Spence Bay HTA, Arviat HTO, Arviq HTO, Aqigiq HTO and
Baker Lake HTO in the first round, they were able to attend all meetings in the second round of
consultations.

E. Accommodations
During its consultations in Nunavut on the proposed SARA-listing of Barren-ground Caribou (20182021), ECCC has endeavoured to accommodate the concerns, feedback, and requests raised by Inuit
communities and organizations, in a number of ways that are highlighted below.
Additional Meetings
During the first round of consultations, a number of common questions and concerns about the
proposed listing were raised by communities and HTOs, which indicated that further consultation
meetings may be warranted. To accommodate these concerns and to ensure that questions were
adequately addressed, it was decided that ECCC would conduct further consultations in Nunavut.
Through discussions with NTI and GN, ECCC developed a plan to consult with the regional wildlife
boards at their fall 2019 annual general meetings (AGM), in order to provide an update on consultations
to date and seek guidance on the need for further consultations in each region. This led to ECCC
presenting at the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board and Kivalliq Wildlife Board AGMs in the fall of 2019, and an
additional round of meetings within the Kivalliq (2020) and Kitikmeot (2021) regions, including a
meeting with the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board (2021). ECCC worked closely with GN and NTI to
modify the consultation approach and review presentation materials, in order to respond to questions
and concerns that were raised during the first round. Presentation materials were adapted to provide
additional information and emphasis to address outstanding concerns and clarify common
misconceptions and questions about the proposed SARA-listing. This meant additional, meaningful
consultations, and the ability to answer any outstanding concerns and questions.
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Providing Detailed Responses to Questions
Through the consultation process, three organizations (Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board, the Beverly and
Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board and the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board) posed detailed
questions about the listing process and what would happen if Barren-ground Caribou were listed as
Threatened under SARA. ECCC was able to provide detailed answers all of the questions posed. In the
case of the BQCMB, there was a back-and-forth dialogue to clarify BQCMB’s questions and to provide
a clear response. This dialogue led to both parties becoming more informed, and led to the BQCMB
being able to determine their position on the proposed listing. In addition, during each consultation
meeting, ECCC staff had open, in-depth discussions during which board members and attendees
asked questions, voiced opinions, and shared knowledge about caribou in their area.
Adapting Presentations
During the first round of consultations, it became clear that ECCC’s presentation materials needed
improvement to anticipate and address key questions and concerns raised by HTOs and communities
(e.g. implications for Inuit harvest). Before our second round of meetings, ECCC worked closely with
NTI and GN to create a more clear and understandable presentation. Presentation materials were
adapted to provide additional information and emphasis to address outstanding concerns and clarify
common misconceptions and questions about the proposed SARA-listing. Additional information and
emphasis was included regarding summaries of previous consultation feedback; COSEWIC’s
assessment process and the SARA-listing processes; the role of IQ and Inuit involvement; Inuit harvest
rights and wildlife management processes under the Nunavut Agreement; the potential benefits of
listing Barren-ground Caribou under SARA; and local herd information. This meant a more focused and
individualized presentation for each community and led to a more meaningful discussion of the SARAlisting proposal.
Inviting Experts
During the first round of consultations, HTOs and communities were interested in hearing specific,
herd-related information beyond ECCC’s mandate that ECCC staff were unable to answer. For
subsequent consultations, GN regional biologists were invited to attend ECCC’s meetings to provide
information related to local herds, survey data and methodology specific to the area, and other topic
areas related to GN’s mandate, and to help to explain the respective management roles of GN and
ECCC. This accommodated the requests for herd specific information that ECCC received and led to a
more meaningful discussion in which HTO members could discuss a more complete picture of caribou
management, beyond just ECCC’s mandate for SARA.
Collaboration with Partners
Throughout the consultations, ECCC worked collaboratively with partner organizations in Nunavut, and
staff from GN, NWMB, NTI, Regional Inuit Associations, RWOs, Parks Canada, ere invited to attend
ECCC’s consultation meetings, and attended when feasible. In addition, ECCC developed a funding
agreement with NTI to facilitate internal dialogue amongst Inuit communities and organizations on
caribou management and conservation in an effort to help build capacity for Inuit engagement
regarding the SARA-listing proposal

34

Delayed Submission to NWMB
Due to the need for additional consultation meetings in Nunavut, the initial consultation period for the
SARA-listing proposal, ending October 2018, was extended significantly. The extension of the
consultation period allowed for more in-depth engagement with HTOs and other partners to occur.
Similarly, ECCC delayed its submission to NWMB on this topic for a decision, to allow adequate time to
address concerns and questions, and to allow partners sufficient time to develop their views and
positions on the SARA-listing proposal. This allowed more time for HTOs and other organizations to
engage and determine their position with their constituents.
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Appendices
Appendix A. Consultation Materials
See attached.
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Appendix B. Full Meeting Notes
See attached.
Baffin Region Full Meeting Notes
Pangnirtung
Qikiqtarjuak
Clyde River
Pond Inlet/Mittimatalik
Arctic Bay/Ikajutit
Cape Dorset/Aiviq
Hall Beach
Igloolik
Iqaluit
Kimmirut
Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board - DNE
Kitikmeot Region Full Meeting Notes
Round 1:
Kugluktuk
Ekaluktutiak/Cambridge Bay and Burnside/Bathurst Inlet and Omingmaktok/Bay Chimo
Spence Bay/Taloyoak
Qutairuruaq /Kugaaruk
Gjoa Haven/Usqsuqtuuq
Round 2:
Kugluktuk
Ekaluktutiak/Cambridge Bay and Burnside/Bathurst Inlet and Omingmaktok/Bay Chimo
Spence Bay/Taloyoak and Qutairuruaq /Kugaaruk
Kivalliq Region Full Meeting Notes
Aqiggiag/Rankin Inlet/Kangiqtiniq
Arviat
Issatik/Whale Cove
Aiviit/Coral Harbour
Arviq/Naujaat
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Aqigiq/Chesterfield Inlet
Baker Lake
Kivalliq Inuit Association
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Appendix C. HTO Response Forms and Letters Received
See attached for Questionnaires and Letters.
Clyde River – Indifferent
Aiviq – Indifferent
Amaruk (Iqaluit) – Do Not Support
Mayakalik – Do Not Support
Spence Bay (Taloyoak) – Do Not Support
Kurtairojuark – Do Not Support
Issatik (Whale Cove) – Do Not Support (Consider Special Concern, not Threatened)
Coral Harbour – Do Not Support
Arviq – Do Not Support
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Appendix D. Public Response Forms and Letters Received
See attached for Public Response Forms and Letters Received.
Clyde River – 1 Indifferent
Aiviq – 8 Do Not Supports
Kimmirut – 1 Support
Naujaat – 1 Do Not Support
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Appendix E. Organizations – Letters Received
See attached for Letters Received.
Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board – Support
Government of Nunavut – Do Not Support
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board – Do Not Support
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Appendix F. Schedule of Consultations in Other Regions
See attached for Schedule of Consultations in Other Regions .
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Appendix G. Raw Consultation Feedback
See attached for Raw Consultation Feedback.
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Naitumik Uqauhiq
Ahiaqmi maniqami Tuktut ilitugiyauhimayut Kayaknaqniiliqniginik uumayut Kamitiuyumit
Qanuriniginit Amiqnaqhiyunik Uumayunik Kanatami (COSEWIC) November-mi 2016-mi
agitaumayumik amigainigit ikikligaalakmata. Atuqata COSEWIC-kut atuqtainit, Ahiaqmi maniqami
Tuktut ilituqhaqtaulaaqtuugaluit Amiqnaqhiniginik kihiani igataqturiyaugitut taja munarijutiqatiriit
akhuurutainit Kavamanit, uumayunik munariyinik katimayinit nunagiyauyunilu, pijutaukmalu
Ahiaqmi Tuktut takuyaugituyaaqmata nuquliqniginik taja. Amigainiqhat Ahiaqmi maniqami Tuktut
amihuaqyuit takuyauhimaliqtut agiyumik ikiklivalianiginik 1990-mit. Humiliqaa Kanatami, Ahiaqmi
maniqami Tuktut ikikligiaqhimayut qanituani 2-milianit atuni atulihaaqnigini 1990-ukiut uvuga 8hanatausinut 2016-mi – 56.8%-mik ikikligiaqhimayut pigahuni kiguliriini (akungani 1989-mit 2016mut). Qaganuaq amigainiginik naunaiyautit, COSEWIC-kut ilituqhautaanit, huli ikiklivalianiginik
ilagini amihuaqyukni, ukunanilu Kivaliqhiani Ahiaqmi, Qigaukmi, Ualiqhianilu amihuaqyuit.
Ikikliliqniaqata uumayut Nugunahuquuqniarunaqhiyut ukua ihumaluknaqnigit ihuaqhilraaqtinagit.
Atulaaqtut ihumaluknaqnigit Ahiami maniqami Tuktut ilaqaquqtuq: hilamit hilaplu aalaguqnigit
aktuqniqaqtuq niqikhainik qahaktunik, tuktutuqpaktunik umayunit, kumavaluknit aaniarutinilu;
havakviuyunit qiniqhiayunit pivaliajutinilu; ahiruqtiqniginik nunagiyait ukiiviit napaaqtut
ikulaaqniginit amigaiqpalianiganilu inuqaqniginik hanimikni; amigaiqpalianiginilu inuit
piyumayauvalianiginiklu amigainiqhanit tuktut niqait.
Ilagani Uumayut Ihumaluknaqhiyunik Maligaqyuaq (SARA), kavamatuqani Ministauyuq
Avatiliqiniqmik uqaqatiqariaqaqtuq ilauyariaqaqtunik aviktuqhimayunit, ukiuqtaqtunit uumayuniklu
munariyiuyunik katimayinik ihuaqhaigiaqtinagit atuliquyauyumik Ataniqpakmit Katimayini
naamaginiaqniqagu COSEWIC-kut ilituqhauta ilaliutilugilu Ahiaqmi maniqami Tuktut SARA-mut
Ihumaluknaqhiniganik uumayut. Atuqniqatiaqtuq itqaiyaami ihumaliurutiqaqhimagitut uumiga
SARA-kut titiraqtaunigini atulirumayauyunik ublumimut.
Atuqniqatiaqtuq itqaiyaagani ihumaliurutiqagituq pijutauyunik SARA-mi titiraqhimayuni
atulirumayamik atuqhimaginmat ublumimut. Kagiqhijutimut kanatami Ministauyuup atuliqiya
pijutauyumik SARA-mi titiraqnigani atulirumayauyumi, Avatiliqiyit Hilaplu Aalaguqniganik
Kanatami (ECCC) uqaqatiqaqtut Agunahuaqtinik Naniriaqtuqtiniklu Timiuyunik, Nunami
Uumayuliqiyit Timiuyunit, nunagiyauyunit, ahiinilu timiuyunit (ajikutainik Nunavumi Tungavik
Timiuyumit, Nunani Inuit Katimayiinit, Kivaliqhiani Ahiaqmilu Tuktut Munarinigagut Katimayit)
Nunavumi 2018-mit 2021-mut. Pijutauniga uqaqatiriigutit ima: 1) uqatiariagani COSEWIC-kut
ilituqhautaa, SARA-mi naunaipkutinik titiraqnigini, ihumagiyaunigalu naunaipkutinugiagani
Maniqami Tuktut Ihumaluknaqniginik uumayut ilagani SARA-mi; 2) katitiriagani uqauhiuyut, ahiilu
hivuniqhijutit, ilitariyauhimayulu ihumagiyait uqautauyunik ilauyunik pijutauyunik SARA-kut
naunaiyautinugiagani atulirumayaanik, qauyimayaagani kavamatuqani Ministauyup atuliquyainik
Ataniqpakmut Katimayini; unalu 3) kiuyaagani apiqutauyut ihumaluutauyulu uqauhiuyut.
Ilagani Nunavumi Agiqatiriigutip, ECCC-kut uqaqatiqaqtut Agunahuaqtinik Naniriaqtuqtiniklu
Timiuyunik (HTO), Nunami Uumayuliqiyinik Timiuyunik (RWO), Nunavumi nunagiyauyunik,
ahiiniklu timiuyunik pinahuaqtinagit ihumaliurunmik Nunavumi Uumayuliqiyit Katimayiinit
(NWMB). Hivuani uqaqatiriiliriaqnigini, ECCC-kut uqauhiqaqhimayut uqaqatiriigutinik
upalugaiyautimik
NWMB-kunut
piyumahimavlutiklu
NWMB-kunit
atulirumayainik
uqaqatiriigutikhamik pigiarunmik (December-mi 2017-mi). Hivuniqhijutinik qanuriliniginik
uqauqauliqpaktut qaguguraagat NWMB-kunut uqaqatiriiktilugit havauhiqmi (March-mi 2019-mi
March-milu 2020-mi), ECCC-kulu havaqatiqatiaqhimayut Kavamanik Nunavumi (GN) Nunavut

Tungavik Timiuyuqlu (NTI) ihuaqhivaaliriagani uqaqatiriikniut pigiarutauyuq kiguani hivuliup
uqaqatiriikniriyainit. Uqaqatiriiktilugit, ECCC-kut havaqatiqatiaqtut ikayuqtimiknik timiuyunik
Nunavumi, havaktiniklu ikayuqtinit timiuyunit (NWMB-kunit, NTI-kunit) Nunani Inuit Katimayiinit,
RWO-nilu taimaitunit) qaitquyauhimayut ilauyaagani ECCC-kut uqaqatiriiknigini katimayutini,
ilaugiaqlutiklu ayuqnaitkagat. Ikayuriagani ayuruiqpaaliriagani Inuit upitaagani pijutauyunik
SARA-mi titiraqtauniginik atulirumayauyumik, ECCC-kut ihuaqhaihimayulu manikhaakhanik
agiqatiriigutimik NTI-kulu aulapkariagani timiuyumi uqaqatiriiknigit ukua Inuit Nunagiyainit
timiuyunilu tuktut munarinigagut nugutailijutikhaniklu havauhiqnik.
Uqaqatiriikniq
January 25-mi 2018-mi, titiraqhimayut uqaqatiriigutit hanahimayut tuniuqhaktauhimayut
nunagiyauyunut ikayuqtinulu uqautauyunik uqaqatiriiknikut upalugaiyaunmi. ECCC-kut
katimapkaiyut hivuliqmik uqaqatiriikniqmik February-mit 2018-mi February-mut 2019-mi
Qigiqtaalukmi, Kivaliqni, Qitiqmiunilu nunani. HTO-guyut nunagiyauyumi ataniqtuitilugit
uumayunik munarinigagut atuni nunagiyauyumi, ECCC-kut uqaqvigiyait HTO-kut atuni Nunavumi
nunagiyauyumi iluaniitunik Maniqami Tuktut haguviini. ECCC-kut uqaqatiriiknikut katimanigit
HTO-kulu atuqhimayut HTO-kuni ilauyunik piyumagagatalu, inuit katipkaqhugit atuqhimayut
hivuliqmi uqaqatiriigutini. Atuni katimaniqmi, ECCC-kut uqaqhimayut hivuniqhijutikhanik
uqatiariagani COSEWIC-mi ilituqhaut, SARA-mi titiraqniginik havauhiq, qanuriliniaqmagaalu
titirariagani Maniqami Tuktut Ihumaluknaqniginik umayunik ilagani SARA-guyup.
Kiguani hivuliup uqaqatiriiknigini, ECCC-kut havaqatiqatiaqhimayut GN-kunik, NTI-kuniklu
ihuaqhariagani uqaqatiriiknikut pigiarutauyuq ihivriuqlugilu uqautauyut hanahimayut, ila
kiuvagiagani apiqutauyut ihumaluutauyulu uqautauhimayut hivuliqmik katimagamik. Uqautauyut
hanahimayut ihuaqhaqhimayut pipkaiyaagani ilagiarutinik hivuniqhijutikhanik uqautauluaqhutiklu
ihuaqhiyaagani havaariyauhimagitut ihumaluutauyut naunaiyatiariaganilu amihunit nalaumagitut
Ihumagiyauyut apiqutauyulu atulirumayauyumik SARA-kuni titiraqhimayunik. Ilagiarutit
hivuniqhijutit ilauhimayut uqautautiaqhutiklu naitumik uqautauyut hivuani uqaqatiriikniginit
tuhaqtauyut; COSEWIC-kut ilituqhainikut havauhia SARA-kulu titiraqniginik havauhiuyut; ilaunigit
IQ-guyuup Inuilu ilaunigit; Inuit agunahuaqnikut ihumaqhuutait umayulu munarinigagut
havauhiuyut ilagani Nunavumi Agiqatiriigunmi; atulaaqtut nakurutauyut titiraqnignik Maniqami
Tuktut ilagani SARA-mi; nunagiyaumi amihuaqyuknik hivuniqhijutit. Uqaqatiriiktilugit NTI-kulu GNkulu, ECCC-kut ihuaqhaiyimayut upalugaiyaunmik uqaqatiriyaagani nunani umayuliqiyit katimayit
ukiakhami katimanigani 2019-mi aipagutuaraagat katimaqyuaqnigini (AGM), pipkaiyaagani
qanurilivalianiganik uqaqatiriikniqmit ublumimut pinahuariaganilu maliruakhamik huli
uqaqatiriigutikhanik atuni nunani. ECCC-kut ilauhimayut Kivaliqni Qigiqtaalukmilu Umayuliqiyit
Katimayit AGM-giyaini ukiakhami 2019-mi, kihiani ayuqhaqmata ilauyaamikni Qitiqmiuni Nunami
Umayuliqiyit Katimayit AGM-gani 2019-mi kanatami vutiqniganit. Kivalikni Umayuliqiyit Katimayit
AGM-giyani, uqautauyuq ilagiarutikhat katimanigit Kivalikni nunami aturiaqaqniginik, tuuklianiklu
katimaniginik atuqhimayut HTO-kulu Kivaliqni nunami February-mi 2020-mi. Uqaqatiriigutinit
KRWB-kut Nunami Ihuakhaiyialu, uqautauyuq ilagiarutikhat katimanigit Qitiqmiuni nunami
aturiaqaqniginiklu.
Piyugauniganik
Qalakyuaqnik-19-mit
atuquyaugitut,
qaritauyakut
katimaniginik atuqhimayut tamaini kihiani atauhiugituq Qitiqmiuni nunami HTO-guyuq January-mi
2021-mit June-mut 2021-mi. ECCC-kut ilauhimakmiyulu Qitiqmiuni Nunami Umayuliqiyit
Katimayit AGM-giyaanik March-mi 2021-mi pipkaiyaagani naitumik qanuriliniganik taja
uqaqatiriigutit Qitiqmiuni, atuqhimaaqmata taja. Piqagituq tuukhiqtuunmik ilagiarutikhanik
katimaniqnik Qigiqtaalukmi Umayuliqiyit Katimayiinit. Uqaqatiriiknikut katimanigit ilagiyainilu

timiuyut (ila NTI-kut, Nunami Inuit Katimayiit, Ahiaqmi Qamaniqyuamilu Tuktut Munarinigagut
Katimayit) atuqhimayut akungani 2018-mit 2021-mut.
Atuqtilugit uqaqatiriigutit, ECCC-kut ihuaqhaqhimayaat pigiarutigiyaqtik pipkaivlutiklu qafinik
atuqtakhanik nakuutqiyamik ihuaqhariagani ihumaluutauyut, kiujutauyut, tuukhiqtauyulu Inuit
nunagiyainit timigiyainilu. Ukua atuqtakhat ilaqaqtut ilagiarutikhanik katimayaagani, pipkainiqmik
uqatiaqhimayunik
kiujutinik
tamaini
apiqutauyunik
piyauhimayunik,
ahiaguqniginik
ihuaqhaqniginiklu uqautauyut atuqlugit kiujutauyut piyauhimayut, qaitqulugit ayugitut
katimaniqnut, havaqatigilugit ikayuqtit, kiguvariaqniganiklu pivikhaqaqniganik tuniyauniganik
NWMB-kunut ihumaliurutikhaanik.
Qanuriliniginik
Atuqtilugu atuni uqaqatiriiknikut katimaniq, ECCC-kuni havaktut akmaiyut uqaqatiriigutinik
talvuuna katimayini ilauyut katimaqatauyulu apiqutiqaqtut, tuhaqtitugit ihumagiyatik,
uqauhirivlugilu qauyimayatik tuktunik nunagiyamikni. Ilauyut piquyauyut pipkaiyaagani uqauhiqnik
ahiinik
hivuniqhijutikhanik
ihuaqtumikluniit
ihimagiyamik
SARA-kut
titiraqniginik
aturumayauyumik. Kiguani atuni katimaniup, ECCC-kut ihuaqhaihimayut katimaniqmik naitumik
uqauhiuyunik, HTO-lu pipkaqtauyut pivikhaqariagani ihivriuriagani taimainiginiklu uqaqlutik
naitumik uqauhiuyunik iniqtiqtaugiaqtinagit. Aalatqiit amihunit uqautauyut ihumaluutauyulu
piyauhimayut
uqaqatiriiktilugit.
Ihumaluutauluaqtut
uqautauyut
ikiniqhanit
50%-mit
nunagiyauyunit humiliqaa tamainit nunanit ilaqaqtut tuktut humiiniginik aalaguqpaliaginaqniganik;
tuktunik
niqiqaqtut
umayut
amiqnaqluaqniginik
ikiklivialiajutauniginiklu
uqauhiuyut;
aturiaqaqniganiklu
Inuit
ilauniginik
tamaini
havauhiuyuni
SARA-kut
havauhiani
atuqniqatiaqniganiklu IQ-guyuq tamaini havauhiuyuni SARA-kut havaagani; ukua tuktut
amihuaqyuit
inmikni
amigainigit
aalaguqataqpakniginik;
aturiaqaqniga
amihuaqyuit
qanurilivaliaginik; ukua tuktut ikiklivaliaginiginik; atulaaqtunik atuquyaugitunik aguniaqnikut
ihumaqhuutit; ikituniklu kagiqhimaniginik SARA-kut havauhiinik. Ilagiarutikhat uqautauyut
ikitqiyanik 50%-mit nunagiyauyunit tamaitaugitunilu nunanit, agiqatiriigutaugitulu naunaiyautit
havauhiuniginik; agiqatiriigutauginigit taja maliruakhat, atuquyaugitut amigainigilu aguyauyukhat;
ihariagiyauniga hivuniqhivaalirutikhanik ikayuriagani ihumaliurutit (tamaini qavlunaanit
naunaiyautit IQ-milu); takuyauyuq amigaiqniginik ikiklivalianigilu nunani tuktut; ihumaluutauyut
naunaiyaiyit iqhitaariyut tuktunik; Inuilu agunahuaqnigit ihuaqtumik atuqpagiagani.
Qanurilivalianigit takuyaulaaqtut aaliuyumi, amigaitqiyalu uqatiarutit qahaktut Uiguani 4-mi
Naitumik Uqauhiuyunik Tuhaqtauyut. Ukua ikayuqtit tunihihimayut kiujutimiknik ilauyut aaliuyumi
kihiani takuyaulaaqtut Uiguani 4-mi.
Kiujuvauyuup Qanirutuuniga
Ikayugituq
Qitiqmiuni Nunami
Umayuliqiyit Katimayit

Ikayuqtuq

Ihumagiyaqagituq

-

-

BQCMB-kut

-

X

-

Kavamat Nunavumi

X
Iqalukni, Kimirutmi,
Taluyuani, Kurairojuarkut,
Issatikut, Aiviitkut,
Arviqkut, Qamaniqyuami
Aiviq-kunit (Kigaqni) (8).
Naujaanit (Arviq-kut) (1)

-

-

-

Kagiqturaapikmi,
Kigaqnilu

Kimmirutmit (1)

Kagiqturaapikmit (1)

Umayuliqiyit Katimayit

Agunahuaqtit Naniriaqtuqtilu
Timigiyait
Nunagiyauyumi Kiujutit

Tamaita timiuyut HTO-kulu tunihigitkaluaqhutik ihuaqhaqhimayumik ihumagiyamiknik, ECCC-kut
pihimayut huli ihuingaumayunik uqauhiuyunik, apiqutinik tuhaqtijutiniklu uqaqatiriikniqmi
katimatilugit, pijutauyunik ihumagiyainik Inuit ukuniga SARA-kut titirarumayainik atulirumayanik.
Inuit timigiyait upihimayut akmaumayuni ihumatiarutini uqaqaqatiriigutinik ECCC-kulu
uqauhiriyaagani ihumagiyatik tautuktatiklu atulirumayauyumik.
Ilagiyaani unipkaaq ilagiyauyulu naitumik uqauhiuyut qanuriliniginik Nunavumi uqaqatiriigutinit.
Una makpiraaq tuniyauliqtuq NWMB-kunut ihumaliuriagani atulirumayauyumik titiraqniginik
Maniqami Tuktut Ihumaluknaqniginik ilagani kanatami Umayut Ihumaluknaqniginik Maligaqyuami
(SARA) atuqat Nunavumi Agiqatiriigut s.5.2.34 (f)-miituq 5.3.16-5.3.23-milu.

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC−ᑳᔅᓱᐃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ)
ᑕᒫᓃ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016−ᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕐᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ
COSEWIC−ᑳᔅᓱᐃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖔᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒍᒪᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒐᓴᐅᕙᒃᑐᓪᓗ,
ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᔮᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑲᓴᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1990−ᒥ. ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᑲᑕᒃᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓃᑉᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 2 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᖏᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
1990−ᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᓂᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ 800,000 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ 2016 - ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 56.8%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓕᖃᖓᔪᓂ ᕿᖑᕚᖅᑖᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ
(ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ 1989 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 2016). ᒫᓐᓇᓵᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᔨᐅᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ
ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ COSEWIC−ᑳᔅᓱᐃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ,. ᐊᒥᔅᓱᔪᓐᓂᕆᐊᓪᓚᒃᓯᒪᓕᕆᕗᑦ
ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᒃ, ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑉᔭᓕᐅᑉ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕆᕗᑦ
ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᒥᖕᒪᑕ ᒪᑯᐊ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ: ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓᑦ ᓯᓚᖓᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑯᒪᒃᑕᖃᓕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᑦᑐᐃᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ; ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ,
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᓱᕋᒃᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᖕᓂ
ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓚᒃᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓂᐅᔭᕋᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖃᐃᓐᓇᖃᑕᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ (ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ) ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖏᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᔾᔮᖏᒻᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ COSEWIC−ᑳᔅᓱᐃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓱᓕ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓱᓕ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ. ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᒍᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ
ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᖑᑦ−ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓗ
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒧᑦ
ᖃᒪᓂᑐᐊᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᒫᓂ 2018−ᒥᒃ 2021−ᒧᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᕋᖓᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 1) ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ, COSEWIC−ᑯᑦ ᑳᓱᐃᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂ (ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ) ᐊᑐᖃᑕᕆᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ; 2)
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᕕᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᓂᐊᕋᒥ
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3) ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ.
ᐊᑐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᓲᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ). ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ (ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2017). ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦᒃ ᐃᓛᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ (ᒫᔾᔨ 2019−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᔾᔨ 2020−ᒥ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ (ᑐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ)
ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᒃᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ,
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ) ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍᑦ. ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓂᖁᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ- ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᑕᒫᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 25, 2018−ᒥ, ᑎᑎᖃᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ,
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑦ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2018−ᒥᒃ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2019−ᒧᑦ

ᑕᒪᓃ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓘᑉ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ, ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕙᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂ,
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᒃ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᕌᖓᒥᒃ, ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ.
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC−ᑯᑦ ᑳᓱᐃᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ−ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓄᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᓇᑐᖅᒦᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ.
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᖃᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᑦ, ᑕᐅᑐᕋᓈᒐᒃᓴᐃᓪᓗ,
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᑏᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑭᐅᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᕙᓚᒃᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᒐᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᖁᓗᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᕐᓗᒃᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ; COSEWIC−ᑳᓱᐃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ-ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑏᑦ;
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ;
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ; ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓖᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ
2019-ᒥ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᔪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᓵᒃᑯᑦ 2019−ᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅᓯᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2019−ᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᓂᕈᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 2019−ᒥ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔨᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᑎᒻᒪᐅᑕᐅᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒡᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ

ᑎᑭᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ
ᑕᒫᓂ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2020−ᒥ. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᓱᓂ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᖓᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ. ᐊᔪᕈᑕᐅᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅ-19 ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑰᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑦ
ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2021−ᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓐ 2021−ᒧᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ 2021−ᒥ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓂ, ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᖕᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᑲᓐᓂᖁᔭᐅᓂᖅ. ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᖕᒥᔪᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑎᔭᓕᖕᒥ
ᖃᒪᓂᑐᐊᕐᒥᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ) ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ
2018 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2021.
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒡᓗ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕕᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᑲᓐᓂᕐᕕᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᐱᖁᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕌᖓᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔨᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᓕᐅᖅᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒡᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒫᓂᖕᓂᑕᒫᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔭᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᕆᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ,
ᓂᓪᓕᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ. ᑲᑎᒪᔭᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑐᖓᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ,
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ-ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᑕᒫᖅ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ
ᓱᓕᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔭᕌᖓᒥᒃ. ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ.
ᐱᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᓕᒫᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑕᐃᓐᓇᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ; ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᒥᒃ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ; ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑕᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ; ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᑲᓂᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᖕᒪᔾᔪᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ;
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓃᒦᑦᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖔᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᓂᖏᑦ; ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᔪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᔪᓐᓴᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ.
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔫᒐᓗᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᐅᕙᓚᐅᓗᖏᒻᒥᔪ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᓕᒫᓂ, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᑕᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ; ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖏᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ
ᒪᓕᒐᓪᓗᑐᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᐊᒥᔅᓱᔪᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᑐᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ (ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ); ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᒥᔅᓱᔪᓐᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ; ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑏᑦ
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓗᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᐊᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦᑎᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ.
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᑲᓂᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 4-ᒥ
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᑭᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑕᓃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑕᑯᔭᒃᓴᐅᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ 4−ᒥ.
ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᒃᓴᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᒃ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

-

-

ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ ᖃᒪᓂᑐ’ᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ

-

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ

X
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ,
ᖁᑕᐃᕈᕐᕈᐊᖅ, ᐃᓴᑎᒃ,
ᐊᐃᕖᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᖅ, ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᖅ
ᐊᐃᕕᖅ (ᑭᓐᖓᐃᑦ) (8).
ᓇᐅᔮᑦ (ᐊᕐᕕᖅ) (1)

X

-

-

-

-

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐲᒃ, ᑭᓐᖓᐃᑦ

ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ (1)

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ (1)

ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓃᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᖕᖏᓂᒃ
ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ,
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ-ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ

ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒐᕆᔭᖏᓪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖅᐳᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐅᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖁᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᖓᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ
ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 5.2.34 (f)ᖓ−ᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.3.16-5.3.23−ᒥᑦᑐᓂᒃ.

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓄᑦ?

ᖃᖓᑯᑦ ᑭᓱᐃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᐃᖃᐊᐅᑲ)
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐳᑦ

ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ
ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᑎᖓᓃᖓᑦ
ᐃᓱᓕᑉᐳᖅ

ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᓄᖃᖔᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐳᑦ

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᐅᓗ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᑭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑎᓯᓗᓂᓗ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ

ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅ 19

ᑲᑎᖓᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᖕᓂᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔩᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
1. ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ (SARA)
2. ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
3. ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
4. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ
5. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ
6. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ

Photo by A. Gunn

ᑭᓲᕙ SARA?
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

Tim Pitsiulak, 2017

ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒦᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᔪᑎᖏᑦ
ᒥᑭᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ

ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᒥᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᔪᑎᖏᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ

ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ

ᓄᖑᓕᕐᑐᑦ

ᓴᖓᒃᖠᕐᓂᐊᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᐱᑕᖃᔮᕈᓂᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᒥ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᓱᓕ ᐱᑕᓕᒃ
ᐊᓯᐊᓂ

ᓄᖑᑐᑦ

ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓂᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᓂᓕᒫᖅ
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA)

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᒪᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑑᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ

ᓂᕿᓴᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ

•
•

56.8ᒥᓪᓗᐊ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ 24ᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐸᓗᐊᖓᓂᓕᕐᒪᑕ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᓯᒪᔪᕐᑕᖃᓕᕐᒪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ
ᓄᖑᓚᑖᔭᖏᒪᑕ
2,000,000

ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᖃ 2
ᒥᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᑐᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ
ᐃᒪᖃ 800,000ᓄᑦ ᑐᑐᓄᑦ

ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

•
•

1,800,000
1,600,000
1,400,000
1,200,000
1,000,000

800,000
600,000
400,000
200,000
0
ᐅᓄᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᓄᑖᖑᓛᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 63%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 98%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Jan Adamczewski, GNWT

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ -ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 84%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Jan Adamczewski, GNWT

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ

ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
• ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
•

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ.

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ) ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᖏᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ
-ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ
-ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᔅᓴᖃᖏᒃᑯᑎ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
- ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ
- ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᓗᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ
ᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
1. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ.
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ
ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓚᖓ 5).
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᓱᓃᖏᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᕋᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
2. ᓂᐱᒋᔭᐃᑦ ᓂᐱᒃᑭᕈᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᖅ.
ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔭᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
3. ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᒐᔭᕐᑐᖅ
ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ,
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔭᖏᓂᒃ.
ᓲᕐᓗ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᐸᑕ ᐅᐊᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓚᕆᖕᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?

4. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ, ᓱᕐᓗ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ,
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᓕᐊᓂᑐᐃᓇᖅ. ᓱᕐᓗ, ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᒃ.

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ
3. ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ

- ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
- ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎ ᑲᓇᑕ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ (ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᙳᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ,
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᑦ)

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓗᒍ
• ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ
• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (SARA); ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ
ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ
• ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᓯᙳᔪᐃᑦᑐᑦ
• ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᓴᓇᕈᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᖁᓇᒋᑦ.
• ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᓱᓃᔭᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ

Kananginak Pootoogook, 2007

ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ
• ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ
•

ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓯᕐᒧᑦ
ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓱᓃᖁᓇᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ

ᕿᑭᖓᓂ 2021 ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ (ᔫᓂ)
• ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖓ,
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ
2021
ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᐃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ
ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑭᐅᔪᑦ (60 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ)

ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ

ᒫᑦᓯ

ᐄᐳᕆ

ᒪᐃ

ᔫᓂ

ᔪᓚᐃ

ᐋᒡᒌᓯ

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ

ᐅᖃᒪᔭᖕᓂᖅ
ᑭᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᒪᔭᐅᕙᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ?

ᐊᖏᕐᐲᑦ/ᐊᖏᖏᓚᑏᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᖃᕐᐱᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓃᒃ?

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑏᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖏᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ?

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕗᑦ
ᓵᓇᓐ ᓯᑑᑎᓐ
shannon.stotyn@canada.ca
867-333-9891
ᕙᐃᑦᕼᐅᐊᔅ, ᔫᑳᓐ

Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
hayley.roberts@canada.ca
867-979-7045
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᓕᐊᓂ ᐃᒥᒃᑕᐅᑦ
lenny.emiktaut@canada.ca
867-979-7046
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᒍᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓂᒃ.
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑐᖅ.
• ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᔫᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ

ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕆᐊᓕᕗᑦ:

• ᐄ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ/ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᐊᑕ
• ᐋᑲ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ/ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᖏᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᐊᑕ
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖏᑐᖅ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓄᑦ?

ᖃᖓᑯᑦ ᑭᓱᐃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᐃᖃᐊᐅᑲ)
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐳᑦ

ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ
ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᑎᖓᓃᖓᑦ
ᐃᓱᓕᑉᐳᖅ

ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᓄᖃᖔᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐳᑦ

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᐅᓗ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᑭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑎᓯᓗᓂᓗ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
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ᑲᑎᖓᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᖕᓂᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔩᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ

ᑭᖑᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᒫᑦᓯ 1 2018
ᑐᓴᕐᑕᕗᑦ:
1. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ.
2. ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᒋᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᕙᒃᓱᓂᒋᓪᓗ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᖃᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ.
3. ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ.
4. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ:
– ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ (ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᖃᕝᕖᑦ, ᐊᒃᖤᐃᓪᓗ)
– ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᖅ,
– ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ: ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᓵᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓯᑯᐊᓗᒃ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ.

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
1. ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ (SARA)
2. ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
3. ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

4. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ
5. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ
6. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ

Photo by A. Gunn

ᑭᓲᕙ SARA?
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

Tim Pitsiulak, 2017

ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒦᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᔪᑎᖏᑦ
ᒥᑭᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ

ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᒥᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᔪᑎᖏᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ

ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ

ᓴᖓᒃᖠᕐᓂᐊᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᓄᖑᓕᕐᑐᑦ

ᐱᑕᖃᔮᕈᓂᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᒥ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᓱᓕ ᐱᑕᓕᒃ
ᐊᓯᐊᓂ

ᓄᖑᑐᑦ

ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓂᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᓂᓕᒫᖅ
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA)

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᒪᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑑᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ
ᓂᕿᓴᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ

•
•

56.8ᒥᓪᓗᐊ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ 24ᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐸᓗᐊᖓᓂᓕᕐᒪᑕ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᓯᒪᔪᕐᑕᖃᓕᕐᒪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ
ᓄᖑᓚᑖᔭᖏᒪᑕ
2,000,000

ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᖃ 2
ᒥᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᑐᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ
ᐃᒪᖃ 800,000ᓄᑦ ᑐᑐᓄᑦ

ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

•
•

1,800,000
1,600,000
1,400,000
1,200,000
1,000,000
800,000
600,000
400,000
200,000
0
ᐅᓄᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᓄᑖᖑᓛᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 63%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 98%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Jan Adamczewski, GNWT

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ -ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 84%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Jan Adamczewski, GNWT

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ

ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

• ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
•

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ.

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ) ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᖏᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ
-ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ
-ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᔅᓴᖃᖏᒃᑯᑎ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
- ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ
- ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᓗᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ
ᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
1. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ.
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ
ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓚᖓ 5).
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᓱᓃᖏᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᕋᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
2. ᓂᐱᒋᔭᐃᑦ ᓂᐱᒃᑭᕈᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᖅ.
ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔭᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
3. ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᒐᔭᕐᑐᖅ
ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ,
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔭᖏᓂᒃ.
ᓲᕐᓗ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᐸᑕ ᐅᐊᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓚᕆᖕᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?

4. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ, ᓱᕐᓗ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ,
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᓕᐊᓂᑐᐃᓇᖅ. ᓱᕐᓗ, ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᒃ.

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ

3. ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ

- ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
- ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎ ᑲᓇᑕ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ (ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᙳᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ,
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᑦ)

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓗᒍ
• ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ
• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (SARA); ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ
ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ
• ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᓯᙳᔪᐃᑦᑐᑦ
• ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᓴᓇᕈᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᖁᓇᒋᑦ.
• ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᓱᓃᔭᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ

Kananginak Pootoogook, 2007

ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ
• ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ
•

ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓯᕐᒧᑦ
ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓱᓃᖁᓇᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ

ᕿᑭᖓᓂ 2021 ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ
• ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖓ,
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ
2021
ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᐃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ
ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑭᐅᔪᑦ (60 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ)

ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ

ᒫᑦᓯ

ᐄᐳᕆ

ᒪᐃ

ᔫᓂ

ᔪᓚᐃ

ᐋᒡᒌᓯ

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ

ᐅᖃᒪᔭᖕᓂᖅ
ᑭᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᒪᔭᐅᕙᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ?

ᐊᖏᕐᐲᑦ/ᐊᖏᖏᓚᑏᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᖃᕐᐱᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓃᒃ?

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑏᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖏᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ?

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕗᑦ
ᓵᓇᓐ ᓯᑑᑎᓐ
shannon.stotyn@canada.ca
867-333-9891
ᕙᐃᑦᕼᐅᐊᔅ, ᔫᑳᓐ

Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
hayley.roberts@canada.ca
867-979-7045
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᓕᐊᓂ ᐃᒥᒃᑕᐅᑦ
lenny.emiktaut@canada.ca
867-979-7046
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᒍᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓂᒃ.
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑐᖅ.
• ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᔫᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ

ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕆᐊᓕᕗᑦ:

• ᐄ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ/ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᐊᑕ
• ᐋᑲ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ/ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᖏᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᐊᑕ
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖏᑐᖅ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓄᑦ?

ᖃᖓᑯᑦ ᑭᓱᐃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᐃᖃᐊᐅᑲ)
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐳᑦ

ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ
ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᑎᖓᓃᖓᑦ
ᐃᓱᓕᑉᐳᖅ

ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᓄᖃᖔᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐳᑦ

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᐅᓗ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᑭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑎᓯᓗᓂᓗ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
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ᑲᑎᖓᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᖕᓂᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔩᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ

ᑭᖑᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 27 2018
ᑐᓴᕐᑕᕗᑦ:

1. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ.
2. ᐃᖕᒥᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑯᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.
3. ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᓕᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᕝᕕᓪᓗ.

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
1. ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ (SARA)
2. ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
3. ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
4. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ
5. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ
6. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ

Photo by A. Gunn

ᑭᓲᕙ SARA?
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

Tim Pitsiulak, 2017

ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒦᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᔪᑎᖏᑦ
ᒥᑭᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ

ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᒥᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᔪᑎᖏᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ

ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ

ᓴᖓᒃᖠᕐᓂᐊᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᓄᖑᓕᕐᑐᑦ

ᐱᑕᖃᔮᕈᓂᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᒥ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᓱᓕ ᐱᑕᓕᒃ
ᐊᓯᐊᓂ

ᓄᖑᑐᑦ

ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓂᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᓂᓕᒫᖅ
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA)

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᒪᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑑᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ
ᓂᕿᓴᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ

•
•

56.8ᒥᓪᓗᐊ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ 24ᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐸᓗᐊᖓᓂᓕᕐᒪᑕ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᓯᒪᔪᕐᑕᖃᓕᕐᒪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ
ᓄᖑᓚᑖᔭᖏᒪᑕ
2,000,000

ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᖃ 2
ᒥᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᑐᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ
ᐃᒪᖃ 800,000ᓄᑦ ᑐᑐᓄᑦ

ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

•
•

1,800,000
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400,000
200,000
0
ᐅᓄᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᓄᑖᖑᓛᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 98%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Jan Adamczewski, GNWT

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ -ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 84%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Jan Adamczewski, GNWT

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
• ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
•

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ.

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ) ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᖏᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ
-ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ
-ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᔅᓴᖃᖏᒃᑯᑎ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
- ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ
- ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᓗᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ
ᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
1. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ.
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ
ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓚᖓ 5).
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᓱᓃᖏᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᕋᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
2. ᓂᐱᒋᔭᐃᑦ ᓂᐱᒃᑭᕈᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᖅ.
ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔭᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
3. ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᒐᔭᕐᑐᖅ
ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ,
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔭᖏᓂᒃ.
ᓲᕐᓗ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᐸᑕ ᐅᐊᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓚᕆᖕᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?

4. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ, ᓱᕐᓗ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ,
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᓕᐊᓂᑐᐃᓇᖅ. ᓱᕐᓗ, ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᒃ.

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ
3. ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ

- ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
- ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎ ᑲᓇᑕ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ (ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᙳᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ,
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᑦ)

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓗᒍ
• ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ
• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (SARA); ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ
ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ
• ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᓯᙳᔪᐃᑦᑐᑦ
• ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᓴᓇᕈᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᖁᓇᒋᑦ.
• ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᓱᓃᔭᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ

Kananginak Pootoogook, 2007

ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ
• ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ
•

ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓯᕐᒧᑦ
ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓱᓃᖁᓇᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ

ᕿᑭᖓᓂ 2021 ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ
• ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖓ,
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ
2021
ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᐃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ
ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑭᐅᔪᑦ (60 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ)

ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ

ᒫᑦᓯ

ᐄᐳᕆ

ᒪᐃ

ᔫᓂ

ᔪᓚᐃ

ᐋᒡᒌᓯ

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ

ᐅᖃᒪᔭᖕᓂᖅ
ᑭᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᒪᔭᐅᕙᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ?

ᐊᖏᕐᐲᑦ/ᐊᖏᖏᓚᑏᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᖃᕐᐱᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓃᒃ?

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑏᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖏᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ?

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕗᑦ
ᓵᓇᓐ ᓯᑑᑎᓐ
shannon.stotyn@canada.ca
867-333-9891
ᕙᐃᑦᕼᐅᐊᔅ, ᔫᑳᓐ

Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
hayley.roberts@canada.ca
867-979-7045
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᓕᐊᓂ ᐃᒥᒃᑕᐅᑦ
lenny.emiktaut@canada.ca
867-979-7046
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᒍᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓂᒃ.
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑐᖅ.
• ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᔫᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ

ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕆᐊᓕᕗᑦ:

• ᐄ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ/ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᐊᑕ
• ᐋᑲ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ/ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᖏᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᐊᑕ
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖏᑐᖅ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓄᑦ?

ᑭᖑᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ
ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 26, 2019
ᑐᓴᕐᑕᕗᑦ:
1. ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖏᑐᓯ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑭᖓᐃᓚᐅᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᖏᒨᕐᐸᓕᐊᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ
ᓄᓇᖓᓂᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᓂᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ.
2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓚᐅᑐᓯ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒨᕐᑎᓯᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.
3. ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᓯ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᒪᓂᕋᕐᖢᓯ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒪᕈᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.
4. ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᓯ ᖃᐅᔨᑲᓂᕈᒪᔪᓯ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.
5. ᖃᓯᓚᑖᖑᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᓯ ᓄᓇᓯ
ᒥᒃᓵᕐᓂᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓂᓯᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᓂᑕᕆᐊᖃᓂᖏᑕ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖏᓂᓯᓂ.
6. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᓯ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᑲᓂᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᓯᒪᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᖃᖓᑯᑦ ᑭᓱᐃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᐃᖃᐊᐅᑲ)
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ
ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐳᑦ
ᑲᑎᖓᓃᖓᑦ
ᐃᓱᓕᑉᐳᖅ
ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐳᑦ
ᓄᖃᖔᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᐅᓗ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ

ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅ 19

ᑲᑎᖓᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᖕᓂᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔩᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᑭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑎᓯᓗᓂᓗ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
1. ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ (SARA)
2. ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
3. ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
4. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ
5. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ
6. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ

Photo by A. Gunn

ᑭᓲᕙ SARA?
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

Tim Pitsiulak, 2017

ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒦᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᔪᑎᖏᑦ
ᒥᑭᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ

ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᒥᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᔪᑎᖏᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕ

ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ

ᓄᖑᓕᕐᑐᑦ

ᓴᖓᒃᖠᕐᓂᐊᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᐱᑕᖃᔮᕈᓂᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᒥ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᓱᓕ ᐱᑕᓕᒃ
ᐊᓯᐊᓂ

ᓄᖑᑐᑦ

ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓂᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᓂᓕᒫᖅ
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA)

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᒪᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑑᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ

ᓂᕿᓴᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ

•
•

56.8ᒥᓪᓗᐊ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ 24ᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐸᓗᐊᖓᓂᓕᕐᒪᑕ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᓯᒪᔪᕐᑕᖃᓕᕐᒪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ
ᓄᖑᓚᑖᔭᖏᒪᑕ
2,000,000

ᐅᕐᓱᕐᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᖃ 2
ᒥᓕᐊᓂᒃ ᑐᑐᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ
ᐃᒪᖃ 800,000ᓄᑦ ᑐᑐᓄᑦ

ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

•
•

1,800,000
1,600,000
1,400,000
1,200,000
1,000,000
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600,000
400,000
200,000
0
ᐅᓄᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᓄᑖᖑᓛᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 63%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 98%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Jan Adamczewski, GNWT

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ -ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

- 84%

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Jan Adamczewski, GNWT

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ

ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᓗᐊᒥ ᐃᓄᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᐅᕐᑐᕐᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᒪᕐᓯᒪᓂᕋᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓕᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᑐᕐᒥᒃ 95ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ

ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᕋᒍᖓ

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
• ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
•

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ.

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ) ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᖏᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ
-ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ
-ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᔅᓴᖃᖏᒃᑯᑎ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
- ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ
- ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᓗᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ
ᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
1. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ.
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ
ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓚᖓ 5).
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᓱᓃᖏᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᕋᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᓂᒃ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
2. ᓂᐱᒋᔭᐃᑦ ᓂᐱᒃᑭᕈᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᖅ.
ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔭᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
3. ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᒐᔭᕐᑐᖅ
ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ,
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᒪᔭᖏᓂᒃ.
ᓲᕐᓗ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᐸᑕ ᐅᐊᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓚᕆᖕᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?

4. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ, ᓱᕐᓗ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ,
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᓕᐊᓂᑐᐃᓇᖅ. ᓱᕐᓗ, ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓇᕐᓂᒃ.

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ
3. ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ

- ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
- ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎ ᑲᓇᑕ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ (ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᙳᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ,
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᑦ)

ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ/ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓗᒍ
• ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ
• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ

ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (SARA); ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ
ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ
• ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᓯᙳᔪᐃᑦᑐᑦ
• ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᓴᓇᕈᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᖁᓇᒋᑦ.
• ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ ᓱᓃᔭᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓇᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ

Kananginak Pootoogook, 2007

ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ
• ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓂᒃ
•

ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓯᕐᒧᑦ
ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓱᓃᖁᓇᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ

ᕿᑭᖓᓂ 2021 ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ
• ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖓ,
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ
2021
ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᐃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ
ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑭᐅᔪᑦ (60 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ)

ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ

ᒫᑦᓯ

ᐄᐳᕆ

ᒪᐃ

ᔫᓂ

ᔪᓚᐃ

ᐋᒡᒌᓯ

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ

ᐅᖃᒪᔭᖕᓂᖅ
ᑭᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᒪᔭᐅᕙᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ?

ᐊᖏᕐᐲᑦ/ᐊᖏᖏᓚᑏᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᖃᕐᐱᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓃᒃ?

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑏᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖏᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ?

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕗᑦ
ᓵᓇᓐ ᓯᑑᑎᓐ
shannon.stotyn@canada.ca
867-333-9891
ᕙᐃᑦᕼᐅᐊᔅ, ᔫᑳᓐ

Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
hayley.roberts@canada.ca
867-979-7045
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᓕᐊᓂ ᐃᒥᒃᑕᐅᑦ
lenny.emiktaut@canada.ca
867-979-7046
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᒍᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓂᒃ.
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑐᖅ.
• ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᔫᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ

ᐅᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᕆᐊᓕᕗᑦ:

• ᐄ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ/ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᐊᑕ
• ᐋᑲ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ/ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᖏᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᐊᑕ
• ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᖏᑐᖅ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓄᑦ?

ᖃᖓᑯᑦ ᑭᓱᐃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᕐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᐃᖃᐊᐅᑲ)
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ
ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐳᑦ
ᑲᑎᖓᓃᖓᑦ
ᐃᓱᓕᑉᐳᖅ
ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᐳᑦ
ᓄᖃᖔᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᐅᓗ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ
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ᑲᑎᖓᖃᑎᖃᑲᑕᖕᓂᒃ
ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔩᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓂᒃ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᑭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᑎᓯᓗᓂᓗ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒋᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
1. SARA
2. ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ

Photo by A. Gunn

3. ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

4. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ
5. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ
6. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA)
SARA ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᐅᓗᓂ
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ
-

SARA ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑎᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - Beverly

- 63%

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - Bathurst

- 98%

Jan Adamczewski, GNWT

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - BluenoseEast

- 84%

Jan Adamczewski, GNWT

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - Ahiak

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

• ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
•

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ.

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ) ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᖏᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ
-ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ
-ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᔅᓴᖃᖏᒃᑯᑎ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
- ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ
- ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᓗᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ
ᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

ᑭᓲᕙ SARA?
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

Tim Pitsiulak, 2017

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
1. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ.
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ
ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓚᖓ 5).
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ SARA−ᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
2. ᓂᐱᒋᔭᐃᑦ ᓂᐱᒃᑭᕈᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᖅ.
ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔭᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
3. ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (SARA)
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓇᔭᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᑐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ).

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?

4. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.
SARA ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ
(ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕖᑦ) ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ.

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ

3. ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ

- ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
- ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎ ᑲᓇᑕ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ (ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᙳᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ,
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᑦ)

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓗᒍ
• ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ
• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓕᒫᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (SARA);
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ
• ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᙳᔪᐃᑦᑐᑦ

• ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ (SARA) ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
• ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA)

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ

Kananginak Pootoogook, 2007

ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ
-ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᒪᔨ 2021 ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ
- NWMB ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖓ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ
2021
ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ

ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᓃᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᐃᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖓ
ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑭᐅᔪᑦ (60 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ)

ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ

ᒫᑦᓯ

ᐄᐳᕆ

ᒪᐃ

ᔫᓂ

ᔪᓚᐃ

ᐋᒡᒌᓯ

ᓯᑎᐱᕆ

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ
ᓱᓇᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔭᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᑦ:

ᓱᓇᐅᕙᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ

ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ?
ᐊᖏᖅᐱᑦ/ᐊᖏᙱᑉᐱᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᐱᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ?

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕗᑦ
Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ
shannon.stotyn@canada.ca hayley.roberts@canada.ca
867-333-9891
867-979-7045
ᕙᐃᑦᕼᐅᐊᔅ, ᔫᑳᓐ
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᓕᐊᓂ ᐃᒥᒃᑕᐅᑦ
lenny.emiktaut@canada.ca
867-979-7046
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᐆᒧᖓ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ: X

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ:

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓ:
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᑖᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA)

ᓖᓴ ᐱᓂ−ᑖᒥᓂᒃᔅ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:
ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ


ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓅᕐᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᔫᑳᓐᒥ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ
ᓂᒋᖓᓄᑦ ᓴᔅᓯᑳᔅᓯᕗᐊᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓂᑑᐸ.



ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇ, ᐃᖓᐅᑦ, ᐱᐊᕗᓕ, ᐊᕼᐃᐊᒃ, ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᓗᐊᕆᓛᑦ, ᐊᓚᓐᓈᕐᔪᒃ,
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᔅᓴᓕᒃ, ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ, ᐊᑉᐸᑐᕐᔪᐊᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ


ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (COSEWIC) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑎᑎᑦ ᓅᕕᐱᕆ 2016. ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓗᑎ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒍᑎ.



ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ 1990-ᒥᓂᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ 2 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᒋᐸᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ 1990ᖏᓐᓂ ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᐸᓗᐊᓄᑦ 800,000 2016−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 56% ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ
ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦᑐᓂᑦ (ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ1989 ᐊᒻᒪ 2016). ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂ
ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐳᓘᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓ, ᕿᖓᐅᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᐊᕗᓕ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ.


ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑎ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.



ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᑦ. ᓄᑖᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᓪᓚᕆᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᑲᑦᑐᒥᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ.



ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ:
o

ᓯᓚᖓ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᓚᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ,
ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑯᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ.

o

ᐱᓕᕆᕕᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ.

o

ᐊᒡᒍᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

o

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᑦ.

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ


ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎ ᑭᖑᕚᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ.



ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᐱᐅᓛᒥᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ. ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.



ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᓪᓚᑦᑖᖑᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ,
ᑐᑐᒐᓱᐊᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓂᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕖᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᑎᒻᒥᐊᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᕖᑦ.



ᑐᑦᑐᒍᓐᓇᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓱᓕ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋ
ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.



ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᔅᓴᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ).

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ


ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ 22 ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2018. ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᑐᑦ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᒃᑲᓂᖅᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕐᑳᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᐳᕈ 2018.



ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2018 ᐊᒻᒪ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2019 ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᓂᑦ 22
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.



ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓐᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐸᓗᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᑕᑯᒍᒃ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ A ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ).



ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ,
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.



ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᒻᒥᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᑲᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂ 2019 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (AGM). ᐅᖓᑕᐅᑎᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB)
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓ 2019 ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ
ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑕᕗᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ.



ᑕᐃᒪᓐᖓᓂ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒍ ᐱᐅᓛᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ.



ᐅᑯᓇᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2019, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓪᓗᑎ,ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KWB) ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (QWB) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᑖᓂᑦ
ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑖᓂᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᕐᓗᑦᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᑐᐃᖓᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ
ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᐸᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑐᓂᓯᓪᓗᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᔅᓵᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ A.



ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᖓᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (7 ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ 11 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ), ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᓇᓕᒧᓐᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ. ᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕗᑦ
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐋᒡᒑᖅᑐᒥᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᐸᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.



ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᑐᑎᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ 10 ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᓛᖑᔪᖅ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᑎᓪᓗᖏᑦ. ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ, ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ. ᐱᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑐᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ.



ᐅᐸᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᓇᑦᑕ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕕᔾᔪᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖅ, ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ
ᕿᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ.



ᐊᒥᓱᐊᑎᖅᑐᑕ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᓇᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2018
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᓐᖓᕈᑏᑦ. ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2019, ᐱᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (QIA) ᐱᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂ
ᑐᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᑎ.



ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᔅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ (KIA) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2020.



ᓱᓕ ᐅᑕᖅᑭᔪᒍᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᑕ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᑦ (KitIA) ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᖅ
ᐱᖃᑕᐅᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ


ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2020, ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐳᓚᕋᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᓗᑕ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑎᓴᒪᐅᔪᓐᖏᒑᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᒃᑲᓂᕐᓗᑕ ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᒧᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐅᔩᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ.



ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᓛᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᖏᕐᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2020.



ᐃᐳᕈ 2020, ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐱᐊᕗᓕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ, ᓴᔅᓯᑳᔅᓯᕗᐊᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓂᑑᐸ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ) ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᓂᕐᒧᑦ.



ᐅᑭᐅᖅ/ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖅ 2020 (ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ) ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕈᓂ.

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ:


ᐱᔭᕇᕐᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ (ᕕᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2020) ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ (ᐅᑭᐅᖅ/ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖅ 2020,
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ), ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕈᓂ.



ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓴᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
(ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ, ᐃᒻᒪᖃ ᔫᓂ 2020).

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ:
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2020

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓄᑦ?

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
1. SARA
2. ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
3. ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

4. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ
5. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ
6. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ

Photo by A. Gunn

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA)
SARA ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᐅᓗᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᐅᓗᓂ
ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ
-

SARA ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑎᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - Beverly

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - Qamanirjuaq

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ– Southampton Island

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ – Coats Island

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ - Ahiak

Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

• ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
•

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ.

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ) ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ
ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᖏᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ
-ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ
-ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᔅᓴᖃᖏᒃᑯᑎ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
- ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ
- ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᓗᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ
ᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

ᑭᓲᕙ SARA?
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᔪᓂᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

Tim Pitsiulak, 2017

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
1. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ.
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ (ᐃᓚᖓ 5).
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ SARA−ᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
2. ᓂᐱᒋᔭᐃᑦ ᓂᐱᒃᑭᕈᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᖅ.
ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔭᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
3. ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (SARA)
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓇᔭᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓂᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᑐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ).

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?

4. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.
SARA ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ,
ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕖᑦ) ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ.

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ
3. ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ

- ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
- ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎ ᑲᓇᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ (ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᙳᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᑦ)

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓗᒍ
• ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ
• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (SARA); ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ
ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ
• ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᙳᔪᐃᑦᑐᑦ

• ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ (SARA) ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
• ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ
ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ
-ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᒪᔨ 2020 ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, TBD
- NWMB ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖓ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

Kananginak Pootoogook, 2007

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ
ᓱᓇᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔭᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᑦ:

ᓱᓇᐅᕙᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ?
ᐊᖏᖅᐱᑦ/ᐊᖏᙱᑉᐱᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᐱᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ?
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᒪᕖᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᕆᓂᔅᓯᓐᓂ?

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕗᑦ
ᓴᓖᒻ ᑖᕐ
Saleem.Dar@Canada.ca
867-393-7976
ᕙᐃᑦᕼᐅᐊᔅ, ᔫᑳᓐ

ᑐᕇᓴᑕᕝᔅ
Teresa.Tufts@Canada.ca
867-979-7058
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᓕᐊᓂ ᐃᒥᒃᑕᐅᑦ
Lenny.Emiktaut@Canada.ca
867-979-7046
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓄᑦ?

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
1. SARA
2. ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ

Photo by A. Gunn

3. ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
4. ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ
5. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ
6. ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ

ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ (SARA)
SARA ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᐅᓗᓂ
ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔾᔪᑎᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ
-

SARA ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑎᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
Estimated # of Adult and Yearling Caribou

Baffin Island Barren-ground Caribou Herd Abundance
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Mitch Campbell, GN

ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
• ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
• ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᓛᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
•

ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ.

• ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ) ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᖏᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒐᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ
-ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐃᓛᒃᑰᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ
-ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᔅᓴᖃᖏᒃᑯᑎ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
- ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ
- ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓯᓚᓗᖃᑦᑕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ
ᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ

ᑭᓲᕙ SARA?
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

Tim Pitsiulak, 2017

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
1. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᖅ.
ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ
ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᒻᒥᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ
(ᐃᓚᖓ 5).
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ SARA−ᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
2. ᓂᐱᒋᔭᐃᑦ ᓂᐱᒃᑭᕈᒃᑲᓂᖅᑐᖅ.
ᐃᑉᐱᒋᔭᖃᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ ᐅᖃᕈᒪᔭᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑐᑦᑐᒐᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᑎᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?
3. ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
SARA-ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ,
ᐱᒡᒐᓇᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᔅᓴᐅᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒃᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ SARA-ᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓯᒐᔭᖅᑲ?

4. ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ.
SARA ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ
(ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓄᕐᕋᓕᐅᕐᕖᑦ) ᐸᕕᓴᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ.

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᐸᑕ:
1. ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

– ᑐᕌᒋᔭᖅ: ᐊᒥᕐᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᕚᒧᑦ
– ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑎᒌᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᕐᕌᐃᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

2. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ
3. ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ

- ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
- ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ: ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎ ᑲᓇᑕ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ (ᐆᑦᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᙳᐃᖅᓯᕐᕖᑦ,
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑎᒻᒥᐊᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᖏᑦ)

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᐅᒪᓗᒍ
• ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ
• ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓕᒫᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ (SARA);
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ
• ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᙳᔪᐃᑦᑐᑦ
• ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓ (SARA) ᐃᑲᔫᓯᐊᖅ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
• ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅ (SARA)
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅ
ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ
-ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᒪᔨ 2021 ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ, TBD
- NWMB ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖓ, ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ

Kananginak Pootoogook, 2007

ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖅ
ᓱᓇᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔭᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᑦ:

ᓱᓇᐅᕙᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ?
ᐊᖏᖅᐱᑦ/ᐊᖏᙱᑉᐱᑦ/ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᐱᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ?

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕗᑦ
ᓴᓖᒻ ᑖᕐ
Saleem.Dar@Canada.ca
867-393-7976
ᕙᐃᑦᕼᐅᐊᔅ, ᔫᑳᓐ

ᑐᕇᓴᑕᕝᔅ
Teresa.Tufts@Canada.ca
867-979-7058
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᓕᐊᓂ ᐃᒥᒃᑕᐅᑦ
Lenny.Emiktaut@Canada.ca
867-979-7046
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ

ᑐᓂᕐᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖅ: ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᖔᖅ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᕐᓗ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᑐᖃᕐᓗ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᖓᑦ:
ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ





ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC - ᑲᔅᐅᐃᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ
ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 12-ᖑᔪᓄᑦ “ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ”
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᐅᖕᒥᒍᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓂᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖕᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᓇᒧᖓᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᓂᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖏᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᓲᖑᔪᑐᖃᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᖓᕙᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᕗᑦ ᑕᒃᐹᖓᑦ ᔪᑳᓐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᓂᒋᐊᓄᑦ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐊᓐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒧᑦ.
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᐳᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 14-15-ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ: ᑐᒃᑑᔭᖅᑑᑉ, ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᖓᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᑎᑉᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑯᒑᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕼᐃᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑑᖅ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ– 2019 ᒫᔾᔨ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ:


ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ, COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ - ᑳᔅᐅᐃᒃᑯᑦ
ᓈᐃᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕋᒥᒃᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ.



ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᓯᒪᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖏᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ.



ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᖓ 1990ᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒎᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ. ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑑᓪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᓃᑉᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 2 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᖏᓐᓂ 1990-ᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ 800,000-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ 2016-ᒥ.
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒫᓃᓐᓂᖅ 56% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ, ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖅᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ (ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ
1989-ᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ 2016-ᒧᑦ).



ᓴᕿᐅᔪᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᓯᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ,
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓯᒪᖏᓚᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᒪᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᓂᖅ

ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ ᐅᖓᑖᓂᒃ ≥50%,
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᑕ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᒐᓛᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖁᔨᕗᑦ,

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕋᐃᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᖁᔨᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ, ᑖᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑦᓯᐊᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᔮᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓱᓕ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ.


ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ:
o

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᑯᒪᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᓪᓗ
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

o

ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔾᔪᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ.

o

ᓱᕋᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓚᕕᐅᔪᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᓂᖓᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ

o

ᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ

o

ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓖᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕈᔾᔨᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᕋᐃᓗᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᑕ.
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ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ:

ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕖᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ /
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐸᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐃᑦ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐ
ᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWICᑯᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓛᖑᔪᑦ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ

ᑐᒃᑑᔭᖅᑑᑉ
,ᐃᓅᕕᐅᑉ,
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ
- 89%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ

ᕿᖓᐅᑦ

ᑎᑉᔭᓕᐅᑉ/
ᐊᕼᐃᐊᑉ1

ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑦᑐᐊᑉ

ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑑᑉ

ᓴᓪᓕᐅᑉ2

ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ3

-4% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ

ᑯᒑᓘᑉ
ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᔭᐅᑉᓗ
ᐊᑐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

-96%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ

ᑲᑕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᐊᑐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

+113%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ

-98%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ

38,592
(2015)

19,769
(2015)

195,529
(2011)

264,661
(2014)

41,000
(2002)

6,658
(1995)

12,297
(2015)

4,856
(2014)

114,472
(2010)

472,000
(1986)

ᑎᑉᔭᓕᒃ
(1995):
276,000
ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ
(1996):
200,000

495,000
(1994)

41,000
(2002)

6,658
(1995)

30,381
(1997)

235,000
(1991)

1. ᑎᑉᔭᓕᒥᓗ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᔪᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥ 2011.
2. ᐃᓚᖓᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓐᓈᖕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᖕᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔫᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ.
3. ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᑲᓪᓚᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ.

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ:


ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᐊᑐᓂ
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᖒᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂ.



ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᓕᒫᒃᑯᑦ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓇᓂᓯᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᒪᓗᑎᒃ
ᓱᕋᖅᑎᕆᓗᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᒋᒐᔪᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ.



ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖂᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᒥᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ, ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᔾᔮᖏᓚᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑏᑦ.



ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᓂᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ.
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ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ:





ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃ

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᔫᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᑰᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᒃᑯᑦ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ 22-ᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᓕᖕᓄᑦ,
ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2018-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᐳᑦ: ᑎᑎᖃᒥᒃ, ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᑕᑯᓈᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᑯᓐᓈᒐᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑑᖓᕗᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᓪᓗ.
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᕕᐅᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᑕᒫᖓᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᒥᒃ ᐄᐳᒧᑦ
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 2018-ᒥ.
ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑕᕆᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓕᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2018-ᒥ.

ᐃᓄᓕᒫᑦ

ᐃᖕᒥᒍᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ

ᐊᓯᖏᑦ

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᑎᐊᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ,
ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖅᑑᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ, ᐴᓐᓴᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 26,
2018

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ

ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 27,
2018

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᒫᔾᔨ 1, 2018

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᒫᔾᔨ 2, 2018

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᒫᔾᔨ 7, 2018

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᒫᔾᔨ 6, 2018

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᑯᒑᕐᕈᒃ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᖁᕋᐃᕈᕐᔪᐊᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᐅᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ

ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᐃᓴᑎᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ

ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᖅ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᑲᑎᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏ

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐ
ᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᓯᐊᖅ

ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᑦ

ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᒋᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖏᓐ

ᑕᓗᑉᔪᐊᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᓇᑦᑎᕙᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ

ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ

ᒫᔾᔨ 5, 2018

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᒫᖅᐳᖅ
ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᒫᔾᔨ 8, 2018

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᒫᔾᔨ 9, 2018

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 23-24,
2018
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 3, 2018
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ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᐊᒪᕈᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᓇᐅᔮᑦ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᓴᓂᕋᔭᐅᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᐊᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᑭᓐᖓᐃᑦ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᑭᒻᒥᔪᑦ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᔪᒃ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒃ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᒃ

ᐄ

ᐄ

ᐊᐃᕕᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ
ᒪᔪᖃᓕᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔫᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᒥᑦᒪᑕᓕᐅᑉ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ
ᓇᖕᒪᐅᑕᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 22,
2018
ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 25,
2018
ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 26,
2018
ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 27,
2018
ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 22,
2019
ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 23,
2019
ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 24,
2019
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 16,
2018
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 17,
2018
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 18,
2018

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓪᓗᐊᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ:
ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWICᑯᑦ-ᑳᔅᐅᐃᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ
COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑳᔅᐅᐃᒃᑯᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᑕᖅᑭᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒪᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ.
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ,
ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᒐᓱᐊᖃᑕᓕᕇᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ. ᑕᐃᑯᐊᓕ ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᑑᓇᔭᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓇᑦ,
ᐃᓄᓪᓚᕆᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᒥᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ, ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂ. ᐃᒻᒪᖄ
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕈᒫᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓗᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᔭᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ “ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ”. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᔪᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕐᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᒎᖓᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐅᕈᑕᐅᖄᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕆᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ.
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑎᑕᐅᕙᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᒪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᑎᑕᐅᖁᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᒐᓗᐊᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑕᑯᔪᒪᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ.
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᑎᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑳᔅᐅᐃᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᓲᖕᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᐅᓯᖏᓐᓂ,
ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂᓗ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑳᔅᐅᐃᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕋᒥᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕖᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᒎᖓᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒫᖅᑐᓂ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓕᕈᑎᒃ.
ᐃᓚᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᓃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓇᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᓯᐊᓄᖓᐅᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ, ᐅᑎᕈᒫᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ. COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑳᔅᐅᐃᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᓐᓇᕆᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᓃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑕᐅᖅ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓵᖓᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ, COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ
ᑳᔅᐅᐃᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᓚᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᓱᓕᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ.
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ.
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ.
ᐅᑯᐊᓕ ᐊᑖᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓪᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕈᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ,
ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ.
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥᓗ ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ. ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ.



ᐱᐅᒃᓴᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑯᑎᒃ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ.



ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ: ᐱᑕᖃᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ
ᐊᒪᕈᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.



ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ (ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ).
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ– 2019 ᒫᔾᔨ

ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ: [ᑐᒃᑑᔭᖅᑑᑉ, ᐃᓅᕕᐅᑉᓗ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ.



ᐱᐅᒃᓴᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑯᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.



ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᓕᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᕝᕕᓪᓗ.

ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅᒥ: [ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥ, ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑑᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ.



ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᕆᓪᓚᕆᖕᒪᒋᑦ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᕙᒃᓱᓂᒋᓪᓗ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᖃᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ.



ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ:
o

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ (ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᖃᕝᕖᑦ, ᐊᒃᖤᐃᓪᓗ)

o

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᖅ,

o

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ: ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓵᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓯᑯᐊᓗᒃ ᐃᑳᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ.



ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᐅᓯᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ.

ᑯᒑᕐᕈᖕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ: [ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅᒥ, ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑑᕐᒥ, ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ.



ᐱᐅᒃᓴᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑯᑎᒃ,
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ.



ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᐃᓕᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ
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ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ:
o

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓂᑭᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ (ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᑦ)

o

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᖅ

o

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᓕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐃᓚᒃᓴᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,
ᑎᖕᒥᔫᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ/ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᑕᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᑎᓈᓗᐊᖃᑕᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᖓᑕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ)

o

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ; ᖃᐅᔨᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᖁᒃᑐᐊᓘᕙᓕᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᓐᓂᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᐃᓕᓗᑕᐅᕙᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ.

o

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ

o

ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᑰᒑᓗᖕᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ. ᑕᑯᔪᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᒥᓂᒃ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑳᔅᐅᐃᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.



ᐱᐅᒃᓴᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᖅᑕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑯᑎᒃ,
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ.



ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓂᑭᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ: ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᓪᓗ,
ᐊᒃᖤᐃᓪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ.



ᐃᓚᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕇᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.



ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.

ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᒑᓗᓘᑉ


ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᖏᓐᓂ]:

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ:
o

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓂᑭᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ (ᓇᒃᑐᕋᓖᓪᓗ, ᖃᕝᕖᓪᓗ)

o

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ

o

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ

o

ᐊᓐᓂᐊᓕᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ: ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐳᕕᑦᑐᖃᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᑯᑭᑭᐊᒍᑦ
(ᓇᒡᒍᐊᕐᓗᓕᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ Brucellosis-ᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ)

o

ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ

ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᕕᐅᔪᓂ]:


ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᓃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓪᓕ
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᔮᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.



ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ:
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o

ᐊᑭᓖᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕈᔾᔨᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᕐᒥᑕᐅᔪᑦ

o

ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ

o

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᓂᑭᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ (ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒃᖤᖕᓄᑦ, ᖃᕝᕕᖕᓄᓪᓗ)

o

ᑐᒃᑐᕙᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

o

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖑᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ (ᖃᕐᔪᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᑑᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᓪᓗ)

ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑦᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᐊᕼᐃᐊᑉ, ᑰᒑᓘᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ. ᑕᑯᔪᒪᕗᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᒥᓂᒃ ᑳᔅᐅᐃᒃᑯᑦ-COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ



ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ.



ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓘᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐊᓯᖑᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓪᓗ, ᓄᓇ ᐃᑯᐊᕙᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᒥᓄᑦ.



ᑕᑯᔪᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᖃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓕᒫᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ. ᐃᖅᑲᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄ
ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᑉᓗ ᑰᒑᓗᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ.



ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒃᖤᓄᑦ, ᖃᕝᕕᖕᓄᓪᓗ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᖃᑕᐅᖕᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.



ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᕕᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ.



ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᕈᓱᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕋᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ.

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᖕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ.



ᑕᒫᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ; ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᖓᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᒃᑰᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ



ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ– 2019 ᒫᔾᔨ

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕇᓐᓇᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑲᐃᓐᓇᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᓃᓐᓇᖅ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᑲᒪᔨᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᓯᓚᑎᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕈᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖏᒻᒪᑕᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑏᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᑎᑕᐅᓚᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᓴᓂᕋᔭᖕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ.



ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᓃᓐᓇᕐᓗ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᔾᔪᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖅ.



ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓲᖑᖕᒥᖕᒪᑕ.



ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ.
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᑎᑭᑐᖃᕌᖓᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓐᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ.

ᓇᐅᔮᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᒑᓗᑉᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖔᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᓇᒻᒪᒋᖏᒻᒪᒋᑦ

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᑯᐅᒧᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᔪᑎᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ
ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᒃᓴᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.


ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕆᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐃᖕᒥᓃᓐᓇᕐᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ.



ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ.

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ.
ᑕᑯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓴᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᓄᓇᓕᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓗᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖕᒥᓃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᓂᒃ.
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ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ– 2019 ᒫᔾᔨ

ᓄᓇᓕᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ.

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᐅᖔᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ.



ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕᔪᕆᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ,
ᐃᖕᒥᓃᓐᓇᕐᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ.



ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᓄᒃ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋᓪᓚᕆᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖓᑕ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ.

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᓖᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ.



ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᓄᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᒋᓗᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒎᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕈᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓴᖏᒧᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᕐᒥᓂᒃ, ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᕈᓘᔭᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᕙᖏᒪᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.



ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ,
ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ,
ᑲᐃᕕᑦᑐᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑕᐅᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ-ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᖑᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑕᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᑭᑐᕐᓂᒃ ᕿᒫᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑦᑐᓄᑦ).

ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ.



ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᓇᓴᐃᓲᖑᓂᕋᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖏᒻᒪᑦ, ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᒍᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖔᕆᐊᓖᑦ, ᐊᑑᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ.
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ
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ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᑕ, ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᑲᐃᓐᓇᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ, ᐃᖕᒥᓂᓐᓇᕐᓗ ᐅᑎᕐᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕐᒧᑦ.



ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ
ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.

ᕿᑭᖅᑕᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᓂ [ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ]:


ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖑᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᐊᔪᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᓃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ.



ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᖕᓂᒃ (ᕼᐊᓕᑳᑉᑕᓂᒃ) ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ (ᖁᒡᓗᖕᓇᕐᒪᑕ
ᕿᒫᓗᑕᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ).



ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ.



ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᑦᑎᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᕈᒫᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖕᒥᓃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ.
ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖕᒥᓂᓐᓇᖅ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸᖕᒪᖕᑕ.

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ:









ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ
ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓂᖅᐹᖑᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ.
ᓄᓇᓖ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕐᓂᐹᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ.
ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ. ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ, ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕋᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᔭᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᒍᑎᒃ
ᐊᒥᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ.
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᒥᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ.
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᔅᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᖓᓯᒌᒃᑑᑎᐅᓗᐊᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ. ᓄᓈᓖᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓵᓕᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᒃᑐᖅ, ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓂᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᖕᒪᖔᑕᓕ.

ᑭᖓᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ:



ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᓕᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᖑᐊᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓲᑦ.
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒻᒪᕆᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ,
ᑲᑕᒃᓯᒪᑲᐃᓐᓇᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᓚᐅᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᔪᐊᓘᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ.
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ
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ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᒋᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᕐᓄᑦ.
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᖅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᑲᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ.
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᐃᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ.
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᐃᓕᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᑭᒻᒥᕈᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ:




ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐊᑕᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ. ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᖃᕐᒪᑕ
ᓂᒋᐊᓂᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐃᖕᒥᒎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᑕᐅᑎᒃᑰᖏᑦᑐᖅ.
ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕋᒥᒃ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ. ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓗᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ, ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕋᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᓇᒥ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᔭᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ.



ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓱᓕᔪᖅᓴᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᓱᓂᒋᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᓱᑎᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᐃᓇᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᖁᓕᒥᒎᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ.



ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑯᒪᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓱᓂᓗ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑦᑎᑕᐅᑎᐊᖃᑦᑕᕈᒪᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑯᒪᐃᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᕙᖕᒪᖓᑕ.



ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖐᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ.

ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 13 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ 15

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ– 2019 ᒫᔾᔨ

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ:


ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖁᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ,
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔾᔮᖏᒻᒪᖔᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ.


ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ.

ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 14 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ 15

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕝᕕᑦ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ– 2019 ᒫᔾᔨ

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ.

ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 15 ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ 15

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ:
ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐹᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ?

 ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ
 ᐃᓅᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

Photo by A. Gunn

Canadian Wildlife Service, 2018

ᐱᑕᖃᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ:
ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᒌᒃᑯᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᑲᔪᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ
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Caribou in Canada

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᖕᒥᑰᖓᔪᓄᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐅᓲᑦ,
ᒐᕙᒪᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ
(COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐ
ᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ)
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ
(2016-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ)

ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐸᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏ
ᓐᓄᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ?
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᓕ
ᖅᐳᖅ
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓕᖅᐳᑦ

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐸᕐᓇᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᐳᑦ

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪ
ᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ

ᒪᑯᓂᖓ:

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓗᑎᒃ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅ
ᑐᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗ
ᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ

 ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ

 ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ
SARA ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓄᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ

high

Endangered

Threatened

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᒃ
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯ
ᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ

Special
Concern

 ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ
ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᓄᓇᐃᑦ
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ᓱᒐᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᓕᓚᐅᖅᐸᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ?
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
 56% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ 3
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕋᓂᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕐᕋᒎᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒋᓗᒍ, 96% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ


Where do Caribou fit on the SARA scale?

ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᒃ (ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐᖑᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥᐅᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ
ᐅᐊᓕᓂᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ)

 ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᓕᕐᒪᑕ ~800,000 ᖃᓂᖏᔭᖏᓐᓂ, ᓴᓂᐊᓂ

ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑉᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 2 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ 1990-ᖏᓐᓂ).

 ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

(ᐊᒥᓱᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂ) COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑲᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ
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Not at Risk
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ᓱᒐᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᓕᓚᐅᖅᐸᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ?
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᐳᑦ (*not
applicable to all herds):
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ  ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑯᒪᖃᓲᖑᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᑐᖃᖏᓪᓗ
ᓱᕋᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ (ᓇᐹᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ; ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ)
ᓱᕈᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᓪᓗ
ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᓗᐊᕋᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ
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ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ?
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖂᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ,
ᐊᓐᓂᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ

ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ?
ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ

• ᐃᓅᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ (only
applies to non-Inuit)

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒥᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ& Migratory Bird
Sanctuaries

• ᐊᑐᕋᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ “ᑎᓕᓯᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᓂᒃ”

 ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ
ᒪᓕᒡᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑏᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ (Article 5)
 ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᑦᔨᐅᔪᑦ
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ (SARA does
not change this)

• ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅ
ᓯᒪᔪᑦ

 ᐃᓅᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

 ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅ
ᓯᒪᔪᑦ
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ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ?
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ

 ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
 ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᒃᒥᒎᖓᓗᑎᒃ
 ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ
 ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ
 ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᒃᓴᖏᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎ

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅ
ᓯᒪᔪᑦ

 ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᓂᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ,
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ᐸᕿᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
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ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ

ᑭᓇᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓲᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᓪᓗ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ?
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓪᓗ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ
ᖃᖓ? ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᒫᔾᔨ 2019-ᒧᑦ
ᓱᓇᒧᑦ? • ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ?
• ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᐸᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ?
• ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ?
• ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ / ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ /
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓲᒐᒥ/ᓲᖅ? ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
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ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ

ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ  ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓂᖓᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᐸᑦ?  ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᓂ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᓕᒫ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
 ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᖏᖏᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐃᒻᒪᖄ ᑕᒫᓂ 2020-ᒥ?)

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ:
ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐹᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ?

ᐊᒥᓲᔪᑦ
ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᖅᑐᑦ

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ

 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ

 ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕋᖓᔪᑦ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ

 ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ
Not at Risk
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃ
 ᐃᓅᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
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ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ? ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ?
ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ ᑐᕋᕈᒻᒧᑦ:
Dawn Andrews
Canadian Wildlife Service
5019 52nd Street
PO Box 2310
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
(867) 669-4767
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᖓ:
ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca
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ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

Monday, December 3rd, 2018
ᐱᖑᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ
6:00 pm
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.

ᐊᑏᒎᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓯᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓯ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᒃᑕ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᑭᓐᖓᕐᓂ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

ᓯᑕᒻᒥᕐᒥ, ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 8, 2018
ᐱᖑᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ
6:00pm
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.

ᐊᑏᒎᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓯᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓯ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᒃᑕ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

ᐱᖓᑦᑎᕐᒥ, ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 7, 2018
ᐱᖑᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ
6:00pm
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.

ᐊᑏᒎᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓯᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓯ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᒃᑕ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᖕᒥ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

ᐊᐃᑉᐱᕐᒥ, ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 16, 2018
ᐱᖑᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ
6:00pm
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.

ᐊᑏᒎᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓯᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓯ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᒃᑕ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᑲᖏᖅᑐᒑᐱᖕᒥ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

ᓯᑕᒻᒥᕐᒥ, ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 18, 2018
ᐱᖑᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ
6:00pm
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.

ᐊᑏᒎᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓯᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓯ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᒃᑕ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᖕᒥ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

ᐱᖓᑦᑎᕐᒥ, ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 17, 2018
ᐱᖑᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ
6:00pm
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.

ᐊᑏᒎᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓯᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓯ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᒃᑕ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᓴᓂᕋᔭᖕᒥ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

ᐱᖓᑦᑎᕐᒥ, ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 26, 2018
ᐱᖑᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ
6:00pm
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.

ᐊᑏᒎᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓯᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓯ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᒃᑕ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

ᐊᐃᑉᐱᕐᒥ, ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 25, 2018
ᐱᖑᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ
6:00pm
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.

ᐊᑏᒎᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓯᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓯ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᒃᑕ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᓇᐅᔮᓂ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

ᓯᑕᒻᒥᕐᒥ, ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 27, 2018
ᐱᖑᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ
5:30pm
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.

ᐊᑏᒎᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓯᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓯ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᒃᑕ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᑭᒻᒥᕈᒻᒥ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

Photo by A. Gunn

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 9, 2018
ᐱᖑᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ
6:00pm
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ.

ᐊᑏᒎᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔭᖅᑐᕐᓗᓯᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓗᓯ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᐸᒃᑕ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

SARA GLOSSARY
$>U/ "DPLGI%eE6/ ("C"PLGI%eE6/) &eWgFA/
,0ME^M6%[+/
Species at Risk Act (SARA)

$>U/ "C"PLGI%eE6/ &eWo (Q\)

A federal act whose purpose is to prevent a
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.

>lD.q952 'p`v2 $D^2 '0qeMHpK:2
#,s0hi:R#s0AMG9 JpK:2 #nlQMH2
IupK:2; #,s_A,2UKW%pTP:2
'0qeMHh.G9 #,s0hi:R#s0AMG9
JUDNh.G2, Iu."MKc%qNh.G9
%20s5X0#Nh.GTQMH2 395."MK2 'b^,:TP:2;
%FD A%Gc`#P,9 $D^2 "WEP:`#^2 0"E20#s
Iu."MKc%qNpK:2 %20pX0#NpK:TP.

Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada

$>U^A/ 0LGMA%^+/ 3E-;

Council of wildlife experts that decides the
level of risk of extinction (disappearing) of a
species in Canada.

7,D\2 3@>h."\qh.,9 $D^Nc\FDcxG2
"WDN#hG952 KPK"hU\#l9.2 $D^2
IuMG%Mt97P%hDw0
('0qeMHG%Mt7P%hDw0) $D^2 7K0A.

Status Report

fC"GiG^>j- #A54/

A report, commissioned by the Committee
on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada, on the status of a species. The
report contains a summary of the best
available information on the wildlife species,
including scientific knowledge, community
knowledge, and aboriginal traditional
knowledge.

#G98s, .9UguUD^s $D^hG2 3TNUG%h-2
7K0A 7,D\fStMI2, qI"NvNhDw0
$D^p,2 #q#U#^2. #G982 K"LhUD^G9
#G98N#hUDl9.2 .3UKSuKW%h.G9
.Y>9YN#h)9.,9 $D^2 A9ZI2, 'qU#b`#l9.,9
q#\Yh,FDd2 3TNUG%h,2 q#\D`t2, IKO2
q#\D`t2 %FD IKqs8hUD^2 q#\D`.qtMG2.

Assessment

f#SENFAo

The act of assessing the risk of extinction or
extirpation (disappearing from Canada).

q#\KW%h)9.2 KPK"hUTP,9
"JYTNP%NMt7P%hDw0 Iu2U%FDcRoP,9
'0qeMHs.TQMH2 #,s0hi:R#s0AMG9
JUDNs.2 (IuNh.2 7K0A).

Assessment Criteria

f#SENFA^=/ >G9/

The factors that the Committee on the Status
of Wildlife in Canada considers when
determining the overall health of a species or
population.

.Mvi:`#l9.2 $D^hG2 3TNUG%h-2
7,D\fStMI2 "WD9YsU#e,qNf">A9
0D93h.:2 qI"NvNhDw0 $D^2 KPK"h02
"RadTQMH2 0nlv2Y"MLh.2.

List of Species at Risk

$>U/ "DPLGI%eE6/ &eW*8/
EIE"^-#M>U/

The legal list of species that are classified as
either extirpated, endangered, threatened, or
special concern, under the Species at Risk
Act.

DN>h,<2 $D^2 %,N`#UD^2 KPK"h0#l9.2
'0qeMHs.2 #,s0hi:R#s0AMG9 JUDNs.2,
Iu."MKc%qNh.2, %20pX0#Nh.2, #nlQMH2
"WEPKhU^2, DN9.< $,4' ".3201%7/*'
&758.

Threatened

%/-eO-#Go,/ (,o)

A wildlife species that is likely to become an
endangered species if nothing is done to
reverse the factors leading to its extirpation
or extinction (disappearance).

$D^2 '0qeMHhG%fW:`#^2 qI"N`#Mt95,9
#,s_A,0#KW%Mt95,9 '0qeMHs.2
#,s0hi:R#s0AMG9 JUDNs.2 #nlQMH2
IuUDNh.2 ('0qeMHh.2).

Critical Habitat

$>Uf#^,/ Ad/P^M#^_LI%-/

The habitat of a listed species that is legally
protected because it is necessary for its
survival or recovery.

%,N#s0#qU#b`#UD_+ Go2YhU#hiv
K^>c>^90v2 DN>h,<2 Y(b`#^s #'MKfG
$D^2 %MK#Db^,:FDb^9 #,s)TN%pTP:TP.

Recovery

#*oV;*/*EN%^Ao

Return to the original or to a healthy,
sustainable state or condition. For a wildlife
species this usually involves increasing in
numbers and/or distribution.

#,s_ApTP:2 '#UcR#h0vI2 #nlQMH2
qI"Mt2U%97MGNpTP<, %MK#Di#^MKhUPG
'#Uv qI"MGvQMH2. $D^"TN 'TP:2
%AWehY"KW9)9.2 %FD/#nlQMH2 #,s0hit2
#vUTNlTN%97MGhP,9.

Recovery Strategy

#*oV;*/*EN%^Ak=/ (^E#+/

A written document that identifies what will
be done to help a species recover.

Threats
An activity or process (natural or humancaused) that has caused, is causing or may
cause harm, death or behavioural changes
to a species at risk, or destroy or degrade its
habitat.

,,fhUD^,<2 KPK"h0#UD^2 qIs
#,s_A,0#KWMG%hDw0 "JYTNUD^2.

%/-eO*/
qI"N#h.qh,TP< #nlQMH2 '#Uc`#G%h.s
("FAG."MKs "IMITQMH2 0"DRo,0s)
%20pX0#Nh,2U^2, EMK
%20s5X0#Nh,2UG%h.2 #nlQMH2
%20s5X0#Nh,2U."MKc%O2, .pP,9
#nlQMH2 "Ns5UhWeMH,2U^2 $D^hG9
"JYTNUD^G9, #nlQMH2 Wf2,c2,%FDc9.2
%VMKOUD^TQMH2 K^h)90tMG9
Go2YhU#hiTP%0tMG9.

ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 867-9754645 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ hayley.roberts@canada.ca

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ
ᒪᑯᐊ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᒡᕙ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ.
ᐃᓱᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖏᓪᓚᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᒃᓯᓴᖃᕈᕕᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᐸᑎᓐ.
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖁᔨᒐᓗᐊᕐᒥᔪᒍᑦ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑭᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᖅᐹᓪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑐᐊᕌᖓᑦ.
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᑕᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒧᖓ:
(ᑲᑎᖓᖏᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑏᑦ/ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᐃᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕝᕕᒋᔭᐃᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ)

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᒃ:

ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ:

________________________
ᑕᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᕕᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᔅᓯᓐᓂ?

ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᐲᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᕐᓂᒃ/ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕐᓂᒃ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ?
ᐄ

ᐋᒃᑲ

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ, ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᓂᒃ ᖃᐃᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᖅᐱᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖁᔭᕐᓂᒃ.

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᒃᓯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᐅᕙᑦ/ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ?
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ
A.Gunn

ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 867-9754645 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ hayley.roberts@canada.ca

ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓇᒥᒡᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᖁᔨᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ?

ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᖅᐲᑦ?
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᒋᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ:


ᖃᓄᖅ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᕙᒃᐸᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᒧᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ?
(ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᐅᒃᐱᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ)



ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᐹᑦ ᑐᖂᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ,
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒍᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?



ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᕆᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᑐᖂᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᐸᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᐹᑦ,
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᕕᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ?



ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓈᔭᕈᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᕕᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?
 ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖃᖅᐲᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᑎᖃᖅᐲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒧᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖕᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ?



ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᕗᖓ 8679754645 ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕝᕕ
ᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ hayley.roberts@canada.ca

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ
A.Gunn

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᓇᐃᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓯᖓ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ − ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ
ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐊᑎᖓ
ᕌᓐᔨᕗ ᑕᕌᓐᑕᔅ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ
ᐱᔪᑎᖓ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓯᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᑕ
ᑐᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᑖᑯᓇᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᓂᖓᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑮᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥ ᓂᒃᓚᓱᒃᑐᕐᒥ ᓇᐹᑐᓕᖕᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑎᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᕗᖔᓗᒃ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᕋᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖁᓯᖏᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᓂᕐᓇᑐᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᒥᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓄᑦ, 14ᒥᑦ 15ᒧᑦ
ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᖔᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᕐᓇᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᒥᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ 2 ᒥᓕᐊᓐ ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ 1990ᖏᓂ, ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 800,000ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐹᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᓛᓗᐃᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐸᐅᑉ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ
70ᐳᓴᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᐅᑉ ᐅᖓᑎᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
56ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᓂ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖕᓂ (ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 1989), ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᐸᐅᑉ
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 80ᐳᓴᑦ ᐅᓄᓛᕆᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᓂᑦ. ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᒥᔪᑦ 25ᐳᓴᒥᒃ. ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑐᑦ
ᑕᒪᐃᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᒥᓃᓇᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᒋᐊᕐᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᓱᑲᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᔭᖏᑐᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓇᐸᓗᐊᖏᑕ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᖑ, ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᑎᒃ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓄᖑᓚᕆᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᖏᒪᑕ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ. ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ, ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᕐᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᓯᓂᖏᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᑯᑦ, ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᒪᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᑲᐅᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᖅ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑕᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᓯᔭᐅᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᑲᓂᕆᐊᖃᓛᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᑕᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
ᓇᓃᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ
ᔪᑳᓐ, ᓄᓇᓯᐊᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐃᐅᓪᐳᑕ, ᓴᔅᑳᓱᕙᓐ, ᒫᓂᑐᐸ
ᐊᓂᒎᕐᑐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016ᒥ

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᕌᓐᔨᕗ ᑕᕌᓐᑕᔅ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ
ᓇᓂᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ: ᓄᓇᓯᐊᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᔫᑳᓐ,
ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᕙᓐ, ᒫᓂᑐᐸ, ᐃᐅᓪᐳᑕ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑎᒥᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑏᑦ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖓ
(ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑎᒃ
ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ (2008))
ᓂᕆᐅᓇᕐᐹ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᒪᕈᐃᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ?
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓯ ᐳᓴᑦᒥᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᐊᒪᖔᑕ
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓄᑦ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᐃᑦ ᐳᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᖢᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓄᑦ.
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᓴᑦᖓ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ.

ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᓴᑦᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᓕᕚᓕᓂᕐᓂᖏ ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ,
ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥᓪᓗ
ᐱᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖢᑎᒃ
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᑎᑕᐅᑲᓂᕈᓇᕐᐹᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᕚᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖃᑎᑕᐅᕚᑦ?
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐹᓕᕐᓂᖏᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᕚ (ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᖅ
1ᒥᑦ) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᓃ?
ᖃᓄᑐᒋᓪᓗᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑕ ᑐᓴᕈᑖ
ᖃᓄᑎᒋᓗᐊ ᐊᖏᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ
ᖃᓄ ᐊᖏᑎᒋᕙ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ (ᑕᐅᒪᖓ ᐅᓂᑳᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᒪᕈᐃᓱᑎᓗᐊᖓ ᐅᒃᑑᑎᑎᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓛᓗᕚᑦ?
ᖃᓯᐅᕙᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ?
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᕚᑦ ᐅᓄᑐᐃᕐᓱᕐᖢᑎᒃ?

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᕚᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑎᓃ?
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᕚᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ
ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓃ?
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᕚᑦ ᓱᓖ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓃ?
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐸᓕᐊᕚᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓃ?
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖔ ᐊᖏᔫᕚ ᓱᕐᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᓯᓂᖏᓪᓗᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᑑᐃ?

8ᒥᑦ 9ᒧᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓄᑦ

ᐄ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᖅ
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐸᖓᑕ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 57ᐳᓴᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᓄᑦ 7ᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓈᒪᒃᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᖃᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ ᓇᐸᖓᑕ
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 70ᐳᓴ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓐᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᖢᒋᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᖅ, ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᖑ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖃ−
ᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐅᓄᓗᐊᓕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓂ
ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᓂ, ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᑐᐃᓇᕆ−ᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᖑᓱᐃᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᓄᑦ.
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᒪᑕ
ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᑎᓯᓇᓱᖕᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᑎᓯᔪᑕᐅᓚᑖᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ.
~57ᐳᓴᑦ

ᐱᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᓇᑎᒃᓗ.
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕈᓇᕐᐹᑦ: ᐃᖑᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ
ᓄᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᕚᑦ: ᐊᑲ.
ᓇᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ

4,253,842 ᑭᒃᐹᕆᒃᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᕈᐊᕐᑎᕐᓗᓂ ᑭᓛᒥᑕ
247,840 ᑭᓛᒥᑕ ᒪᕈᐃᓱᓗᐊᕐᖢᒍ (ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕖᑦ, 8ᓄᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᓕᕐᓄᑦ)
ᐊᑲ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᖏᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ 14ᒥᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᑐᐊᓗᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᒪᓇᖃᑖᖅ
ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᐸᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐹᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓅᓛᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 1990ᖏᓂ.
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᒪᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᐊᕋᒍᓕᒪᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᓚᐅᓯᒪᒪᖓ 1990ᖏᓂ.
ᐅᓄᕐᑎᒋᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᓂ
ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖑᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ.
ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᖅ
ᐄ
ᐊᑲ

ᐊᓯᔨᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑑᕚᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑖ?
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᖏᔫᕚ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖐᑦ?
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᖃᑕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᕚ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓃᑦ?

ᐊᑲ
ᐊᑲ
ᐊᑲ

ᖃᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ* ᐊᑐᓂ (ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ)
ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᑦ (ᐊᕋᒍᖓ ᓄᑖᖑᓛᖅ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ)
ᖃᓯᐅᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑐᓂᕐᑑᑦ
1. ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ (2013)
197,000
2. ᑐᒃᑐᔭᕐᑑᑉ ᓄᕗᐊ (2015)
1,701
3. ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊ (2015)
2,259
4. ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ (2015)
15,268
5. ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ (2015)
38,592
6. ᕿᖓᐅᒃ (2015)
19,769
7 (8). ᐋᕼᐃᐊᖅ (2011)
195,529
9 ᐊᒻᒪ 10. ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ (2002)
41,000
11. ᐃᑦᓱᐊᕐᑐᕐᕕᒃ (1995)
6,658
12. ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ (2014)
264,661
13. ᓴᓪᓖᑦ (2015)
12,297
14. ᐊᒃᐸᑐᕐᔪᐊᖅ (1991)
500
15. ᕿᑭᑖᓗᒃ (2014)
4,856
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ (ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ ~800,000
ᐱᔭᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ 2015ᒥ)
*ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ
ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑐᓂᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑏᑦ
ᓄᖑᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᓂ 20ᐳᓴᑦᖏᑦ ᑕᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᖕᓂ
(ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᑦ)

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᖏᑐᖅ

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᑦ (ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓚᑖᖑᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓐᓄᓗᓃᑦ)
• ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᑯᑐᐃᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖏᓄᑦ
• ᓯᓚᒧᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ
• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
• ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ
• ᖃᓂᒪᒃᑖᕐᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ(ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᖁᓯᐅᒥᒃᐸᑦ)

ᐱᐅᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᓯᓚᑖᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᖔᕐᑐᑦ)
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕙᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃᓗᓃᑦ?

ᓄᑕᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᐸᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᕚ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᑑ?
ᓄᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᒪᔪᓇᕐᐹᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒦᑦ?
ᐃᓂᒃᓴᖓ ᓈᒪᑲᔮᕐᐸ ᓄᑕᐅᐊᒃᐸᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒨᑦ ᐊᓯᖏ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ?
ᐱᐅᓕᐊᖑᑐᕿᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᐹᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᐊᖁᔨᕚ?

ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᕐᒥᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᕆᒃᓯᒪᖏᑐᖅ. ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᔪᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑲᔭᕐᑐᒃᓴᐅᖏᑐᖅ
ᐄ
ᐄ
ᐊᑲ

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ
ᑕᒪᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑑᕙᑦ ᓂᔪᑏᑦ?

ᐊᑲ

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ: ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016ᒥ.
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᖓᓗ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓂᖓᑕ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕ: ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ. ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓂᖏᓂᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᖑ
ᓄᖑᓂᐊᖁᔨᖏᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᕐᓂᐊᖁᔨᖏᓂᖏᓄᑦ.
ᐱᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑕ:
ᑕᑯᓇᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᕐᑕᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ, ᐊᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᖏᐊᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑮᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᓂ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᖕᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑎᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑐᐊᓗᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᐊᕗᖔᓗᒃ ᓄᒃᑎᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᖁᓯᖏᓄᑦ
ᐃᓄᖃᑎᒌᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐊᓐᓂᕐᓇᕐᑐᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᓄᑦ, ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᑦ
414ᒥᑦ 15ᒧᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᓛᒃᑲᐅᑉ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔮᓗᑉ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐ ᐸᐃᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᕿᑭᑖᓗᖕᒧᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ 2ᒥᓕᐊᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 1990 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂ, ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ 800,000ᐸᓗᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐹᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᓚᓗᐃᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐸᑐᓖᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ. ᓇᐸᖓᑕ
ᐅᖓᑖᓂᑐᑦ 70ᐅᓴᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᒪᑎᐊᕐᑐᑦ, ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 56ᐳᓇᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖕᓂ ᐃᖓᓱᐃᓂ (ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂ 1989), ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᓛᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᕐᓴᐅᕌᕐᔪᒃᑐᕐᒥᒃ
80ᐳᓴᒥᑦ ᐅᓄᓛᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓂᑦ. ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᔪᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ 25ᐳᓴᓗᐊᒥᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᑯᓇᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ. ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᐊᓯᔨᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓈᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᐊᔪᑲᐅᕐᑐᔮᖏᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᒪᑕ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᓇᓗᓴᐃᓯᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᕐᑐᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᓯᒪᒃᒪᑕ ᓇᐸᓗᐊᑲᓴᖕᒥᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖓ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᑎᒃ, ᑕᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᔮᖁᔨᖏᒪᑕ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ. ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᒐᓗᐊᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐸᖃᑕᕐᑕᓕᒫᖏᓂ, ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᐸᑐᓖᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᓂᑦ, ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᒥ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᑎᓯᓗᑎᒃ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᑦ ᑕᑯᐊ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᓯᔭᐅᓯᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖓ
ᐊᓯᔨᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᑕᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ.
ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐃ (ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐸᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ); ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒧᕈᓇᕈᑎᖓ, ᐃᖑᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ
56ᐳᓴᑦᒥ 70ᐳᓴᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᖓᑲᓱᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ (ᐃ), ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᑐᑦ (ᑎ)
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓅᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ (ᑭ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᑎᓯᓗᑎᒃ), ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᖢᒍ 25ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᒪᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ,
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᒥᐊᑯᖏᑦ 5ᐳᓴᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᖅ. ᑕᒪᓇᑕᐅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓯᒪᓂᖓᑦ (ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥᓗ), ᐱᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑎᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ.
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱ (ᐅᓄᖏᑐᔪᑦ ᐅᐸᑲᑕᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐅᓕᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ) ᐊᑐᖏᑐᖅ.
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑎ (ᐅᓄᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐸᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ) ᐊᑐᖏᑐᖅ
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑭ (ᐅᓄᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᑐᐊᓗᖏᑐᑦ) ᐊᑐᖏᑐᖅ
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᒋ (ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑎᖏᑦ) ᐊᑐᖏᑐᖅ

ᑭᓱᒨᖕᒪᖔᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂᕐᑐᑦ (ᑭᓄᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑎᖏᑦ, ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ “ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ”) ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕋᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓂᑦ 2002, 2004, 2014 ᐃ.ᐱ. 2016).
ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑦ 1ᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᒥ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᑕ ᐅᓂᑳᖏᑦ
ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 3) ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓯᑎᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑎᓂ ᖃᓄᐅᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᓕᕐᐹᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ. ᓴᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᒐᓗᐊᑦ
ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕐᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᓴᒪᐃᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓰᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ
ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ, ᓄᑕᐅᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑎᐅᔪᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓗᖑ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖏᑕ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒥᓂᕿᓂᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ (ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 2015), ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ (ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 2011) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑕᕙᓂ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ.ᓗ.,
ᐅᓇ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᐅᓂᑳᖓ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐸᖓᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᐅᓂᑳᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᐃᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕕᓂᕐᒥᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐ (ᓄᓇᓯᐊᖅ) ᒪᓕᒐᖓ (ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐅᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ 2016).
ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᑳᕐᒥ ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑕᐅ
ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᓂᑦ−ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᓚᖕᓂᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᑎᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥᓪᓗ. ᐅᓇ
ᐅᓂᑳᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓯᒥᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᖃᖃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓯᐊᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐊᓪᓚᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓪᓚᖓᔪᕐᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓂᑦ. ᑕᑯᐊ ᐱᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᕈᐃᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᑳᕐᓂ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᑳᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓂᑳᖓᓂᑦ.

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᖃᑕᕐᓯᒪᒪᖔᑕ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓴᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1977ᒥ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖁᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᑯᑦ−ᐊᒍᕐᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᕐᔪᐊᖓᓂ 1976ᒥ. ᓴᕿᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᒪᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᑯᑦ, ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᖕᒪᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ. 1978ᒥ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᕐᓯᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ
ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ. ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᑎᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐃᓚᓯᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᔪᓂ 5, 2003ᒥ, ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ. ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭ ᐊᕿᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᔨᔨᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᖏᓇᖃᑕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒪᕆᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᓂᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᑯᑦ.
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖓᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᓯᓂᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ, ᑲᑎᖓᔪᓂᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ, ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒦᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ‘ᐱᕈᓯᐊᑯᓂᑯᖏᑐᑦ
ᐊᒍᕐᑐᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ: ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᐃᑦ, ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ, ᕿᒥᕐᓗᓖᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ, ᐃᖃᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᔭᕈᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᑦ, ᐃᑦᔪᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐊᕋᐃᑦ.
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖁᑎᓕᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑕ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ, ᑎᒪᐃᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᑯᓂᖔᕐᑐᑦ (ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒪᕆᑯᑦ, ᒥᖑᐃᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦᑕ ᑐᓴᕕᖓᑕ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᑯᔭᒐᖃᕖᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᓂᑦ), ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᓂᖔᖏᑐᑦ ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖓᓕᖓ ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑉ
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᒪᕆᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᓕᕌᖓᑕ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓂᑳᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᕐᒥᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ.
ᑐᑭᖏᑦ
(2016)
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ, ᐊᒍᕐᑐᓯᒪᔪᓗᓃᑦ, ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑦ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᒦᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᑕᑯᓴᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᑦ,
ᐱᕈᕐᑐᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗᓂ , ᐅᑯᓇᖔᖏᓱᖓᕐᐸᑦ ᖃᓂᒪᓯᖅᑖᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦ, ᐊᓯᓃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᒍᐊᖑᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᒋᓗᓂᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒨᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᓄᑕᐅᓇᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒦᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᖏᓛᓂᒃ 50ᓂᒃ ᐊᕌᒍᓂᒃ.
ᓄᖑᑐᑦ (X)
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑎᐊᒪᕆᓕᕐᑐᖅ.
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓂᕐᑐᑦ (XT)
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓂᕐᑑᑦ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓇᕐᒥ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᕐᑐᖅ.
ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ (E) ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᓄᖑᑎᐊᒪᕆᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᑦ.
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ (T) ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖏᐸᑕ.
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ (SC)*
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒦᓕᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑎᓯᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᖏᑐᑦ (NAR)** ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᖏᑐᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᕐᒥᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ.
ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖃᖏᑐᑦ (DD)*** ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᖅ ᑐᕋᖓᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᓈᒪᖏᑕᕌᖓᑕ (ᐃ) ᐊᕿᑕᐅᓂᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᒪᖔᑕ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ (ᐱ) ᐱᔪᓇᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ.
* ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ (ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ” 1990ᒥᑦ 1999ᒧᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ‘ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᖏᑐᖅ’ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ 1990.
** ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ “ᓇᓕᐊᓂᑐᐃᓈᖏᑐᖅ”, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ “ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑐᖅ”.
*** ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ “ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑐᖅ” 1994ᒥᑦ 1999ᒧᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ “ᓈᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᖓ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥ
ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᒪᖔᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ 1994ᒥᑦ. ᑐᑭᖓ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᖃᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᓕᐊᓄᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᒪᖔᑦ 2006ᒥ.

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᕗᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᐸᐃᐹᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᖃᓗᓈ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᑐᐊᕐᔪᖕᓄᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᐅᓂᑳᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᓂ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ−ᕿᑎᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ 6,000 ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓇᕋᑖᐸᓗᒃ 2,000ᒥᑦ 3,000ᒧᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒍᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ.
ᓇᐸᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᖏᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ, ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᑭᓱᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖑᓗᑎᒃ, ᒥᖁᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᑦ.
ᓂᐅᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓂᕐᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐳᕆᐅᓪ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᐅᒪᔭᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓂᐅᑭᑑᑎᒋᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᖁᑎᒃᑑᑉ
ᑐᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑐᓪᕕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔪᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᖏᔪᑎᒪᕆᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᕐᔪᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᒃᔪᖏᑦ
ᑐᖑᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᐊᕐᓇᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᓪᓕ ᖁᑎᒃᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐊᓕᐊᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓂᐅᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓄᖏᑦ ᕿᕐᓈᖓᓂᕐᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᑳᔪᓂᕐᓴᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᖁᑎᒃᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑐᓪᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔪᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒥᖁᖓ ᖃᖑᓯᐅᒥᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᐊᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᖑ, ᐊᓯᒌᖏᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᔨᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᐅᖏᑦ ᑲᑭᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᖏᑦ ᓇᐸᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑯᑦ. ᐱᐅᕆᐅᓪ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᐊᓕᐊᓂᒃ
ᕿᕐᓇᖓᔪᑦ ᒥᖁᖏᑦ ᓱᕐᓗ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᑎᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑎᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓂᐅᖏᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓂᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ.

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᓕᒪᕐᒥ, ᐅᓄᖏᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑎᖏᑦ (ᖃᖃᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑰᕌᓗᐃᑦ) ᓄᖃᕐᑎᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᒃ. ᐃᒪᖃ ᑕᐃᒪᑐᐊᖅ ᒪᑭᓐᔨᐅᑉ ᑰᖓᑕ ᓇᕐᓴᖓ − ᓄᓇᑭᑑᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᓛᓗᒃ ᐃᑲᒐᒃᓴᐅᖁᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖓ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ
ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᐊᓯᐊᓂᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᑭᓐᔨᐅᑉ ᑯᖓᑕ. ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂ ᓇᐸᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᓴᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᑕᖓ, ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᒧᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐳᔾᔪᓇᖅ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᐸᑲᑕᒃᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᖏᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᖏᕋᓂᐊᓘᖕᒪᑦ ᐅᓕᑕᕐᑐᓛᓗᓗᓂᓗ. ᒪᓇᕋᑖᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓯᑯᑯᒃ ᐅᐸᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᑕᖓ
ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒧᑦ. ᕿᑭᑖᓗ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖃᖃᐅᕐᑐᐊᓗᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᓇ ᓱᓃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑲᑎᑐᐊᓗᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᑕᓂ.

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓪᓗ
ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 1960ᓂᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᖃᑕᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᓚᕇᖅᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕆᐊᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃ,
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓇᐅᔭᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᖅ. ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᖃᑕᕐᑐᖅ
ᐊᕋᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᖏᑐᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᖃᑕᕐᖢᑎᒃᓗ.
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕐᕕᖏᑕ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᑑᔭᕌᖓᑕ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕌᖓᑕ. ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᓯᐊᒪᒃᓯᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐊᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ − ᑕᐅᕙᓇ ᓄᓇᖓ ᐱᕈᑐᖃᐅᓗᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᓐᓂᐅᕐᕕᐅᒐᔪᖏᓂᕐᓴᖅ. ᐱᔪᑎᒋᔭᖓ ᐱᕈᑐᑭᓂᕐᓴᐅᓂᖓ
ᐱᔪᑕᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᖃᓄ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᖏᓂᒃ.

ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ
ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᖏᖑᕚᕇᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑎᒋᒪᖔᑕ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᓇᖃᑖ ᓯᕐᒥᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᐸᓕᐊᔪᓂ ᓯᐊᒪᒃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑕᑯᐊᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᒥᑭᓕᕚᓕᕐᑎᓯᔪᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᒐᔭᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖑᒧᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ.

ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᕈᑐᖃᑎᐊᕋᖓᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᔪᑎᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᐊᑐᓂᕐᑐᑦ) ᓱᓃᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐋᓗᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᖢᒋᑦ. ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐅᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖓ ᐱᕈᑐᖃᐅᓗᐊᕌᓗᖏᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᖑ
ᐱᕈᕐᑐᖃᐅᓗᐊᖏᓂᖓ, ᐅᓄᖔᓗᖏᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᔾᔪᕈᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᑖᒫᑦ ᐊᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐱᕈᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ
ᖃᖓᕐᓗᑯᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᑎᓯᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᓱᓃᔪᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᐃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᑯᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑦ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᕈᓇᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᖃᐃᓯᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᖁᐊᕐᓂ ᐃᒪᕈᔪᖕᓂ, ᐱᕈᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ ᑲᖓᕐᓗᑯᖏᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᔪᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᑎᕈᓖᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐱᕈᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᑑᑦ.
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᕿᒃᑐᕆᐊᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪ ᐊᐅᒃᑐᕐᓂᐊᓕᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ

ᑕᒪᓇ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᑎᑐᓃᕆᓪᓗᖑ ᐊᕐᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᒌᖏᑐᑦ ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᑎᓖᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑲᓂᖅ, ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᓂ ᑐᑐᖏ ᐅᒪᑎᓯᒃᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᖏᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᕕᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᖃᕐᑎᓯᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ.
ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᑐᖅ ᐃᑕᕐᓂᓴᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᒃᐸᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ ᓯᕐᒥᓂᑦ 8,000 ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ 24,000. ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᐅᔫᑉ ᕿᑎᕐᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᒥ ᓇᐹᑐᓖᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᑦ ᑐᑐᖏ. ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕐᓯᔪᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᑎᓯᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓇᕐᒥ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᐊᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐱᒋᔭᐅᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᒥᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᑐᐃᓇᖓᖏᑐᖅᑦ
ᐊᒥᑐᐃᓇᖓᓄᓘᖏᑐᖅ. ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᓂ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᐊᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᐊᕐᓇᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ, ᐃᓪᓛᓂᑯᑦ
ᑕᑯᐊ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᑲᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᖏᓂᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᑕᕐᒥᒃᓕ

ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᑎᒋᓪᒍ. ᐃᑲᔪᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒥᐅᑦ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓄᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᐳᓚᕋᕐᑎᓯᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ. ᐅᖓᑖᒍᑲᓂᖅ
ᑕᒪᓇ, ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᖏᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᓂᕐᓇᑐᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓃᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓄᑦ.

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓃᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ

ᑕᕐᒪᕐᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ

ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ 1. ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᑦ.
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ᑐ

ᓕ

ᒥᐅ
ᑦ

ᐳᐊ

ᑭᐸ
ᐃᓐ

ᑐᒃᑐᔮᕐᑑᖅ ᓄᕗᐊ
ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊ

ᐃᑦᓱᐊᕐᑐᕐᕕᒃ

ᐳᓗᓄᔅ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖅ

ᐳᓗᓄᔅ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅ

ᐅᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ

ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ

ᐅᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ

ᕿᖓᐅᒃ

ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᕿᑭᑖᓗᒃ

ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᑕᖓ

ᐊᒃᐸᑐᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᓄᓇᖑᐊᖅ 2. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ

ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ

ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᑭᓱᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᒪᒃᖠᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᓇᒪᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕋᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓇᕈᓇᖕᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕋᒍᑦ ᖁᓕᑕᒫᑦ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖓ. ᑕᒪᓇ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᑕᐅᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓃᓗᓂ ᓇᓂᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓄᑦ, ᓱᕐᓗ
ᐊᐱᑎᖃᓚᖕᒪᖔᑦ, ᓇᐸᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑭᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᓛᓗᖕᒪᖔᑦ, ᖁᐱᕈᕐᓄᑦ ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᓂᕿᖏᑕ ᐱᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᖓᑯᑦ ᐱᕈᑐᐃᑦ
ᐱᕈᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕋᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐸᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑕ ᓇᕈᓇᒃᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᑐᖃᐅᑎᐊᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒥᑭᓕᕚᓕᖁᓗᒍ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᖃ ᕿᑎᕈᓕᕈᔪᐃᑦ.
ᐱᕈᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᒪᒃᓯᔭᕌᖓᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖄᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᒃᓴᖏᑕ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᓇᕐᑐᖃᑲᐃᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᓂᒃᓛᓱᓱᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᒃᓚᓱᒃᔪᐊᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓ. ᐱᕈᑐᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᒪᔭᐅᓚᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᐱᖔᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᓕᓵᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᓄᐃᕈᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᒥᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᐳᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᔨᓂᖏᑦ, ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖔᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᒧᖃᑎᐊᖁᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᑯᐊ ᑭᖑᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓇᖃᑕᐃᓇᖏᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖁᐱᕈᕈᔪᑉᓄᑦ ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓴᕙᓕᐊᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᕗᖅ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖁᐃᒃᑎᓴᑎᐊᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓗᐊᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ.

ᖃᓄᐃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂ ᓴᓇᐅᒐᖏᓂᑦ ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᓂᑦ
ᐊᖏᓕᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᕙᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᐳᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑎᓗᐊᑕᖅ ᐊᓯᖔᖏᓄᑦ
ᓄᒃᑎᖃᑕᕐᑎᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᓂᓕᒫᖅ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ. ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ, ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᕐᒥᓂ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ
ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓴᓇᕙᓕᐊᖕᒪᑕ ᒪᓇ ᓱᓕ ᒥᑭᑑᔪᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᓕᐊᔪᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᖕᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑕ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᑲᑕᖃᑕᕐᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂ.
ᓇᕈᓇᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖃᑕᕐᑐᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᖃᑕᖏᑐᑦ ᑭᓱᐊᓘᖕᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᕐᒥᓂᒃ, ᕿᓂᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓱᓕ ᓱᓃᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᓇᕐᖢᓂ ᐊᖏᒃᓕᕙᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᓱᓃᔪᓇᕐᑐᐃᑦ; ᑕᒪᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᓇᑭᖔᓚᑖᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᑐᑦ
ᒪᑐᐃᖔᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᑦ 15ᒥᑦ 30ᒧᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᖁᓯᐅᕈᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᑐᐃᓇᕐᐳᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓇᕈᓇᒃᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᑖᖑᓚᕐᒦᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓴᓇᔪᒪᓂᖓ ᓇᕈᓇᒃᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖓᓃᐳᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᓇᕈᓇᒃᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᓴᐅᑎᓯᒋᕗᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑯᓄᖓᕈᓗᔭᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ.

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᓂ, ᒪᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᕗᖅ ᐅᖁᓯᕚᓕᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᐊᐱᖃᑕᖏᑐᖅ, ᐊᐱᓂᕐᓴᐅᖃᑕᕐᖢᓂ, ᐅᖁᓂᓴᐅᓗᓂ
ᒪᓂᕋᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᒃ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᑐᖃᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᑐᖅ. ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ 30ᓂᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ, ᐅᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖁᓯᕚᓕᕐᑐᖅ 2ᓯᐅᓪᓯᐊᔅᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᐊᓘᑉ
ᓄᓇᑭᑑᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐱᖓᓵᑯᑦ. ᑕᑯᐊ ᐅᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ,
ᐅᓄᖏᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ.
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᕐᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓃᔪᓛᓗᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᓗᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ
ᑐᑐᖏᓂᒃ. ᐱᕈᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᓕᕐᐹᓂ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ 20ᐳᓴᑦᒥᑦ 26ᐳᓴᑦᒧᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑯᑦ ᐊᔨᖏᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᖃᓯᐅᑎᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐅᒃᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ. ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕈᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᕈᖃᑕᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᑎᐊᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐊᓯᐊᓂ (ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅᐸᓯᒃ). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐱᕈᑐᖃᐅᑎᓯᑎᐊᕐᓂᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑎᒃᓂᓴᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᓂᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᓂ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᕐᑎᓂᑦ.

ᓇᐹᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑭᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᒐᔪᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᑎᕐᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᓂᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 1960ᒥᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᖢᖑ 1990
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕉᓃᕐᐸᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 2000ᖏᓂ. ᖃᖃᖃᕐᐸᓯᖕᓂᖓᓂ, ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᑭᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᒪᕈᐃᕐᓲᑎᓗᐊᖑᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᓯ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 1960 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
1980ᖏᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1990ᓂᑦ 2000ᖏᓄᑦ. ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐃᑭᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑭᖅᔪᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᑭᓂᕐᓴᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᐸᕐᑐᓕᓛᓗᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑎᖕᓂᖓᓂ,ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓂᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᑭᓂᑯ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᐊᓯᐊᓂᑐᖅ ᑐᑐᖃᕐᓂᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᐳᓗᓅᔅᖑᓂᕋᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓂ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ
ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᐅᑮᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ, ᐃᑭᓂᑰᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓂᒋᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᐸᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑕ. ᐅᑮᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥ
ᓂᒋᕐᖓᓂ ᑕᓰᐊᓘᑉ ᒍᕆᑦ ᓯᓚᐃᕝ ᑕᓰᐊᓗᐊᑕ, ᐃᑭᑲᑕᖕᓂᖓ ᖁᕙᓂᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᓯ 1947ᒥᑦ 2006ᒧᑦ, ᐅᓇᕐᓂᖓ 1.06 ᓯᐅᓪᓯᐊᔅᒥᒃ ᐅᖁᓯᓯᒪᓂᕐᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ
ᐅᖂᓗᐊᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᔪᓂᒥᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᑐᒃᓴᐅᓗᓂ. ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ, ᐃᓚᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᑕᐅᖏᑐᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᕈᑐᖃᐅᑎᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᑭᔫᑎᓂᒃ, ᓂᕿᖃᕈᓂᕐᑎᓯᓂᐊᕐᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᑎᓂ. ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᒃᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓄᑦ (24ᒥᑦ 27ᒧᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓄᑦ), ᓂᕿᒃᓴᔭᖏᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓂᒪᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐸᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑭᓂᖏᓂᑦ ᐅᓱᒫᓗᓇᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓂᑦ ᓇᐸᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ
ᓇᐹᑐᓕᐊᓗᖕᒥ. ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᖁᑎᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᕈᑐᑯᑖ ᑕᑭᓕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᐸᓕᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᒃᐸᑦ.

ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᑦ

ᐃᓄᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕚᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᕆᔭᖓ 8ᒥᑦ 9ᒧᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖏᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓕᖃᑕᕋᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᖃᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐱᕈᑐᖃᓂᖓ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᑲᓂᖓ ᑎᒥᖓᑕ ᐱᕈᕐᓂᖓ, ᕿᑐᖏᐅᓕᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ

ᐊᕋᒍᖃᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᒪᕉᖕᓂᒃ. ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ ᒪᕉᖕᓂᒃᓗᓗᐊᐸᓗᒃ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ 12ᒥᑦ 16ᒧᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ
ᐃᓄᔪᓃᕐᓴᓕᓂᕐᓴᐅᓲᑦ. ᓄᕋᐃᓇᐸᓗᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐊᖑᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒌᒃᑐᑎᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᑐᐃᓇᐸᓗᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᔨᒌᖏᓂᖃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᖏᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥᓪᓗ, ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖑᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᓂᕐᓴᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᓇᕐᒥᐅᑉᐸᓰᑦ
ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᐃᑯᓇᖓ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥᖔᕐᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ, ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᖁᖓᓯᕈᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓂ 1993 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2009.

ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᓂᓗ ᒪᓕᒍᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓴᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᖃᑕᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᓂᕿᓴᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᐅᑎᐊᕐᑎᓇᒋᑦ,
ᐅᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᔭᕆᐊᖃᕈᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᑐᖃᐅᓗᐊᕌᓗᒐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒃᓚᓱᒐᔪᒃᖢᓂ. ᐊᑯᓂ ᐊᐳᑎᖃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᑲᐃᓈᕐᔪᒃᑐᓂ ᐱᕈᕐᓇᓕᕌᖓ
ᐱᕈᕐᑐᖃᐅᑎᐊᕋᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᑎᐊᑲᐃᓇᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᖃᑲᐃᓈᕐᔪᒃᑎᓪᓗᖑ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᒃᑎᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖔᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑕ
ᖃᓄᐃᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓗᐊᑕᖃᑕᕐᐳᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦ. ᓄᒃᑎᕐᑎᕐᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᒪᓕᖃᑕᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᕈᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ. ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᐊᓗᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓕᕚᓕᖃᑕᕐᑐᖅ
ᐊᑐᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓯᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᒡᑎᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ, ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕐᓯᐅᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᔨᕈᓱᒐᓱᓗᐊᕌᓗᒍᓂᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᑲᓂᕐᖢᑎᒃ.
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᖓ ᑐᖓᕕᖓᑦ ᑕᐅᕐᓯᖃᑕᐅᑎᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᒃᓴᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᔪᐊᖃᑕᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᒦᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑐᑯᕈᑎᖃᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᑎᐊᕙᒃᓴᖃᑎᐊᖃᑕᖏᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓴᐳᑎᓯᒪᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᐅᒪᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᑑᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᑐᖃᐅᑎᐊᖏᑲᓗᐊᕐᐸᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᐸᑕ ᓇᔪᓕᖏᑐᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ, ᐊᒪᒪᔪᐃᕐᓵᓕᑎᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᓄᕋᖓ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᒪᒃᒪᒃᑎᑯᑖᒃᓗᓂᐅᒃ
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓄᓕᐅᕐᓇᐅᑉ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓄᑦ.
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᔨᖓᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ, ᕿᒫᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓴᖓᖠᖏᑑᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ.

ᑕᑯᓇᖓᓴᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᓱᖑᒪᖔᑕ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑑᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᕋᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᕙᓂᓴᐃᓇᖃᑎᖃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᕙᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ
ᐃᓂᖃᖃᑕᕐᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᓱᒪᓂᐊᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 1960ᒥᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᑳᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᓂᑳᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᖓᓴᐃᓇᖅ ᓂᓂᖃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᒫᓂᑐᓂᒃ.
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓯᐊᒪᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐳᕆᐅᓪ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᕙᓂᓴᐃᓇᖅ ᐅᑮᕕᒋᔭᖏᓂᓲᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑑᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᓂ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐳᓗᓅᔅ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓗᓄᔅ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑮᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᐅᓪᐴᕐᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᕙᓐ.
ᐅᒥᖕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᕙᐃᑦ ᖁᐱᕈᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓐᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᐱᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᖓᓴᐃᓇᖅ ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᐊᓚᕇᑦ ᑕᑯᓄᖔᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑉ ᑯᒪᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᕙᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖁᓯᕙᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ.

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᒃ ᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᓱᓃᓗᐊᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖕᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᓇᐅᓚᕋᓗᐊᕐᐸᑕ ᓄᕋᐅᓚᕋᓗᐊᐸᑕᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.
ᓄᓇᓯᐊᓕᒫᕐᒥ, ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 2007 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2010, ᐊᑕᖏᑲᓴᒃᖢᑎᒃ 75ᐳᓴᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᒥᐅᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐸᖓᑕ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 67ᐳᓴᑦ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓂᖓᑕ
ᑐᒃᑐᒥᒃ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 10ᐳᓴᒥᑦ 93ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒃ ᓄᑦ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏ. ᖃᕖᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᑯᖏᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖁᑎᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ ᕿᒫᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ. ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᖑᔭᐃᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᕆᒐᓂᐊᖏᑦ ᓕᖕᒃᔅ ᐃᓚᓂᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᒥᔪᑦ. ᓇᒃᑐᕋᓖᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖁᑎᖃᑕᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᕋᕐᓂᒃ ᓄᕆᐅᕕᐅᔪᕐᓂ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᖁᕐᓗᕐᑑᑉ ᑰᖓᑕ, ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥ.

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔭᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑐᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᕋᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᕌᖓᑕ, ᓱᕐᓗ
ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᓂ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓇᓱᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᒥᑭᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕌᖓᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑎᒌᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓕᕌᖓᑕ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᕋᓕᐅᕐᕕᖏᓂ.
ᓇᐸᓗᐊᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓪᓗ 50ᐳᓴᒥᑦ 70ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᓄᕋᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᖁᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᖏᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ 13ᐅᓴ ᑐᖁᔪᑦ ᓄᕋᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓂ
ᐊᑲᐅᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᖏᓂᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᕙᖃᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐳᕙᖏᑎᒍ. ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ, ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 25ᓗ 29ᐳᓴᐅᓪᓗ ᓄᕋᖏ ᑐᖁᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᔪᓂᒥ:
61ᐳᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᓂᕐᓯᕐᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᓇᒃᑐᕌᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᒃᓚᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒪᖁᓂᑦ.
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᒃᑐᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᕐᑎᓱᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᒃ. 1980ᖏᓂ, ᐳᓗᓄᔅᖑᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᓂ 6ᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 7ᓂᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕆᓕ 1992ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᐃ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓪᓘᒃ ᒪᕈ ᑕᒫᑲᓴᒃ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐊᒧᕈᐊᔪᖁᑎᖃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᓱᖐᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᑎᖃᑕᕋᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᖑ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ
ᓂᕿᕕᓃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑐᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ. ᑐᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓯᐊᓗᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ 75ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᕕᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᒪᕉᒃ ᐊᒪᕉᒃ.
ᐊᑯᓂᐋᓗᒃ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᒪᑯᑖᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃ ᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᒃ ᐊᒃ ᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ. ᒪᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᖁᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ,
ᐊ ᐃᑦ ᓯᐊᒪᒃᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓃᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒦᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᖏᑐᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᔫᖓᓗᑦ

ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᑦ 1991 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2012 ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑕᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᕐᑕᖃᐅᑐᖅ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊ ᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᐳᓗᕘᔅ ᐊᑭᓇᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᑐᑐᖏ ᓇᓃᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑏᑦ. ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᖏᓂᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊ ᐃᑦ ᐊᒪᖁᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᕙᓂ.
ᑭᖑᕚᕇᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᑯᑕᓕᕐᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᖅ ᖃᕝᕖᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᖓᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕚᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᖃ
11ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 2004ᒥᑦ 2011ᒧᑦ, ᐃᒪᖃ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᖅ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᑐᑐᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᒪᑕ.

ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ ᖃᓂᒪᓰᓪᓗ
ᖃᓂᒪᖕᑖᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦ, ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐱᕆᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ, ᐱᒪᕆᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᔪᓯᖏᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᓂᖓ. ᑕᑯᐊ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᔪᓇᕐᐳᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᖏᑐᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᖕᒥᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᒥᑭᒃᓕᕚᓕᕐᑎᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᑭᖑᕚᒃᓴᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐅᒪᕆᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᖑᓴᐃᓗᓂ
ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᔪᓇᕈᓃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᒃᓴᓕᐅᕈᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ.
ᕿᑎᕈᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓪᓗ ᕿᑎᕈᓕᐅᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐃᔪᑦ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᓂᖃᑕᕐᐳᑦ ᖁᐱᕈᑕᐅᑕᐃᓕᓗᑎᒃ ᖁᑎᕈᓕᒃᓴᕐᓂᒃ ᒥᖁᖏᓅᕐᓯᕙᑐᓂᒃ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᕿᑎᕈᓕᕐᓂᒃ ᓯᒍᖏᓄᕐᓯᔭᒪᑕ. ᕿᑎᕈᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᓄᖓᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓯᐊᕐᓂᕕᓂᖏᓂ ᓄᖑᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᐸᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᕿᑎᕈᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᓯᖏᓅᖃᖃᑕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑎᕈᓖᑦ ᑎᖏᔪᓇᓕᕋᖓᑕ ᐸᒃᕕᓴᕆᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᓇᕈᓇᒃᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ ᑭᖓᐅᒃᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ
ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓂ 1979ᓗ 2014ᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᖁᓯᕚᓕᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂ 1980.
ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐸᓗᓴᐃᓇᖅ, ᕿᑎᕈᓕᕐᓂᒃ ᐸᒃᕕᓂᖅ ᒥᑭᓕᕚᓕᕐᑎᓯᔪᓇᕐᐳᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓯᐊᕈᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔨᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ. ᑕᑯᐊ ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᐅ ᐅᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᒪᓰ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕆᕗᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᐅᓇᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᖑ ᓯᓚ. ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᒃᑎᕐᐸᓕᐊᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᓂᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕚᓕᕐᑎᓯᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᖁᐱᕈᖃᐅᖏᓂᕐᓴᕐᒧᑦ.
ᖃᓂᒪᓰᑦ ᖁᐱᕈᓂᑦ ᓇᔨᔭᐃᓯᔪᓇᕐᐳᑦ, ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᕐᓂᑎᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ, ᓴᖏᑑᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᕋᖏᑦ, ᐊᖏᓕᓯᒪᔪᐊᓗᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒃᔪᖁᑐᓯᑎᓯᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᖏᓕᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᒍᐊᖏᑦ,
ᓂᐅᕐᓗᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒻᒪᒃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᒪᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᐊᐅᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᕐᒥ (2007ᒥᑦ 2009ᒧᑦ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᐃᓇᐸᓘᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᕿᑭᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 1983 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1986, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᐃᓇᐸᓪᓘᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᕐᒥᓖᑦ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖓᑕ
ᓯᖃᓕᔪᓇᐃᓕᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᓂᕆᓂᑯᖏᑦ 15ᐳᓴᒥᑦ 43ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᓂᒋᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ (217ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 6ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᕐᓗᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᓚᐅᖏᑐᑦ. ᒪᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᓇᒍᐊᕐᓗᓕᕐᑎᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᓂᒪᓯᖅ ᓴᕿᓯᒪᖁᔨᓕᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓴᓖᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᑎᑯᑦ ᓇᔨᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖁ/ᓂᕐᐹᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᖏᓇᕐᖢᑎᒃ.

ᖃᓂᒪᓯᖅ ᓴᕿᑐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᕕᓂᑯᑦ, ᐳᕙᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᕙᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᑕᓇ ᖃᓂᒪᓯᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓗᓕᕐᑎᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᓴᕿᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2010ᒥᑦ
2015ᒧᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖕᓂ ᐅᓗᒃᕼᐊᖅᑑᖅ ᕿᑭᑕᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓕᓂᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂ; ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᒃᓕᕚᓕᕐᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᓱᓕ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ.

ᐃᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂ ᐱᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓕᖃᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᐅᓄᖏᓛᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑯᑦ ᐊᔨᓕᐊᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖏᓱᖔᕐᔪᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ.
ᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᖏᓱᖔᕐᔪᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔨᖑᐊᓂ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᓗᓅᔅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 1986ᒥ 1987ᒥᓪᓗ.
ᓄᕆᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓇᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓂᖏᑕ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔪᓇᖏᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᖑ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᕋᒍᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᑎᑐᐊᓗᔭᖃᖓᑕ
ᓄᖑᐊᓂ ᔪᓂᐅᑉ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ ᔪᓚᐃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᕿᒃᑐᕆᐊᕈᔪᖕᓄᑦ. ᐊᔨᖑᐊᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒥᒃᓕᕚᓕᖁᓗᒍ (ᑕᒪᖏᑲᓗᐊᒪᖔᑕ
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ). ᓇᓂᓯᓂᖅ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᑯᑦ−ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑯᑦ−ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᓇᒪᓈᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔭᕌᖓᑕ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᐃᓕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᖁᑎᖕᓂᕐᓴᕐᒥ ᖃᓯᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᒪᖔᑕ
ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᖃᑕᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᓄ ᓈᓚᐅᑎᓕᕐᓂᒃ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᒧᑦ ᓯᐊᒪᒃᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑯᖓᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᕐ ᐅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᕕᒋᔭᖏᓂ, ᑕᐃᒪ
ᐃᔭᒐᒃᓴᐅᓗᒍ ᖃᓄ ᑕᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ. ᓇᒪᓈᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᖓᕕᓕᒃ ᖃᓰᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ,
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᓇᓇᐅᓵᕈᑕᐅᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓃᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓗᑎᒃ. ᓇᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᖓᒋᑦ

ᐊᔨᖑᐊᖓ, ᐃᓚᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᕋᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓐᓇᒃᓴᐅᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᕗᖅ ᐆᒥᖓ ᐅᓃᑲᕐᒥᒃ
ᐅᓄᓈᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓚᑖᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.
ᐊᐃᐸᖓ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ. ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᓇᓴᐃᓈᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ (ᐊᑐᕐᖢᖏᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᖏᓪᓗ) ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᐳᑦ
ᖃᖓᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑯᑦ ᐊᔨᖑᐊᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖓᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᒪᕈᐊᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕿᒋᐊᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᐳᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᑲᓂᕐᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ.
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᐳᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᒋᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑎᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓃᔪᓛᓗᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ (ᓇᒪᓈᕐᓂᓴᐅᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ
ᖃᓯᓚᑖᖑᓂᖏᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒪᓈᓚᑖᕐᓂᓴᐅᓕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ (ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕐᑕᐅᖏᑐᑦ) ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ. ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓂ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑯᑦ
ᓇᓃᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓕᕐᑎᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᓇ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕋᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓂᖓᓴᐃᓇᖅ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᖃᑕᕐᐳᖅ
ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᑲᓂᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ.
ᑕᑯᐊᓴᐃᓇᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᕐᓴᐅᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᔨᖑᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖅᓂᐅᑉ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᒪᕈᐊᑎᑐᐃᓇᕐᖢᖑ ᑕᐃᒪᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ,
ᒪᕈᐊᕐᑎᕐᖢᒋᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᖢᒋᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᓗᓄᔅ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 2010ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᓱᐊᓗᒃᔪᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ
(ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᒦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ) ᑯᐸᐃᒃ/ᓛᐸᑐᐊ 1993ᒥ. ᔪᓂ 2010ᒥ ᓄᕆᐅᕐᕕᖏᑕ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐸᕐᑐᓕᖕᒥ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᓘᓄᔅ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᒥ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 114,472ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓕᓴᐃᑦ, ᑕᒪᓇ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᖓ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᕆᓗᐊᓚᐅᖏᑕᖓ 122,697ᒥᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ
ᐃᕐᓂᓚᐅᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᔪᓚᐃᒥ ᐊᕌᓂ.

ᐱᖓᔪᖓᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑕᖅ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑭᒃᓕᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦᑦ ᑕᑯᓴᐅᓂᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑎᒋᓇᓱᒃᖢᒍ ᓄᓇᒥ. ᕿᑭᑖᓕᒫᖑᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ, ᓴᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᑕᖓ, ᐃᓚᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᖓ ᐊᖏᔪᖅ ᕿᑭᑕᖅ (ᕿᑭᑖᓗᒃ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᐃᓚᖓ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᐅᑉ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒃᓕᓕᐅᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖓ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᐸᑲᑕᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ. ᑕᑯᐊ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓂ (ᒪᐃ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᔪᓂ) ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᓇᕐᒥ ᐃᓪᓗᓕᐃᓕᐅᑉ.
ᔪᓂᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓯᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᕿᔪᑕᐅᔮᖏᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᓈᕐᓂᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ.

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ 1. ᓇᐃᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ 1984ᒥᑦ
2015ᒧᑦ. ᓇᐃᒃᓕᒋᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ: PCH=ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ; TUK=ᑐᒃᑐᔮᕐᑐᖅ CBH=ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊ; BLW=ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᐳᓗ ᓄᔅ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖅ; BLE=ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᐳᓗ ᓄᔅ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅ; BCH=ᕿᖓᐅᒃ; QAM=ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ; ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ=Beverly; AH=ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ; SCH=ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᑕᖓ.

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ 2. ᓇᐃᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᓛᑦ, ᐅᓄᓛᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᓛᖏᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ (1984ᒥᑦ
2015ᒧᑦ) ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ.
ᒪᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᐅᓄᓛᖏᑦ #

ᐊᕋᒍ

ᐅᓄᖏᓛᑦ #

ᐊᕌᒍ

ᓄᑖᖑᓛᑦ #

ᐊᕌᒍ

ᒪᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖏᑦ

ᓇᐹᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ

197,000

2013

123,000

2001

197,000

2013

ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊ

19,278

1992

1,821

2006

2,259

2015

ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖅ

112,360

1992

15,268

2015

15,268

2015

ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅ

114,472

2010

38,592

2015

38,592

2015

ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᕿᖓᐅᒃ

472,000

1986

19,769

2015

19,769

2015

ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ

495,000

1994

221,000

1988

264,661

2014

ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᓴᓪᓖᑦ

30,381

1997

5,400

1987

12,297

2015

ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᔮᕐᑑᑉ ᓄᕗᐊ

2,866

2006

1,701

2015

1,701

2015

ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ

195,529

2011

ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ

ᐋᕼᐃᐊᖅ

ᐃᑦᓱᐊᕐᑐᕐᕕᒃ

6,658

1995

4,830

1985

6,658

1995

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ

ᐅᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ

41,000

2002

28,336

1995

41,000

2002

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ

ᐅᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ

4,236

1978

500

1991

500

1991

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ

ᕿᑭᑖᓗᒃ

235,000

1991

3,096

2014

4,856

2014

ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ

(ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ
ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ]

[800,090]

ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᖓᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᖑᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂ
1972ᒥᑦ. ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓂᑦ 100,000ᒥᑦ 1972ᒥᑦ 178,000ᒧᑦ 1989ᒥ. ᑭᖑᓂᖓᓂ 1989, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 123,000ᒧᑦ 2001ᒥ. ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ ᓯᓚᕈᔫᖃᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕋᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓂᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᕐᑕᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᑎᑭᖢᖑ 2010ᒥ ᐃᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 169,000ᖑᔪᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2013ᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
197,000ᖑᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᐅᓄᓛᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᖃᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᓕᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᒋᐊᓂᖏᓂ 1970. ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᑦ ᖃᓯᖑᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 31ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᑐᑦ.

ᑐᒃᑐᔮᕐᑑᑉ ᓄᕗᐊ
2005ᒥ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᔮᕐᑑᑉ ᓄᕗᐊ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᕙᓂᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑑᔭᖏᑦ ᕋᐃᓐᑎᐊ ᓄᒃᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ 2001ᖑᑎᓪᓗᖑ.
ᐊᕿᓱᕐᓯᒪᔪᑯᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2005ᒥ 2,700ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᓄᕋᖏ ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ) ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ; ᐃᒪᖃ 20ᐳᓴᖏᑦ
ᕋᐃᓐᑎᐊᖑᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᖢᖏᑦ. ᒪᔨ 2006ᒥ, 26ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ 19ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ, ᖁᖓᓯᕈᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑕᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓴᕿᑎᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᖁᓇᖕᓂᕆᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᑑᔭᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᕕᖓᑕ ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂ, ᑎᓴᒪᐃᓱᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ
ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᓄᑖᖑᓛᖅ (2015ᒥ) ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 1,701ᖑᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ.
ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊ
ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 1986ᒥ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᓗᓄᔅ−ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖅᐅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓄᑦ. ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᓛᖑᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 19,300ᖑᕐᖢᑎᒃ 1992ᒥ, ᐅᓄᖁᓃᕐᐸᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ
11,089ᖑᕐᖢᑎᒃ 2000ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2,434ᖑᕐᖢᑎᒃ 2005ᒥ. ᒪᓇᕋᑖᖅ ᐅᓄᓛᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒃ 2,259ᒥᑦ 1684ᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᓗᒋᑦ
ᐃᓚᖓᕐᓗᒋᓗᓃᑦ 2015ᒥ. ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓕᖃᖓᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᒃᓕᒋᐊᓂᖏᓪᓗᓃᑦ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ
85ᐳᓴᒥᒃ.
ᐃᓐᓇᖏᑕ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: ᓲᕐᓗ, 730ᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᖏᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᑦ ᓂᕿᓴᑖᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 2005ᒥ. ᓄᓇᖃᖄᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓂᖏᑦᑕ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 2006ᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2007ᒥ
ᒪᑐᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ.
ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖅ
ᐳᓗᓄᔅ−ᐱᓴᖕᓇᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᖄᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1986ᒥ 88,000ᓗᐊᐸᓘᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᑐᕕᓂᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 1992ᒥ,
ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᖑ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ 112,360ᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ 18,000ᒥᑦ 20,000ᒧᑦ
2005ᒥᑦ 2012ᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓂ 15,268ᖑᔪᓄᑦ 2015ᒥ. ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᖃᓯᖑᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐳᓗᓄᔅ−ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᑐᑐᖏ
ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 87ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ.

ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅ
ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᓇᐅᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕐᓇᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᔨᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ 1999ᒥ, ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊᓂ
ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᖣᓄᔅ−ᐱᓇᓇᐅᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓂ. ᐅᓄᓛᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ 104,000ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᔨᖑᐊᖓᓂ
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2000ᒥ. 2005ᖑᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 70,081ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ 2005ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 65,119ᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2006ᒥ. 2010ᖑᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᐅᔪᕐᒥ ᐊᔨᖑᐊᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 114,472ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 2010ᒥ, ᐅᓄᕈᓃᑲᓂᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ. 2013ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ,
ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᖕᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ 68,295ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ 38,592ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2015ᒥ. ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᓕᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 89ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕈ ᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ.

ᑭᖓᐅᒃ
ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 1986ᓗ 2009ᒥ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓄᖑᐹᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 93ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ

472,000ᒥᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ 1986ᒥᑦ 31,982ᒧᑦ 2009ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 2012ᖑᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 34,690ᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᓂ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᖃᓗᐊᕐᑐᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᔪᓂᒥ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐊᔨᖑᐊᖓ ᓇᐃᓇᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2015ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ

19,769ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕋᒍᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ 23ᐳᓵᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ 2012ᒥᑦ 2015ᒧᑦ. ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᖏᑦ
ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᑦ 98ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᖏᓕᕚᓕᕐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ.
ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᒋᔭᑐᖃᕆᔭᕐᒥᓂ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᖓᓂ ᓂᒋᕐᐸ
ᓯᐊᓂ ᕼᐊᓂᖓᔪᕐᒥ, ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 1950ᖏᓂᑦ. ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᓂ
ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ 1940ᖏᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ. ᐊᕿᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑯᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᖃᖓᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2007ᒥᑦ 2010ᒧᑦ,
ᓴᕿᑎᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᑐᑐᖏ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᓛᓗᐃᑦ 1994ᒥᑦ 2007ᒧᑦ, ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᖕᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᓂ, ᐊᕼᐃᐊ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᓱᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᒧᖅ.
ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓂ 1984ᓪᓗ 1994ᓪᓗ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᑕᒪᓇᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᓇᓚᐅᕐᖢᓂ; 1994ᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ
267,000ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ. ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 1994ᓗ 2007ᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖁᓃᕐᐹᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᓛᓗᐃᑦ; 2007ᒥᑦ 2010ᓗ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᖓ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᑎᒃᑐᓛᓪᓗᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᓵᕐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᖑᓛᕐᒪᖓᑕ. ᑕᑯᓇᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᖃᓰᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐊᓯᖕᒥ
ᐃᓂᕐᕕᖃᖔᓕᖢᑎᒃ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓯᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᓇ ᓄᒃᑎᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖓ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐊᓯᒥ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖔᖃᑕᓕᕐᓂᖓ
ᕿᑎᐸᓗᖏᓂ 1990ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ 2009ᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ. ᐊᓯᖔᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐᓯᑎᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᖔᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ 1721ᖑᔪᓂᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ (43ᐳᓴᖏᑦ) ᖁᖓᓯᕈᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 179ᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᑐᖃᖏᓂ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᕐᒥ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᓂ ᓄᒃᑎᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ
ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓂᒃ 2007ᓗ 2010ᓗ.
2011ᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓚᐳᑖᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 124,000ᓗᐊᐸᓘᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᓯᒃᔭᖓᓂ
ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ. ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᓇᐃᖕᒪᖔᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 2011ᒥ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
‘ᐊᑎᖕᓂᕐᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᒃ’. 2011ᖑᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᑐᖃᓚᐅᖏᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᑐᖃᖏᓂ
ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ. ᑕᒪᓇ ᐃᒪᐃᑐᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᒃᑎᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᖓ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᒧᑦ ᓯᒃᔭᒧᑦ. ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᖓ (ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑲᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᑖᕈᓇᓂᕋᕈᓇᖏᑕᕗᑦ) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ.
ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ, ᑲᔪᓯᑎᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖕᒥᓂᒃ ᐅᒃᑐᕋᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃᓗ. ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᑐᖏ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᕈᐃᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑎᓖᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᐊ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᐊᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ.
ᐊᕿᒃᓱᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᖅ ᐃᓂᕐᓃᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᑐᖏᓂ 1986ᒥᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ. ᓴᕿᑎᓯᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 11,265ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᖏᓂ. ᑕᒪᓇ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖓ ᓄᓇᖓ ᒥᑭᑑᒪᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓯᐊᕐᑐᑯᑦ ᑭᒃᓕᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ. 1996ᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ
ᓄᓇᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᕐᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 83,134ᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓕᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖓᓂ. ᐊᕼᐃᐊᓕᒫᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᖏᔭᐅᓂᖓ
ᐅᓄᓈᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 200,000ᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑎᑯᑦ. ᑭᖑᓕᖅ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 2006ᒥᑦ 2010ᒧᑦ, ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓲᖅ
ᓇᓃᓇᓱᖏᔭᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓯᒃᔭᐊᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ, ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᖅ. ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 2006ᒥᑦ 2010ᒧᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᖏᓂ
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᓕᐅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᓂᖏᓂᒃᓗ. ᐊᖏᒧᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓ
ᐅᓄᓈᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 235,000ᖑᔪᑦ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 2007ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᖏᑐᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᖔᓂ 7ᐳᓴᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕿᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ
ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᖏᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᓈᕐᓂᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓕᓚᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓇᓱᖏᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᒪᓈᓗᐊᕋᔭᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᕐᓗ
ᓱᓕᓗᐊᕋᓗᑲᔭᖏᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᐸᓗᖑᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ.
ᔪᓂ 2011ᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓚᕆᓚᑖᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᕿᑎᕐᐊᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐊᓯᐊᓂᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᐅᑉ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᖓᓂ. ᐊᑐᓚᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓇᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕋᒍᓕᓴᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ 71,340ᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑕᑯᐊ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ
ᐃᓚᖏᓂ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᑭᖓᓕᐊᑉ ᓄᓇᖓ, ᑕᑯᐊ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᓴᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓯᓪᓗᓂ
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᓂᕆᖓᔭᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᕋᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ.
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᓕᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓇᖂᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᓗᐊᑕᕐᓂᑦ, ᑕᒪᓇᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᖢᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᕐᔪᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ
ᔪᓂᒥ. ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᓯᒪᓕᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᕐᓱᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 1986 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1996 ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑲᓂᖅ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᒃᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓄᖃᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᖏᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓗᐊᐸᓗᐃᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᓂᖏᑦ 2006ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2011ᒥ

ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᓱᒪᓂᓗᐊᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᖅ ᐋᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᓕᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ
ᓄᒃᑎᕐᓯᒪᓕᑐᖅ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ.
ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1960ᖏᓂ ᐅᓄᖏᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐅᓄᓯᕚᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1970ᐃᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃᓗ 1980ᖏᓂ
ᑎᑭᖢᖑ 1994 (495,665). ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 1983, 1985, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1988 ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᓚᐅᕐᑕᖏᑦ 23,000ᒥᑦ 272,000 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᔪᓂ 2008ᒥ,
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 348,661ᖑᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 264,718 2014ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓴᕿᑎᓯᓗᓂ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᑐᓛᓗᓂᖏᓂᒃ 23ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ
2008 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2014 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 47ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ 1994ᒥ ᐅᓂᓛᖑᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
ᓴᓖᑦ ᕿᑭᑕᖓ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᓅᑕᐅᔪᑦ 48ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᖅᒥᑦ 1968ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓇᒋᑦ,
ᑭᖑᓕᕐᐹᖅ ᐊᒪᖁᒥ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1937ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓕᕐᐹᖅ ᑐᒃᑐ ᑐᖁᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 1957ᒥ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᓛᖏᑦ 30,381ᖑᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1997ᒥ.
2003ᖑᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᕐᐸᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 17,981ᒧᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᔨᓗᐊᖑᓂᐊᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 15,452ᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2007ᒥ;
ᐊᒃᐸᕐᐸᓕᐊᑐᐃᓇᓕᒪᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 7,287ᒧᑦ 2013ᒥ. ᒪᓇᖃᑖᖅ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᐃ 2015ᒥ 12,297ᓗᐊᐸᓗᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,
ᓄᒃᑎᕐᑐᕕᓂᐅᖁᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᖓᓂᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᑳᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒦᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᒪᑕ ᓯᑯᒥ
ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ 2013ᒥᑦ 2014ᒧᑦ. ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓪᓖᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 113ᐳᓴᒥᒃ.
ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᑯᑦ ᓯᑯᕙᓕᐊᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᖑ 1998ᒥ, 2005ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2010ᒥ ᓱᓃᓯᒪᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑎᒥᕐᓗᖕᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖁᕋᕐᑎᓯᓗᓂ 2010ᒥᑦ 2011ᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᑯᑦ. ᓴᓪᓖᑦ
ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᐅᖏᑐᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᖃᑕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᖃᓂᒪᓯᕐᑖᕐᑐᐊᓗᑎᓪᓗᖏᑦ, ᓇᔨᐊᖏᕐᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ, ᓇᒍᐊᕐᓗᓕᕐᑎᓯᓗᓂᓗ,
ᓱᓃᓗᓂ ᕿᖑᕙᒃᓴᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᑎᓯᓗᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᑕᑯᐊ ᖃᓂᒫᓰᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ 2000 1.7ᐳᓴᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᓖᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᒪᑕ
ᑭᓇᐅᔾᔭᒐᓱᖕᓂᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᓂᑯᑉ. ᑕᒪᓇ ᖃᓂᒪᓯᖅ ᐊᖏᓕᕚᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 51.5ᐳᓴᒧᑦ 2006ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᐸᕐᐹᓕᕐᖢᓂ 37ᐳᓴᒧᑦ 2011ᒥ. ᑕᒪᓇ ᖃᓂᒪᓯᖅ
ᓱᕐᓃᒪᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᔨᖃᑕᕐᑐᕐᓂᒃ ᖁᑎᓂᕐᓕᖕᒧᑦ 80ᐳᓴᒧᑦ 1997ᒥ, ᐊᒃᐸᕐᐹᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 60ᐳᓴᒥᒃ 2003ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 36.3ᐳᓴᒥᒃ 2008ᒥ, 55.6ᐳᓴᑦ 2010ᒥ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 37.0ᐳᓴᑦ 2011ᒥ. ᐊᑎᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓗᓗᐊᑕᐃᑦ (12ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓗᓗᐊᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 20ᐳᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᕐᓂᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᐃᕆᓕᒥ 2005ᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑕᒪᓇ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᔨᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓃᔪᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ.
ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᖅ
ᐊᒃᐸᑑᕐᔪᐊᖅ (5,600 ᑭᓛᒥᑕ ᑭᒃᐹᕆᒃᓯᓯᒪᓗᒍ) ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᒪᕈᐊᕐᑎᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᖁᕋᖃᑕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 1961ᓗ 1991ᓗ. ᐅᑭᐅᖓᓂ
1974ᒥᑦ 75ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1978ᒥᑦ 79ᒧᑦ, ᐳᓴᖏᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ 70ᐳᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐸᓗᐊᖏᑦ 50ᐳᓴ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᔪᓂ
1984ᒥ 2,130 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. 20ᐳᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᓱᕐᓯᒪᔪᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᓗᑎᒃ 1991ᒥ, ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓇᓱᖏᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,
ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᑐᑦ, ᐃᒪᖃ 500ᖑᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᑕᒪᑯᐊᓕᒫᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᕿᑎᖓᓂᑦ 1970 ᑎᑭᖢᖑ
1991 ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᑐᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᑕᖃᖏᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ.
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᖅ (ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ)
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᖅ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓗᓂ 1983ᒥ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᕆᐅᕐᑰᑦ (ᐅᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᖓᓂ ᒥᐅᓪᕕᐅᓪ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ). ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᑯᑦᑐᓈᕐᑐᑯᑦ
ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᕈᓗᑐᐃᓇᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃᓗ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕕᐅᔪᑦ. ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᖓ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕕᐅᒧᖅ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ 1983ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1995ᒥ ᐊᑕᐅᑎᑰᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ
ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᓇᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒧᑦ. ᓄᕆᐅᕐᕖᑦ ᓱᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓚᕆᖏᑐᑦ.

ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᖅ ᖃᖓᑕᓱᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓇᒋᑦ ᒪᐃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᒪᓂ 1983ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᕐᓪᓗ ᐊᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᑲᓂᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐊᓂ ᒪᐃ 1995ᒥ. ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓇᒋᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ (ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ
ᓄᕗᖓᑕ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥᓪᓗ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᓗ), ᐅᓄᕐᕈᓕᕐᐹᓕᕐᑐᓚᓗᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᐃ 1983ᒥ ᐅᓄᓛᖑᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 120,000 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
72,395ᖑᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᐃ 1995ᒥ. 1983ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1995ᒥ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᕐᓱᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᕐᑐᕐᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᕋᕐᖢᑎᒃ
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᔨᓗᐊᖏᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓂ ᐊᑐᕈᓯᕐᓂᒃᓗ. ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᐊᒪᒃᓯᒪᖁᓗᔭᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᐊᓯᔨᕐᕐᑕᖃᒪᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑐᑦ
ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ (ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 66ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒥᐅᓪᕕᐅᑉ ᓄᕗᐊᓂ. ᐃᓚᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᖓ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓐᓴᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᖓ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕕᐅᓗᓂ 2010ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2011ᒥ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕚᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 38ᐳᓴᒥ
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᒋᐊᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ

ᒪᐃ 1995 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔪᓂ 2011 (71,340). ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᖁᑎᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑕᑯᐊᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕖᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓐᓇᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᕋᖃᐅᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᑰᖕᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐃᒻᒧᐊᓂᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ. ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᓄᕋᕐᑖᓚᐅᕐᑎᓇᒋᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 1983ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
1995ᒥ ᐅᔨᕈᓱᒃᑐᑦ 66ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 1983 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1995 ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐅᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐅᓪᕕᐅᓪ ᓄᕗᐊᓂ.
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕖᒃ (ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅᒥ ᒪᕈᐃᑦ) ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓕᕇᖕᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 1999 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2004.
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᕇᖕᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑎᑎᐊᓚᐅᖏᑐᑦ. ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᒪᖓᑕ
ᑕᑯᐊ ᐱᖑᓱᐃ ᐊᑐᕐᖢᒋᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ (1999ᒥᑦ 20004ᒧᑦ) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ 41,000 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ
ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᖏᓂᒃ. ᑕᑯᓂᖓᓴᐃᓇᖅ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᔪᕕᓂᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (1995) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᕆᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (1999ᒥᑦ 2004ᒧᑦ)
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᑯᐊ ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓂ ᖃᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᓗᐊᖑᐃᓇᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ. ᐃᓚᖓᓂ 1983ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
1995ᒥ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᖓ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᕆᐅᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ 2010ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2011ᒥ (ᐃᓪᓗᐃᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑕᕆᐅᓐᓄᐊᖅᒥ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᐊᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᑰᒐᕈᖅ ᓄᕗᐊ). ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ 1990ᖏᓂ, ᖃᖓᑕᓲᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᓯᓃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᐅᕉᓯᒥᑦ ᓇᑎᕐᓇᖓ, ᑮᑦ ᑲᖏᓱᖓ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅᒥ ᑕᓰᐊᓗ ᓯᒻᓴᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᒻᓴᓐ ᓄᕗᐊ−ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕖᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 2010ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2011ᒥ, ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ

ᓇᓗᐃᓇᐃᓯᔪᓇᓚᐅᖏᑐᖅ ᑎᓴᒪᓂᒃ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
71,340ᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᑕᑯᐊ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᒪᐃ 1995ᒥᓂᑦ (44,100) ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᐊᓴᐃᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᕕᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᒋᓪᓗᐊᑕᕐᑕᖓ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᕐᓴᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓇᒋᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 16ᓂᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᓖᑦ.

ᐃᑦᓱᐊᕐᑐᕐᕕᒃ
ᐊᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑯᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᕇᖕᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᔪᓂ 1985ᒥ ᐃᑦᓱᐊᕐᑐᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 10ᐳᓴᒥᑦ 20ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
4,830ᓗᐊᐸᓗᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᐃᖓᓱᐃᓱᑎᓗᐊᕆᓕᓚᐅᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᖏᓂ 1970ᒥᓂᑦ. 1985ᒥ ᓇᓇᐃᓂᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᑲᓂᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᔪᒪᐃ 1995ᒥ,
6,658ᓗᐊᐸᓗᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᑐᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᔪᓂ 2006ᒥ, ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᑦ.
ᕿᑭᑖᓗᒃ
ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 1991 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2014, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᕿᑭᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 98ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ. ᑐᓴᕈᑎᑕᓕᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓇᓚᐅᑕᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᓕᒃ ᒥᑭᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᒥ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᓂᒋᕐᐊᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐊᓯᐊᓂᓗ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ (507,451 ᑭᒃᐹᕆᒃᓯᓯᒪᓗᖏᑦ ᑭᓛᒥᑕ). ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓚᕆᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 1991ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓂᐅᒪᑎᐊᓚᐅᖏᑐᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ, 60,000ᒥᑦ 180,000 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᒋᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ, 50,000ᒥᑦ 160,000ᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ
10,000ᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᑕᐅᑉ. 4,587ᓗ 7,186 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᒥ ᖃᖓᑕᓪᓗᑎᒃ 2008ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2009ᒥ, 47ᑐᐃᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
119ᑐᐃᓇᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑐᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᑲᓂᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᒃᖢᑎᒃ
ᖃᖓᑕᔪᑯᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᒋᕐᐊᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᖁᓕᒥᖑᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᒪᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᒪᓈᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓕᐊᕆᖕᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᒪᓈᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ. ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅ 1,065ᖑᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. 2014ᒥ, ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᑲᓂᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐊᓯᒥ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᖓᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ ᐊᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᕇᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᕿᓂᕐᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓄᖓᔪᑦ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᖕᒥ 4,652ᖑᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᐅᓄᑐᖃᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᐊᓇᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ 315ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑐᑦ. ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᒋᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓵᑦᑐᕐᒥ (9,521ᑭᓛᒥᑕ ᑭᒃᐹᕆᒃᓯᑎᖢᒋᑦ)
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᓵᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 1,603ᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ.
ᓇᐃᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ: ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᖃᑕᒪᖔᑕᓪᓗ
ᑕᑯᓇᖓ 13ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ, ᒪᕈᐃᑦ − ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓪᓖᑦ − ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ, ᓴᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓪᓗᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ. 8ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ
ᐅᓄᖁᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓇᑎᒃ, ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᒐᔪᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᒪᓈᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᓃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᖏᑐᑐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ,
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑎᖃᖏᒪᑕ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ. ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᒐᔪᖏᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ, ᐊᐱᖁᑎᑕᖃᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᓯᕚᓕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗᓃᑦ.
ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ 197ᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᓇᖓ 13ᖑᔪᓂᖔᕐᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᑦ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᑦ, ᐱᔨᓯᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᐸᖓᑕ ᐅᖓᑖᓂᑐᓂᒃ 70ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᑎᓴᒪᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒧᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 80ᐳᓴᐅᑉ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖑᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓄᑦ.
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᔪᑦ; ᐃᓚᖏᑦ (ᕿᑭᑖᓗᖕᒥ) ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᓛᓗᖁᔨᔪᑦ. ᐅᓚᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᓄᖓ 7ᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓯ ᐳᓴᓗᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᖔᓂ 56.8ᐳᓴᑦ.

ᓄᓇᖃᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓪᓗ ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕐᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ ᓇᐸᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᒃᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓇᑎᒃ ᐃᒥᓂ
ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᒥᒪᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗᓃᑦ; ᐃᓚᖏᓂ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ. ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ,
ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑕᑎᒍᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᔪᑦ ᓱᓂᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓗᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᔪᓯ ᐊᐅᓚᑐᖅ ᓱᓃᕙᓕᐊᓗᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᓇᐅᒪᔪᑎᓕᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓰᓂᒃ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ. ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᓱᓂᕐᐸᓕᐊᖁᔨᔪᓂᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᑐᓛᓗᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᑐᕐᒨᕐᐸᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᓱᒨᖓᓗᐊᑭᐊᖅ ᓄᖑᐊᓕᐊᔪᑎᖃᕐᑐᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᓈᓗᒃ
ᐅᓇᓂᖃᓚᐅᓯᒪᖏᓂᖓ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓇᑕᖁᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᖃᓂᒪᓯᕐᑖᕐᑐᕐᑐᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑲᓂᖅ, ᖃᓂᒪᓰᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᒪᕇᑦ ᓴᕿᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᑦ,
ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᐊ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᓱᒪᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᒪᖔᑕ
ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᓱᓃᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᕐᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕕᓂᖏᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃᓗ, ᓱᓃᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ,
ᓯᓪᓚᐃᑐᓇᕐᐳᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᖓᔭᕈᑕ ᐃᒥᓃᓇᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᓱᒪᓂᕕᓂᖏᓛᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕕᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓚᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ 1990ᖏᓂ ᑕᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ.

ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ

ᐳᓗᓄᔅ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅ

ᕿᖓᐅᒃ

ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊ

ᐳᓗᓄᔅ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖅ

ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ 3. ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐱᖑᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ 6ᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᐊᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 67ᐳᓴᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕈᑏᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᒃᓴᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕈᑏᑦ
ᑕᑯᓴᐅᔪᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓱᓕ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓇᕐᑐᖃᖏᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᒃᓴᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ (ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᓂᕿᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐱᕈᕈᔪᐃᑦ) ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᒪᖔᑕ. ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐱᕈᕈᔪᐃᑦ
ᓴᖏᓂᕐᐸᐅᓕᓱᖑᔪᒃᓴᐅᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᔭᕋᖓᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᓪᓗ ᓄᖑᐊᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᕈᓃᕐᑐᑦ (ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓕᒫᖅ ᑐᖁᕋᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓕᒫᖅ
ᓱᓂᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ). ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓱᓃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᓂᕐᓴᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑑᓕᕋᖓᑕ ᑕᒪᓇ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᒋᕗᖅ. ᐱᕈᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᑕ
ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓕᕋᖓᑕ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓂ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ. ᐱᕈᕐᐊᓕᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᐊᕋᐃᑦ ᓱᑲᐃᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐊᕋᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 50 ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ
ᐃᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒥ ᐅᓂᑳᖅ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᖏᑐᔪᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᓇᑎᒃ, ᐅᑮᕕᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᒐᔭᖏᑐᒐᓗᐊᖅ
ᓄᖑᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑕᒪᑐᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᖓ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᕆᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᓕᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕐᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᕈᓇᖕᓂᖏᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

ᐅᓄᖏᑲᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒪᕈᐃᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᓴᕐᓯᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ (ᑕᒪᓇ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᔪᑕᐅᓛᖅ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖁᐱᕈᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ.
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᑦ

ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᕐᐸᒃᑕᖏᓂᑐᓇᕈᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ (ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᕐᐸᒃᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᕿᓂᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᓇᔪᓄᓪᓗ)
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᔪᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᐸᒐᓱᕕᖏᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ. ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᕐᒥᓂ ᓄᒃᑎᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓᓚᕆᒃ ᓇᔪᕐᐸᒃᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᕋᖓᓚᕆᖏᑲᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ. ᐃᓚᔪᑕᐅᑲᓂᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᕙᓕᐊᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᖅ ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖏᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᐅᕐᓱᐊᓗᓴᕐᓯᐅᕐᑐᑦ
ᒑᓴᓕᒃᓴᕐᓯᐅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖁᓯᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᖏᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᖏᓄᑦ. ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓃᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᖃᑕᕈᓂᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᖑ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑑᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓯᒐᓕᖕᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᑯᔪᑎᖃᕐᒪᑕ
ᑐᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᑳᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑑᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᒧᑦ
ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ, ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑦ). ᓇᔪᖃᑕᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᖅ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᒐᓕᐊᓗᓂᓗ ᓱᓃᔪᑦ ᓴᓇᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑑᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᓕᐊᓚᑖᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓯᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᖅ (ᓲᕐᓗ, 7ᒥᑦ 12ᐳᓴᖏᑦ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ).
ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᒧᕐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᒃᓕᑎᓯᑲᓂᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓃᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᑲᐃᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᖢᓂ ᓇᓂᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ. ᓱᕐᓗ,
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓕᕙᓕᐊᒧᑦ ᓱᓃᔪᑏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 1996ᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᑎᓯᓛᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᓕᐅᒧᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᑎᓯᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 2000 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2012ᒥ. ᑐᕋᐃᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑐᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᑕᑯᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐸᕕᓴᕆᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑕ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᕙᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓄᑦ, ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ
ᓴᓇᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᓗᐊᑕᐃᑦ. ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔫᑉ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓃᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑭᓱᓕᕆᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓂᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᕐᓂ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᓱᓃᓚᒃᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᔨᓕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᕋᖏᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᖃᑕᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖕᓂ.

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᒐᓴᖅᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᐃᓄᓯᕆᒪᔪᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖃᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᓇᓃᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂᑐᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᖑᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᓂᐅᕈᑎᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓂᖀᑦ ᑐᔪᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᖏᑕᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓂᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑎᓯᔪᖅ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑎᓯᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᓯᒪᖃᑕᖏᑐᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᑎᐊᖓᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᓛᖑᓂᖏᓂᒃ,
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᖏᑐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖔᖏᓂᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖔᖏᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᑎᓯᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ, ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑎᐊᖏᑐᖅ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᑲᓂᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᖑ ᓄᓇᖃᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ
ᑲᔪᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᑖᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓯᐊᕐᖁᓗᒋᑦ.

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕐᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑐᔪᖅ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓯᓚᑖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓂᑐᐃᓇᖅ
ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᓇᓕᐊᓂᖔᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᓂᑦ. ᑐᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᔭᐅᖃᑕᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᓂᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐃᓪᓛᓂᑯᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ, ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᑲᐅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒥᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᒪᒍᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᓇᕐᑐᑦ. ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᖃᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᕆᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ (ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᐱᓱᕐᑕᐅᑲᑕᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ) ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ
1989ᒥᑦ 93ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᒍᑦ 8,000ᖑᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᒪᕈᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᕋᒎᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓴᐃᓇᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᓕᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ 20,000ᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ 1989ᒥᑦ 1993ᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᖏᑦ (ᓄᓇᖃᖃᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ) ᐅᓄᓛᓂᒃ 1993ᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᑦ 1,800ᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᒃ
(ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᓗ) ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ ᓄᖑᐹᓕᓕᓚᐅᕐᑎᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 100ᓂᒃ 2007ᒥ ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥᑐᐊᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᓇᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓄᖏᑎᒋᔪᒃᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ). ᑐᓴᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐃᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᖁᑎᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᓱᕐᑕᐅᑲᑕᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
2007ᒥ 0ᓐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2008ᒥᑦ 09ᒧᑦ. ᐅᑭᐅᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᖃ 3,380ᒥᑦ 5,424ᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᓇᐸᓗᖕᓂᒃ. 2010ᖑᑎᓪᓗᖑ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒃ
ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 300ᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2016ᒥ, ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐃᓕᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ. ᐊᖑᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᐊ?ᐃᖅ−ᖃᓇᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐᑐᐃᓇᐅᓚᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᖃᓄ ᐊᑭᓕᕐᓱᕐᐃᔪᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄ
ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓂᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ, ᐋᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᓕᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᑭᐅᑯᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᕋᖓᑕ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ
2008ᒥᑦ 2009ᒧᑦ, ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ−ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᑳᓕᐅᕈᓇᕈᓃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ
ᐱᓚᐅᖏᒪᑕ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᑎᓕᓯᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕐᑎᓯᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᑦ. ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐸᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᓂ
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᑎᓕᓯᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᑦ. ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑐᐊᕐᒥ
ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 1996ᒥᑦ 2001ᒧᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 2,230 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3,116ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐅᐊᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᒃᓂᑯᑦ ᐊᕆᐊᕐᒥ ᒍᓗᓯᐅᕐᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓴᕿᑐᑦ.
ᐃᓪᓚᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ ᖃᓯᓚᑖᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᐊᖑ)ᓴᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ. 32ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᕿᑭᑖᓘᑉ 2008ᒥᑦ 2011ᒧᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ
13ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ 41ᐳᓴᖓ ᑕᒪᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᖅ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑭᑖᓗᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᖅ. ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ
ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᔭᖃᑕᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐃᕕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ
ᓇᐃᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑎᓯᓗᐊᑕᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᖁᓗᒍ ᓴᓖᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᔪᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐊᔭᐅᕐᑐᐃᖕᒪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ.
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᓂᐊᖁᔨᒧᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᐊᔅᓯᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑎᐊᖏᐸᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕙᖓᑎᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᓱᕐᓗ, ᑭᖑᕙᖓᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ
ᐊᕋᒍᓄᑦ 7ᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ (2003) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᓕᕐᖢᓂ (2010) ᑭᖓᐅᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᑕᐃᓱᒪᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐹᓕᕐᑐᓛᓗᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐅᐊᔅᓯᑎᐊᖏᓂᖅ ᓇᓗᓴᐃᕐᑕᐅᓚᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᑎᓗᐊᑕᐅᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᑐᑯᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᒪᓈᕐᑐᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓇᕈᓃᕐᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ
ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕕᒋᓇᐅᔭᕐᑕᖓ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓄᑦ.

ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᐅᓐᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓯᒪᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒥᓐᓃᓇᖅ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᓯᒪᒐᔭᕐᐸᑕ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕ, ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᐅᔪᓃᑦᐹᓕᕐᑎᓯᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑎᕐᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᓱᑲᐃᓂᕐᓴᕈᕐᓗᓂ. “ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔮᖏᑐᑦ
ᑐᖁᑎᖃᑕᕐᑎᓪᓗᓯ, ᑐᖁᑎᖃᑕᕐᑎᓪᓗᓯ, ᑐᖁᑎᖃᑕᕐᑎᓪᓗᓯ.” (ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓖᑦ ᐳᖢᓅᔅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐱᓐᓴᓐᒥ 2015).
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᑲᓂᕈᓇᕐᐳᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖃᐅᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑯᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐊᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕿᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓃᕐᑎᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐃᓇᕐᐸᑕ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒐᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓱᕐᓗ, ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ, ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᔪᐊᓗᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑎᒃᓯᕙᓕᐊᖕᒪᑦ 2ᒥᑦ 4ᐳᓴᒥᑦ 10ᒥᑦ 16ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᓚᐅᕐᑎᕐᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᒪᓇᖃᑖᖅ (ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᖏᓂᑦ), ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᕿᑭᑖᓗᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥ. ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᑦ, ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓗᓂ
ᓱᑲᔪᐊᓗᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑭᑑᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓵᑕᕐᓯᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓱᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᓃᕐᑎᓯᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓯᖏᓂᒃ. ᐊᖁᓯᐅᕐᓯᒪᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᖅ
ᐱᔪᑕᐅᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑ)
ᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᓇᓃᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᔪᑦ ᓄᑖᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖁᓯᐅᕈᓇᕐᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᒋᑦ ᓇᒪᓈᕐᑐᑦ
ᑐᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᑯᔪᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᑐᐊᖅ ᐅᐊᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᒪᑐᐃᖔᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᖁᑎᓂ ᓴᓇᓂᖓᑦ ᐱᔨᓯᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᒥᑐᐸᐃᒃ ᐊᒪᕈᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᒪᓂᑐᐊᑉ, ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᓯᒃᓴᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᕕᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᖁᓯᐅᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ.
ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ 6ᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ (ᕿᑭᑖᓗᒃ, ᓄᕗᐊ ᕿᖓᐅᒃ, ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖅ, ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅ, ᑭᖓᐅᒃ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓪᓖᑦ) ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓂᒃ 2007 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2015 ᓯᕗᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ,
ᑐᖓᕕᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᖃᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᔨᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᓄᓇᓯᐊᖅ), ᒍᕕᓯᓐ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓵᑐᖅ
ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓕᒫᖅ

ᓄᓇᖃᖃᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᖃᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᐳᓘᓄᔅ−ᐱᓇᖕᓇᐅᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᓄᖃᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 2006ᒥ. ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᑎᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 2007ᒥ. ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ
ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᐱᓇᓇᐅᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 4ᐳᓴᒧᑦ (712 ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ) 1007ᒥ 2008ᒧᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
80ᐳᓴᖑᖁᓗᒍ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ. ᑭᒍᓯᖓᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓂᒃ 2000 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2010,
ᕗᐃᒃᐄᔨᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᖁᔨᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᑐᔭᐅᖁᓗᒍ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᓂᕿᑖᕆᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᐅᔨᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᖏᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖃᕐᑎᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᓕᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ 2800ᖑᓕᖢᑎᒃ 85.15ᐳᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓗᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2016ᒥ,
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᑎᑕᐅᑲᓂᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ 750ᒧᑦ. 2010ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᕿᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᖃᓚᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ 300ᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᑲᓂᕆᓪᓗᓂ 2014ᒥ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᑲᓂᕐᑎᑕᐅᑲᓂᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᓱᒍᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ 15 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ 90ᐳᓴᒥᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᕿᑭᑖᓗᖕᒥ, ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᑲᐃᓇᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᕿᑭᑖᓗᒥ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ
1, 2015ᒥ, ᐃᓇᖏᕐᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 250ᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒐᓯ 2015ᒥ. ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᓚᐅᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᓴᓪᓕᐅᑉ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 2012ᒥ.
ᔫᑲᓐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥᐅᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᓐᓂᒃ (ᒪᕉᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓘᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖅ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓯᓚ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐸᑦ) ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᓄᓇᓕᔪᐊᕐᓂ. ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓂᑐᐃᓇᖅ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᐱᔪᓇᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᑕᓕᒪᓂ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖓ
ᒪᓕᒃᓗᒍ. ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ (2007ᒥᑦ 2010ᒧᑦ) ᓄᖃᑎᑕᐅᑲᐃᓇᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᓕᒋᐊᕐᖢᒍ ᖃᓯᓗᐊᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑦᑐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ, ᑭᖓᐅᒃ
ᓄᕗᐊᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᐱᓇᖕᓇᐅᑉ ᑐᑐᖏᑦ, ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ 2012ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2015 ᓱᓕ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᓗᒡᒡᓂᑦ
ᑲᔪᓯᑲᓂᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᓄᕗᐊᓂ. ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ, ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕕᓖᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑐᖓᕕᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐃᓕᑎᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ.

ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓖᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᖔᓕᕐᒥᔪᑦᒐᓗᐊᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᑲᐃᓇᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᐹᓕᕐᑐᓛᓗᖓᔭᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ
2000 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖓᕕᒃᓴᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᖃᓯᐅᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᕋᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ 8ᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᓂᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂ (2010) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ (2010). ᑕᑯᐊ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᒧᕐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᓯᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ,
ᓄᓇᖃᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᖏᑦ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᑎᓯᓗᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᖏᖔᕐᑐᑦ.
ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐊᕿᓯᖕᒋᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᑎᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕈᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕆᐊᖃᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒋᕐᑐᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓇᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.
ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᓗᐊᒧᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᕐᒨᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᕐᑎᐅᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓇᓱᕐᓂᒧᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ. ᓱᕐᓗ, ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᔨᔨᓂᑦ ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᓂᑦ 825ᓗᐊᐸᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᕐᑐᑦ, ᐅᓄᓛᑦ
2001ᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ (1,186 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᑭᓕᕚᓕᕐᑎᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᑯᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᖓᓂ 2005 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2009. ᐊᐅᓚᐅᔨᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓯᓂᖅ
ᓄᖃᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 2010ᒥ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ. ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᒥᐅᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖓ
ᐅᖃᕐᓯᒪᖕᒪᑦ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓇᓱᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᖃᖃᑕᔮᖏᑐᖅ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑕᒪᓇ ᑐᕌᖓᖏᑐᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᔨᔩᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᐅᓚᐅᔨᔨᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑲᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᓇ ᐱᓪᓗᖑ, ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᕈᓯᕐᑐᓄᑦ,
ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᕋᓱᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐅᓯᖃᑕᐅᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᓂᕿᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖏᓂ. ᒪᓇᐅᔪᖅ, ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᖃᖃᑕᖏᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐃᓱᓕᑖᕐᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᖑᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ. ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᐅᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᑖᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᓂᒧᑦ
ᓄᓇᖏᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ, ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᔨᔩᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᔨᖃᑕᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒥᐅᖑᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ
ᒪᓂᑑᐸᐅᑉ. ᑐᒃᑐᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓖᑦ ᓂᐅᕈᓯᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᓂ ᑕᐅᕐᓯᖃᑕᐅᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᑭᕙᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᕿᑭᑖᓗᒃᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᖕᖐᓇᕈᑎᑯᑦ.
ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑎᖓ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖃᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓯᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖏᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓗᓂ
ᖁᑭᕐᓴᕈᓗᑐᐃᓇᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ, ᐊᑐᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᐅᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖏᕋᔪᑎᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᐊᑯᖏᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᖏᑕ ᕿᒪᐃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒪᓂᕋᕐᒧᑦ, ᓂᕿᑖᕐᒥᓂ
ᑐᓂᐅᖃᐃᔪᓇᖏᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓱᑯᑦᑎᓕᒫᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑑᑉ ᐊᑐᖏᖢᑎᒃ. ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᕿᒪᐃᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᐸᑕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᕐᒥᓂ ᕿᒪᐃᓇᐃᑐᐃᓇᕐᐸᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐅᔨᕈᓱᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᑎᓂᖅ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕆᓂᖅ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᑎᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖔᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᕐᑎᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᕋᒃᑎᕆᔪᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ.

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑯᑕᐃᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓗᐊᕐᑐᐊᓗᕗᑦ ᓴᖏᔪᑲᓪᓚᖕᒥᒃ ᓂᒃᓚᓱᒃᑐᕐᒥ, ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᒃᑐᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᒥᑭᒃᓕᕚᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓯᑯᖃᖃᑕᕐᑑᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᓇᕐᓯᐅᒥᓗᓂ. ᐅᔨᕐᓇᓚᒃᑐᐊᓗᒐᓗᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᕙᓚᕿᐊᑦ, ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᑐᖏᑐᖅ,
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᐅᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᔪᑎᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᑐᐃᖃᑕᐅᑎᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕋᐃᓇᖏᑐᕐᒥ. ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᓴᕿᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᕗᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᑎᐊᖏᑐᑦ. ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᐅᓇᓂᐅᔫᑉ
ᐅᒃᑐᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᓇ ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᑎᖕᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᐊᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐱᕈᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕐᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᕈᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᓂᒃ
ᒪᕈᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ.
ᓯᕗᓂᑎᓂ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᐸᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᑲᐅᑎᒋᓇᖏᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕿᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐱᔪᑎᓕᒃ
ᖃᖓᑯᑦ ᐅᒻᒪᖑᓱᖑᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕈᑐᐃᑦ, ᐊᑎᖕᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᕐᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐱᕈᑎᐊᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᓄᕆᐅᖏᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕆᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᐊᓕᕐᒪᑕ. ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖓ, ᑕᒪᓇᓗ ᓱᑲᔪᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔩᔪᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᑕᐅᖅ
ᓱᓃᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᖅ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓂᒃ. ᐊᒐᓯ 2016ᒥ, 47ᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓵᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᓄᖃᑎᐊᖏᑐᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᖅ ᐱᕐᓕᕐᑐᕕᓂᖅ.
ᐱᕐᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ (ᓱᕐᓗ ᒪᖁᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᐱᓯᒪᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓯᑯᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᓄᓇ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓇᐃᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑐᕕᓂᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ.
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕐᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑐᑦ ᐅᖁᓯᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ: ᐅᖁᔪᐊᓗᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᓇᕐᓂᓴᐅᓗᓂ 25ᒥᒃ ᐅᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᓯᐅᓪᓯᐊᔅᒥᒃ ᐅᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐳᓗᓅᔅ−ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒧᑦ, ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓄᑦ. 2014ᒥ ᐅᓄᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᓲᕐᓄᑦ, ᑕᒪᓇ ᐅᖓᑖᓅᕐᓯᒪᓂᕐᓴᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ 1979ᒥᑦ 2014ᒧᑦ.
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓕᕐᐸᓕᐊᑐᐃᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ, ᑎᑭᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᒪᓈᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕐᓂᐅᕐᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓄᑦ
ᐱᕐᔪᐊᖑᒪᑦ ᐊᓇᐅᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ. ᐱᕈᑐᖃᐅᑎᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᑲᐃᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᓂᕿᑎᐊᕙᒃᓴᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕈᕕᖏᑦᑕᓗ
ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒪᓈᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐅᖁᓯᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᓂᒃᓚᓱᓗᐊᓕᕐᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᕐᒧᑦ, ᓱᕐᓗ ᓇᒪᓈᖏᑐᑯᑦ
ᓄᒃᑎᕐᑎᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᕐᓴᐅᕙᓕᐊᑐᐃᓇᖁᔨᔪᖅ.

ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᓕᒪᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᑭᕈᔪᖏᓂ ᐊᑎᒃᑐᐃᓇᕐᒥᑐᐸᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᓯᔭᐅᓂᖓ. ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᑎᒃᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ,
ᑯᓯᕐᓯᐊᑦ ᑕᕐᑐᖏᓂ ᖁᑎᒃᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᐸᓕᐊᔪᓂ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ, ᐊᔨᐅᖏᑐᖅ, ᑯᓯᕐᓯᐊᖅ ᐊᑎᓯᐅᒥᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᓂ
ᓄᕗᐊᓂ ᕿᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂ. ᐊᔨᐅᖏᑐᖅ ᐅᔨᕐᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᓚᑯᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑯᓯᕐᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓃᓂᖏᑦ ᓂᒃᓚᓱᒃᑑᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓂ.

ᐊᓯᖓᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓗᕈᔪᐃᑦ (ᓄᓇᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᓱᕐᑕᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᕐᒥᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᖏᕋᔪᑦ)
ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓕᕋᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓇᓯᕙᓕᐊᑐᐃᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓂᒃᓚᓱᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᒨᕐᐸᓕᐊᔪᑦ.
ᖁᐊᔭᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᕗᑦ ᑐᒃᑑᑉ ᓂᕿᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᐊᔭᐅᑏᑦ ᓄᐊᑎᔭᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕐᐊᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᓯᓚᑯᑦ ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᖏᓂᒃ. ᐅᐊᓯᓂᖅ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᔪᖅ ᖁᑎᒃᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᖅ
ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᐃᑦ ᖁᐊᔭᐅᑎᓂ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓂ ᐊᖏᔪᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᑎᓯᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᒥᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐊᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᐅᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᓂ
ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ. ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᖑ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᔨᓯᕐᖢᑎᒃ, ᐳᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᖃᓯᐅᑎᓚᐅᕐᐳᖅ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂ
ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᓴᕿᖃᑕᕐᒪᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓄᑦ, ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᖁᑎᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᒃᓴᕐᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᓂ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᖁᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᐱᑎᑯᑦ ᐱᕈᑐᓅᕐᖢᑎᒃ,
ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓂᕿᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ. ᖃᓂᖏᔮᓂ ᒍᓗᓯᐅᕐᕕᕕᓂᕐᒥ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᐅᑮᕕᖓᓂ, ᖁᑎᒃᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓂ.
ᐊᔨᐸᓗᓗᐊᖓᓂ ᓇᓂᓯᔪᖃᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᖁᑎᒃᓯᕚᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᓇᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑭᖏᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᓂᓚᓱᒃᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓂ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᖃᓂᖏᕚᓂ ᐊᐅᐸᕐᑐᖅ ᕿᒥᖅ ᑐᖃᑕᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᒃᓴᕐᓯᐅᕐᑐᓂ. ᖁᑎᖕᓂᖓ ᓴᕕᕋᔭᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ,
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᒡᓗᖓᖓᓄᑦ ᓱᓃᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᖏᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑲᔭᖁᔨᖏᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᓚᖅ. ᐳᔪᐃᒥᑦ ᓱᕈᓗᖃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᐃᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑎᓯᓗᐊᑕᕐᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᔪᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᕚᓕᕐᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥ ᖃᓂᖏᔮᕐᓂ ᑎᓯᓛᓂᒃ
ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᑐᖏᑕ ᐊᖑᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᑯᑦ ᐅᐸᒃᓯᒪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ.

ᐊᖏᓕᕙᓕᐊᔪᖅᑦ ᓱᓃᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᖏᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓂᐅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᔪᑎᓗᐊᑕᖏᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓖᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖏᓄᑦ. ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖕᑦ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᑎᓂᕐᐹᓂᓕᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᐊᓗᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖓᕐᖠᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᖏᓕᕙᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᓱᓃᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ
ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᖏᑐᕐᓂᑦ. ᑕᑯᐊ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ, ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᑖᖑᓂᕐᓴᓂᒃᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᑎᖃᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᑐᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᓄᑖᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᑎᖕᓂᕐᓴᐅᓕᖢᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᓯᓚᖓ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᖏᔪᑏᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓱᓃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ

ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᖏᒃᓕᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓱᓃᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᐃᕙᔪᑕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᑎᖓᓂ
ᐱᖕᖏᖔᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᑐᐃᔪᐊᓗᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓱᓃᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᑕᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓗᐊᕈᓇᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ. ᐅᖁᒪᐃᔪᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓ
ᐊᑕᖏᕐᑐᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᒥ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᖕᓂᒧᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᒧᑦ ᓱᓃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᓴᓇᕙᓕᐊᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃᓗ, ᐱᓕᕆᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᕐᓂᐅᕖᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑕᒪᓇᓗᐊᑕᖅ ᐱᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᖅ.
ᓱᑲᐃᑐᕐᒥ ᐊᕿᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᐅᑉ ᐊᒍᕐᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᖁᒪᐃᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᓕᒃ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖏᓕᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓱᓃᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᒧᕐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᕿᓱᕐᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᔪᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖃᑎᖃᑎᐊᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᑦ ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓄᓇᖃᕐᖄᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᓯᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᑲᐅᑎᒋᔮᖏᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᒃᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓕᒃᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖏᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᓱᓗᐊᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓱᓃᔪᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᐳᑦ ᐱᔪᓇᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᕐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓗᕐᑕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓪ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᖓᑎᓯᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑐᕌᕐᑎᓯᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᐳᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔩᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᓂᒃ ᒥᑭᒃᓕᕚᓕᖁᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᑦ. ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑭᖓᐅᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᐹᕐᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᐳᖅ 2003ᒥ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 2010ᖑᒪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᖏᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕐᑐᓪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᓱᒪᓂᖑᕐᒪᓪᓗ ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐹᓕᕐᑐᓛᓗᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᒪᐅᕐᑐᑦ 185,000ᒥᑦ 1,200ᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.
ᕿᒥᕈᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᑳᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᖃᕐᑎᓯᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᕈᖅ ᓄᖑᐸᓕᐊᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓲᓂᕗᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓵᓕᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᓄᕐᓯᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᖕᓂᖏᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖓ.
ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ ᑐᑐᖏᓄᑦ, ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᖃᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᓚᐅᕐᐳᖅ ᓂᕆᐅᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᑦ
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕐᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ. 2001ᒥᑦ 2010ᒧ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑐᑦ.
ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑎᓪᓗᖑ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᒪᖔᑕᓗᓃᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ, ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᕿᓯᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᐊᓯᔭᐅᓪᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ, ᐅᓂᑳᓕᐅᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐅᓂᑳᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. 2010ᒥ ᐊᒍᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᓵᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᓯᕚᓕᕋᓱᖏᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 169,000ᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᕐᑕᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᓯᓂᒧᕐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᕙᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓕᐊᓂᑐᐃᓇᖅ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᖏᑕ
ᑭᒍᓯᖓᓂᒃ.

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᖕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ?
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒍᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ: Rangifer tarandus

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ:
ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ, ᑐᓄᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᒡᔪᖕᒥᓂ ᐊᒥᕋᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᒥᒡᓗ
ᐊᒥᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ. ᓇᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ
ᒪᑲᓐᓯᐅᑉ ᑭᖓᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016-ᒥ. ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔫᕙᒃᐳᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅᓱᑎᒃ, ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓐᖏᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ.

ᐊᔾᔨᖁᑎ © A. Gunn

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑎᒃᑰᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᕆᐊᖃᓱᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᑦ
ᓇᒧᖓᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᑕᒡᔪᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ,
ᑲᖏᕙᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ/ᐊᑖᓕᕐᒥᔪᓂ ᓯᓈᓄᖓᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥᒃ
ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ
ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᓄᓈᓗᐊᓄᑦ.

ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ,
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᑎᒋᕗᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 56%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓃᑎᒋᔪᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓕᖃᖓᔪᓂᒃ
ᐃᓚᒌᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᕿᑐᓐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᓄᕐᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᒐᒥᒃ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ
ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐᖑᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥᐅᓂᓗ
ᐅᐊᓕᓂᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᖏᑦᑐᑑᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓂᑉᐳᑦ
800,000 ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᑲᑕᒃᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 2 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᖏᓃᐸᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᖏᑦ 1990
ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ.

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓪᓗ

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ.

7-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᑕᒪᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ (ᐊᕙᖅᒥ
ᑐᒃᑐᔭᖅᑑᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᕕᐅᑉ
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᓂ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᑐᒃᑑᔭᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓅᕕᐅᓪᓗ
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉᓗ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ,
ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ) ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 80%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
ᓄᕐᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᖕᒥᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᔭᖅᑑᑉ ᓄᕗᐊᓂ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᖕᒥᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑎᑉᔭᓕᖕᒥ-ᐊᕼᐃᐊᖅᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᖅᓯᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᒪᓇᒻᒪᕆᖕᐳᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓯᒪᒻᒪᕆᒃᑲᒥᒃ
ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᕐᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑕᐅᖅ, COSEWICᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ.
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ:
ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ:
• ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑦ:
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ, ᑯᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᓪᓗ,
ᐊᓐᓂᐊᓕᕈᑎᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓪᓗ
• ᐊᖏᔪᑎᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓈᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
• ᓱᕋᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᕋᓗᐊᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ
ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓚᒃᓯᒪᓂᕕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓄᒃᑕᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ
• ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕈᔾᔨᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑭᓖᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᔪᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔭᐅᕙᖕᒪᑕ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖅ?
ᓈᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐊᒥᓱᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ, ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᕋᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓱᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓂᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ. ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓇᔪᒐᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᐊᓕᒪᑦᑎᐊᒃᑯᑦ.

ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕆᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᓯᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᕈᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᓐᓂᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ 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.
ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ!
• ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᕕᖕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ? ᓱᒐᒥ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᕕᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓯᖏᓚᑎᓗᓐᓃᑦ?
• ᖃᓄᖅ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᕙᒃᐸᑦ
ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᒧᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ? (ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᐅᒃᐱᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ)
• ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᑎᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᐹᑦ ᑐᖂᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ,
ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒍᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?
• ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᕆᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᑐᖂᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᐸᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᐹᑦ,
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?
• ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᕕᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ
ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ?
• ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓈᔭᕈᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᕕᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?
• ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖃᖅᐲᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᑎᖃᖅᐲᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒧᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᑎᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖕᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ?

ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᒍᕕᑦ,
ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ:
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 2310
ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867-669-4710 ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ: 867-873-6776
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᖓ: ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca
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© ᑯᐃᓐᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂᓗ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, 2017

ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
(Rangifer tarandus)

ᐊᔾᔨᖁᑎ A. Gunn

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ

ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ
ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ

2017

ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ
ᓱᓇᐅᖕᒪᑕ “ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ”?
• ᐱᕈᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᓄᖑᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ “ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᖅ”

ᓄᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑐᑦ
ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᖅᑐᑦ

ᓵᖓᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

A. Gunn

A. Gunn

ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᖑᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ

ᐊᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃ
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ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒍᔾᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᐱᑕᖃᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓕᒐᐃᑦ

Elston Dzus
Doug Dace

• ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᒪᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

• ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ,

Erik Enderson

ᓄᖑᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ,
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᑦᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ
ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

• ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᑲᓐᓂᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᖕᒦᖁᓇᒋᑦ
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Gord Court

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ
• ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᐃᖕᒥᒎᖓᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᔪᑦ

ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ
•
•

ᖃᐅᔨᒪᐅᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓴᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓵᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ
•

•

•

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕋᓂᓵᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ (ᓱᕐᓗ
ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ)
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ 3 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ/
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐃᓚᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ
•
•
•

ᑲᑎᒻᒪᐅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᑕᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᐃᕙᐅᑕᐅᕙᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᓂᕈᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᕆᓂᐊᓕᖅᑕᖏᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖑᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ
•ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
•ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ
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ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᐳᑦ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ
ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ - ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒐᕕᐊᕐᔪᓂᒃ ᑳᔪᓂᒃᓗ
ᐱᑐᐃᓇᐅᖏᑐᕐᒥ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᖏᑦ
(2016ᒥ)

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ

ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂ
ᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖅ

ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊ
ᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ

Management
Plan

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪ
ᓕᐊᓂᖅ
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ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓄᑦ
ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᑦ
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ

• ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᕗᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᒪᑕ
• ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᓂᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ

• ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᑦ:
– ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒃᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ
– ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᓕᖅᑎᓗᒍ
– ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
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ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ
• ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓱᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋᕙᒃᑐᑦ
• ᑕᑭᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᓂᐅᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓐᖓ

•

ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᖕᒧᑦ
ᖃᒡᓕᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓂᓗ
ᑭᓪᓕᓂᕐᒥ (Dolphin & Union-ᑯᑦ) ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ;
ᓇᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᓂᐅᖏᓐ ᑕᐃᑯᓇᓐᖓᑦ
ᒪᑲᓐᓯᐅᑉ ᑭᖓᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ
ᓇᐸᖅᑐᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᑯᖅᑐᒥᒡᓗ
ᐊᒥᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ

Lisa Pirie-Dominix

ᐊᔾᔨᖁᑎ A. Gunn
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ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ - ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ
• ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᐊᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎᒃ/ᐊᒥᓪᕋᑦ
ᓇᒧᖓᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᑕᒡᔪᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᑲᖏᕙᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ/ᐊᑖᓕᕐᒥᔪᓂ ᓯᓈᓄᖓᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ
• ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓪᓘᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᑎᒃᑰᖅᓱᑎᒃ
• ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᕈᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ

ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ: ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᑐᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒫᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ. ᓄᓇᖑᐊᓕᐊᖓ ᐋᖓᔅ
ᓯᒥᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᓪᓗ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᑦ, ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ. 2017.

• 14-15-ᖏᓃᑉᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ (ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ) ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
• ᓈᓴᐅᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓐᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ

ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ
• ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 800,000-ᖏᓃᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅ (ᑲᑕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑉᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 2 ᒥᓕᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 1990-ᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ)
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ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ

• ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᒐᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ.
• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᐃᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ

ᑐᑭᖃᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓕᕐᓂᖅ
ᓄᖑᓕᒑᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᔪᓕᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
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ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕋᐃᓂᖅ.
• ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓐᓂᖅᓴᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᕙᓕᖅᐳᑦ.

– ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ, ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 56% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ, ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᕿᑐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᒃᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋᔪᒥᒃ.
– ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ 800,000-ᖏᓃᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᐊ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ, ᑲᑕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᓃᑉᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 2 ᒥᓕᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, 1990-ᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ.
– ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ: ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᐅᐊᓕᓂᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓴᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ
– ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑭᑕᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᔾᔮᕈᓐᓃᖅᐳᑦ

• ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕐᓂᖅ

ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᑕᒫᓂ ᐅᖓᑕᓂᓗᓐᓃᑦ >50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ)
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᑲᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖓᖔᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᒥᓖᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
– ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓕᕇᖅᑐᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ
– ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᓪᓕ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᔮᓐᖏᓚᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓱᓕ
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ᑕᑯᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑦ:
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄ
ᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᖕᒥ
ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪ
ᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᓂᒃ 6ᖑᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑦ
ᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑎᒋᔪᒥᒃ
67%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᑐᒥᓐᓂᖅ
• ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ :

– ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑦ:
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ, ᑯᒪᐃᓪᓗ ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐃᓪᓗ, ᐊᓐᓂᐊᓕᕈᑎᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓪᓗ
– ᐊᖏᔪᑎᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᓴᓈᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
– ᓱᕋᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᕋᓗᐊᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖏᑦ
ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓚᒃᓯᒪᓂᕕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᒃᑕᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ
– ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᕈᔾᔨᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᔪᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

Lisa Pirie-Dominix
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ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ
ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ?
• ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ,

ᐊᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ,
ᒫᓐᓇᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᐊᑐᓕᕆᐊᕋᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ, ᐅᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑦᑕᐅᖅ:
– ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᓗ, ᔪᑲᓐᒥᓗ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔪᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᐳ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ,
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᒥᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ
ᒥᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂ)
– ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᓯᑲᐅᑎᒋᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᔭᖏᓚᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᕙᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᖏᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ

• ᖃᐅᑕᒪᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒃ-ᐅᓪᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ.
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ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᑭᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᖕᒪᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ
ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ?
• ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕋᖓᔪᑦ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ

– ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐸᓇᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐅᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ:
▪ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᖏᓄᓪᓗ
ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
▪ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ
▪ ᐋᖀᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

– ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
– ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ
– ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕇᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕆᕗᑦ
ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ

• ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓕᒪᑦᑎᐊᖓᓄᑦ

– ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᓕᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᐹᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᕕᒃᓴᖏᑦ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕋᔭᕐᒪᖓᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᕋᖅᑎᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
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ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᔭᕆᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ
ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓂᒃ
(ᐊᑕᐅᓰᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒪᖅ)
ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2017
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ
ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2018
ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ

ᔭᓄᐊᕆ - ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2018

ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᒥᓂᒃ
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ (ᑯᐃᓐ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖓᓂᒃ)
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᖅᑎᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ 9-ᓂᒃ ᑕᕿᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖓᑦ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᒻᒪᖓᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᑲᓂᖁᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖓᓂ, ᐃᓄᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᕿᐅᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ 30-ᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᑭᓇᒃᑯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᓇᓪᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᑎᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓰᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
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ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ
• ᖃᓄᖅ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᕙᒃᐸᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᒧᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ? (ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᐅᒃᐱᕐᓂᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ)

• ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᑎᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ

ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖅᐹᑦ ᑐᖂᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒍᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?

• ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᕆᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᖂᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᐸᑦ,

ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᐹᑦ, ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᐸᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?

• ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᕕᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕆᕙᒃᑕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ?

• ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓈᔭᕈᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᕕᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ?

• ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖃᖅᐲᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓗᑎᖃᖅᐲᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒧᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖕᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ?

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ
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ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ!
• ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᖅᑭᖏᓐᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆᒥ 2018-ᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᒪᖃᐃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᒃ.

• ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᓯ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᔅᓯᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ.
• ᐅᖄᓚᔪᒪᓂᐊᕈᕕᑦ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᒍᕕᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᑕᐅᑐᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓗᓯᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᓗᓯ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐄᐳ 13,
2018-ᒥ.

Lisa Pirie-Dominix

• ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᑕᑕᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 22, 2018-ᒥ.
– ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᖓ: ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca
– ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ: 867-873-6776
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ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ (ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᓲᑦ).
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓛᑎᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
Rangifer tarandus

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᓃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ
ᔪᑳᓐ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐋᓪᐳᑕ, ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐋᓐ, ᒫᓂᑑᐸ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᕐᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐅᑮᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᓕᖕᓂ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᐊᓘᓕᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒡᓗ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ,
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 14-15ᖏ-ᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᑕᒫᓂᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥᒃ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᖓᓂ, ᑕᒫᓂᓗ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐᐲᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᖕᒥ. ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 1990-ᖏᓐᓂ,
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᓂ 2 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᓂᒃ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ 800,000.
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᕐᔪᐊᖅᐳᑦ, ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓐᓇᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ: ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐᒥᖑᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ, ᔪᑳᓐᓗ, ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖓᑕᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᔭᖅᑑᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᖔᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒫᑎᒋᑦ 70% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ 56% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ
ᕿᑐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖅᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᒃᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔫᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᒋᑦ (ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ 1989-ᒥᒃ),
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐹᖑᓂᖏᓃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ ᐅᖓᑖᓂᒃ >80% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ,
ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖕᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓕᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓱᓕ 25% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᖕᒪᑕ, ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ, ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂᐅᓕᖅᑑᑉ ᓯᕗᓂᖓᒍᑦ;
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᔮᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᓯᕗᐊᒍᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᓚᐅᖏᑐᓪᓕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐊᖑᒪᓕᐊᓂᒃᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ 50%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖔᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓂᕋᐃᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᖑᒻᒪᕆᐊᖅᑐᔮᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ.
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᒻᒪᕆᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᖕᒥ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉᓗ
ᔪᐋᓐᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓴᔭᖅᑐᑉ ᓄᓇᖓᓄᐊᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᓪᓗ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖔᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᒐᓴᐃᑦ
ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ
ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ.

ᐅᒫᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑑᕋᓛᓗ (ᕇᓐᑎᐊᑦ) ᑕᐃᑯᐊ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉᓗ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓂᖓᓐᓂ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᒃ ᑕᐅᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ Rangifer tarandus, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᕋᐃᔪᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᑐᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕋᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᕙᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᔪᐃᓐᓇᒥᒃ, ᖃᑎᖓᐅᖅᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᓲᖑᔪᑦ,
ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᕼᐊᓐᓇᒐᓴᖏᓃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐅᓴᒐᓇᖏᓐᓂᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᖏᔫᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂ,
ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᓲᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᐅᓂᕐᒥ, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓘᑕᐅᕗᑦ, ᐊᑑᑎᖃᕐᔪᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖃᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᐃᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᒋᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᑐᖃᒻᒪᕆᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ
ᓴᐅᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᕕᓃᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓯᕐᒦᔭᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᐊᓘᓕᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᐊᓗᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ 8,000 ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ
ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᑕᒫᓂ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᑐᖃᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ 12-15,000
ᐊᕐᕋᒎᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᔪᑳᓐᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᔮᖅᑐᑉ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂ.
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐊᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ;
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᐸᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᖃᕆᕗᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑮᓈᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᐅᕐᕈᐊᖃᓲᖑᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓈᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓐᓂᕐᓇᖅᑑᑎᒋᔭᐅᕗᑦ
ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᖏᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂ ᓄᓇᓂ.
ᓇᓃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦᑕᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ
ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᑲᔪᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᓕᒫᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᑕ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᒃ ᔪᑳᓐᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᖕᒧᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖓ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᕗᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ; ᓂᒋᐊᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᒥᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐋᓐ, ᐋᓪᐳᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓂᑑᐸ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᐃᔭᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᒡᒍᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ; 14-15-ᖑᖕᒪᑕ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᓂ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑲᑎᖓᑎᑕᐅᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓇᓱᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᖔᑕᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ
13-ᖑᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᖁᓕᐅᔪᑦ 10 ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᓈᖅᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᖓᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓄᕐᕆᔭᖅᑐᕐᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ.
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑭᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᓲᖑᕗᖅ ᓇᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ;
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᕌᖓᑕ (ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ), ᐊᓯᔾᔨᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᓇᓃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖑᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕐᕆᔭᖅᑐᕐᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓄᖓᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᖅᐱᐅᓂᕐᒥᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ
ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᐅᑉ ᓯᒡᔭᖅᐸᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᕙᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᒥᓄᑦ, ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᓗ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᓪᓗ
ᓄᓇᒦᓐᓂᐊᕋᒥᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᐅᑉ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᖓᓃᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ
ᓱᒃᑲᑦᑎᖓᓃᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒃᑐᓂ. ᐅᐊᓕᓂᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᖅᐱᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ.

ᓇᓃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ. ᓄᓇᖑᓕᐊᖓᑦ ᑖᓂ
ᐹᓐᓂ ᕗᐊᓐᔭᐃᑉ Bonnie Fournier, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ

ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓕᐊᕐᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑯᑖᓲᖑᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᖏᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ, ᓂᕿᖃᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᕕᖕᓂᒃ, ᑭᓕᕐᓇᖕᓂᒃ, ᐅᖅᐱᑲᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕋᕐᓂᒃ, ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᑦᑎᐊᕙᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᕋᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ,
ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᐅᖏᖔᕐᒥᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕋᐃᑦ. ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᓇᔪᒐᖃᕈᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ
(ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᓴᖓᓴᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᑉᐹᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᓂᓕᖕᓂᒃ) ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᓇᔪᕈᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᕐᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᑦᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᐱᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑐᒥ,
ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᒫᔭᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑯᒪᖃᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓄᑦ.
ᓇᔪᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᕗᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᓲᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᖏᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ,
ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᖏᓚᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᔭᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ.
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ, ᒪᓕᒃᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕐᕕᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᔭᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᑯᑖᓲᖑᓂᖓᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᐅᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᕿᓂᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᕿᒃᑐᕆᐊᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒡᓗ ᕿᒫᓯᒪᕙᒃᑭᓪᓗᑎᒃ,
ᐱᓇᓱᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᐱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐅᑮᕙᑲᓗᐊᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓂᕐᒥᑐᐃᓐᓇᓲᖑᒋᕗᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ.

ᕿᑐᖏᐅᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖅᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒐᓴᖕᓂ,
ᒥᑭᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᕆᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑮᕝᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᑯᐊᓚᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᖃᓲᖑᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ (ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐱᖁᑎᕐᔪᐊᖃᕐᕕᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ), ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑕᐅᖅ, ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒍᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐊᖏᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᓈᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᕕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᖅᑯᓯᐅᕐᕕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ,
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ) ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ

ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ.
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᖅ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓲᖑᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ, ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓐᓈᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᔪᓐᓇᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ,
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᑐᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᓲᑦ, ᓄᓕᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ,
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᑦᑐᐊᓘᒍᑎᒃ, ᓄᕐᕆᖃᑦᑕᐃᓇᓲᖑᖏᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ. ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᓲᖑᔪᑦ,
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕋᔪᒃᑐᖅ ᓄᕐᕆᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᖕᓂᒃ ᔫᓐᒥ. ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓅᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ
ᑲᑎᖓᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓗᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ. ᓱᖏᐅᑎᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓗᒃ
ᐅᑭᐅᖑᕙᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᒥ, ᐊᓄᕆᕙᖕᓂᕐᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᕈᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ
ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓂᒎᑎᔪᓐᓇᓲᖑᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᑭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᒥᒥᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓄᑦ ᑐᓐᓄᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᒧᑦ ᓴᖏᓴᐅᑎᒋᔪᓐᓇᓲᕆᒐᒥᒋᑦ.
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᒻᒪᔪᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᓗᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓃᑦᑐᓐᓇᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓅᑉᐸᖕᒪᑕ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᕿᒫᓯᒪᕝᕕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ: ᐊᒃᖤᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕋᖅᓯᐅᒡᒍᕗᑦ, ᐊᒪᕈᐃᓪᓗ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓈᑦᑎᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓘᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ, ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ,
ᐅᑭᐅᖃᕋᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ, ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᐱᓇᓱᐃᓐᓇᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑐᖁᓐᓇᖅᑐᓖᓪᓗ ᕿᒃᑐᕆᐊᓪᓗᐃᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ
ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓃᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᑕᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᒥᑭᔪᒥᒃ
ᓄᕐᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖃᕋᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒫᓃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖓᓐᓂ 800,000. ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᖏᓐᓂ
1986 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑎᖅᐸᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᐃᑦ 1990ᑦ, ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖓᑕᓃ 2
ᒥᓕᔭᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᖑᓂᐊᖑᓪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒋᐊᓕᓚᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ. ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 13-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, 8-ᖏᓃᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ, ᒪᕐᕉᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔫᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖓᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᑭᖑᕙᕇᒃᑐᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᖏᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖅᑕᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᔪᓂᒃ ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑕᒫᓃᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ 56.8% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓕᖕᒥᒃ (ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ = -50.8 – -59.0% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓕᖕᓂᒃ), ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ 7-ᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂ, ᓈᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ 70% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᑕᒪᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ 7-ᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᒡᒍᑎᐅᔪᓂ
ᐊᒥᓲᔫᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ ᐅᖓᑕᓃ >80% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᕐᒥ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓂᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ -39% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ, ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᓐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖤ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᕐᕉᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕖᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔫᒃ. ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ, 25%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ; ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ
ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂ ᓱᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᓐᓂᕗᑦ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖑᔪᒥᒃ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᖔᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓘᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᕙᒃᓱᑎᒃ, ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᑐᖃᖕᒪᒍᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᐊᑐᕐᒪᑦ (ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ) ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᒥᔪᑦ. ᑭᓯᒥᐊᓂᓕ, ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂ, ᓈᒻᒪᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᐳᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦᑎᐊᖅ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒡᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᑉ, ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ,

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓕᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᓗᐊᕈᑎᒃ
ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᓚᖓᔪᐃᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓᓖᓪᓚᒃ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂᒃ 1990ᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᕐᔫᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᕙᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᓲᖑᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑯᒪᖃᓲᖑᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓐᓂᐊᓕᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᑦ ᓯᓚᒧᑦ ᐅᖂᓇᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᓂᒡᓗ ᐃᓚᖃᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ.
ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᕕᖃᓲᖑᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᑐᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐊᒥᓴᒐᓴᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂ ᖁᓕᐅᓈᖅᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᒻᒪᕆᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕼᐊᓐᓇᓚᒐᓴᖏᓃᓲᖑᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᕿᓂᕐᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓕᔭᖅᑐᑦ, ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᐊᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᓖᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃᑕᐅᖅ
ᑐᖁᑎᕆᓗᑕᐅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑭᕗᖅ, ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᕈᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓕᕇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ. ᓱᕈᕐᓇᖅᑐᓕᒃᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑦᑎᒃᑐᒦᑲᓗᐊᖅᐳᓪᓕ. ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᒋᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂ
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑦᑐᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᑖᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃᑕᐅᖅ ᓱᓕ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ, ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑎᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᕗᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐅᖏᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᕝᕕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᓂᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒋᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓅᑉᐸᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᓇᓃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᓄᓇᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ.
ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓱᖑᕗᑦ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᒪᓕᒐᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ.
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᖃᐅᒃᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒐᕙᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᕋᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᓲᖑᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕋᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᑐᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒋᔭᒥᓄᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖓᓂ, ᑎᑉᔭᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ). ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ
ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐ, ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ ᔪᑳᓐᓗᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᔭᖅᑑᑉ ᓄᓇᓗᐊᓂᒃ) ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᖅᑐᑑᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᒥᐅᑕᓄᓪᓗ,
ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ 1987-ᒥ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᑦᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ, ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ, ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ.
ᒫᓐᓇ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᖏᓚᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᒍᑦ..

2015-ᒥ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ ᔪᑳᓐᒥ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓕᖓᔪᒥᒃ: ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᑯᓂᖓᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᓱᓕ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᐊᖏᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᑦᑑᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ.
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓱᓕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᓚᑦ; ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑦᑐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᓚᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᐊᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓱᓕ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᓂᒃ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᑕᐃᓪᓕᒪᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᓱᓕ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓲᑦ ᑕᒫᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ 6% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓂ,
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓂᓗ 8-ᖑᔪᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᒥᖑᐃᖅᓯᕐᕕᐅᖕᒥᔪᓂ.
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declines. Evidence from both local Aboriginal people
and scientific studies suggests that most herds have
undergone natural fluctuations in numbers in the past;
however, available demographic data indicate no sign
of rapid recovery at this time and cumulative threats
are without historical precedent. Status meets criteria
for Endangered because of a reduction in numbers
of ≥50%, but Threatened is recommended because,
overall, this population does not appear to be facing
imminent extinction at this time. Despite worrisome
declines across most of the range, the current
numerical abundance of the Porcupine Caribou Herd
and the initiation of numerous management actions
by governments, wildlife management boards,
and communities support Threatened as a more
appropriate conservation status. The status of these
subpopulations will have to be carefully monitored
and may warrant re-assessment within five years.

Scientific name
Rangifer tarandus

Wildlife Species Description and
Significance

Taxon
Mammals

All the world’s caribou and reindeer belong to a single
cervid species, Rangifer tarandus, and are found in
arctic and subarctic regions as well as in northern
forests. Barren-ground Caribou are characterized
by long migrations and highly gregarious behaviour,
often travelling in groups of hundreds or thousands.
As a relatively large herbivore with an extensive
distribution and high numbers, Barren-ground Caribou
is a keystone species, playing a key ecological and
cultural role in northern ecosystems.

COSEWIC Status
Threatened
Canadian range
Yukon, Northwest Territories, Nunavut, Alberta,
Saskatchewan, Manitoba

Reason for Designation
Members of this population give birth on the open
arctic tundra, and most subpopulations (herds)
winter in vast subarctic forests. Well-known for
its large aggregations, lengthy migrations, and
significant cultural and social value to northern
Aboriginal Peoples and other Canadians, its 14-15
subpopulations range from northeastern Alaska to
western Hudson Bay and Baffin Island. Numbering
more than 2 million individuals in the early 1990s, the
current population is estimated at about 800,000.
Most subpopulations have declined dramatically, but
two are increasing, including the Porcupine Caribou
Herd. For 70% of the population with sufficient data
to quantify trends, the decline is estimated at 56%
over the past three generations (since 1989), with
several of the largest herds having declined by >80%
from peak numbers. Available survey data for an
additional 25% of the total population also indicate

The significance of Barren-ground Caribou to
the peopling of northern Canada is evident from
archaeological findings tracking the distribution of
people and Barren-ground Caribou relative to the
retreating glaciers some 8,000 years ago in the
central barrens and as long as 12-15,000 years ago
in the central range of the Porcupine subpopulation.
Barren-ground Caribou have been and continue to
be a key resource for people in northern Canada;
in some cases these animals have such importance
that families would follow their migration. They have
significant direct economic value from harvest,
primarily for subsistence use. They also contribute
to the northern economy through wildlife tourism
and recreational hunting; beyond this, they have
incalculable cultural value for people throughout the
subpopulation ranges.
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Distribution

Habitat

The global range of Barren-ground Caribou extends
from Alaska to western Greenland, and is continuous
across northern continental mainland Canada,
from northwestern Yukon to Baffin Island. The
northern extent is the Arctic mainland coast; the
southern extent is northern Saskatchewan, Alberta
and Manitoba. Sampling efforts and methods have
varied among subpopulations, leading to differences
in interpreting subpopulation structure; 14-15 are
recognized in this report. Some are combined for
the purposes of generating population abundance
and trend estimates, for a total of 13 units. Ten
subpopulations have been consistently identified
for the past several decades, mainly through fidelity
to calving areas.

Habitat requirements are partly driven by the need for
forage, which depends on the timing of the caribou’s
annual breeding cycle and its nutritional costs relative
to the brief plant growing season and long winters
of the sub-arctic and arctic regions. Caribou are
generalist foragers, especially in summer, and select
among grasses, sedges, shrubs and forbs for nutrient
content according to the stage of plant growth rather
than plant species. Barren-ground Caribou require
large annual ranges (several hundred thousand
square kilometres in size) to enable selection of
alternative habitats in response to annual variations
in the environment, such as snow cover, plant
growth, and/or predation or parasite risk. Habitat
attributes that are important for calving include those
that reduce predation risk and maximize nutrition
intake; these vary among calving grounds. Forage
requirements depend on the timing of the annual
breeding cycle relative to the brief plant growing
season and long winter that is characteristic of the
sub-arctic and arctic regions. On summer ranges,
caribou seek habitats that reduce exposure to insect
harassment, while obtaining high-quality forage.
While most subpopulations winter in the boreal forest,
several remain in tundra habitats at that time.

Fluctuating abundance of individual subpopulations
affects distribution; as Barren-ground Caribou
decline in abundance their distribution (especially
during winter) changes, reducing the length of fall
and pre-calving migration. Mainland subpopulations
of Barren-ground Caribou generally migrate toward
the Arctic coast to calve, and occur during summer
and fall on the tundra of the Southern Arctic ecozone.
Western and central mainland subpopulations usually
winter in the boreal forests of the Taiga Cordillera,
Taiga Plains or Taiga Shield ecozones.

Within the previous three generations, there has been
some reduction in habitat as a consequence of the
natural fragmentation of the winter ranges caused
by forest fires and increasing human presence
(i.e., infrastructure) on the caribou ranges. However,
habitat outside the forested winter range is still
largely intact at the landscape scale. The generally
increasing trends in human population will increase
economic development (industrial development,
roads and traffic) within Barren-ground Caribou
ranges in the future.

Biology
Caribou usually first calve at three years of age,
although they can calve at two years when conditions
are favourable. Females give birth to a single calf
and may breed every year, although if nutritionally
stressed they do not conceive every year. Calving
is highly synchronized, generally occurring over
a 2-week period in June. The breeding system is
polygynous. Annual migrations and gregarious
behaviour are the most conspicuous characteristics
of most Barren-ground Caribou subpopulations.
They are adapted to a long winter season when

Distribution of Caribou subpopulations in the BarrenGround Caribou designatable unit. Map by Bonnie
Fournier, GNWT.

2

The text information is taken directly from the COSEWIC executive summary.

be risky to assume there will be a naturally occurring
recovery, at least to numbers recorded in the 1990s,
for many of the subpopulations.

cold temperatures, wind chill and snow impose
high energetic costs. Those costs are met through
reducing their maintenance energy requirements and
mobilizing fat and protein reserves.

Threats and Limiting Factors

Predation is an important factor affecting many facets
of caribou ecology, as caribou movements and habitat
choices are often made to minimize exposure to
predators. An array of predators and scavengers
depend on Barren-ground Caribou: Grizzly Bears
(Ursus arctos) are effective predators on newborn
calves, while Gray Wolves (Canis lupus, hereafter
referred as Wolves) are predators of all sex and age
classes throughout the year. Pathogens (including
viruses, bacteria, helminths and protozoa) together
with insects, play an important role in caribou
ecology with effects ranging from subtle effects on
reproduction through to clinical disease and death.

Climate and weather influence other limiting factors
important for Barren-ground Caribou, including
forage availability, predation, parasites and diseases –
in complex non-linear and cascading ways. So many
aspects of caribou ecology are affected by weather
that a warmer climate could have a significant but
complicated suite of positive and negative effects.
Industrial exploration and development in Barrenground Caribou ranges has increased over the past
several decades, such that there are several new
mines and hundreds of prospecting permits, mineral
claims and mineral leases on several subpopulation
ranges. Subsistence and sport harvest can be significant
causes of mortality that can increase the rate of
decline and lead to a lower population size after
populations have been reduced for other reasons.
Chemical contaminant levels in tissues are generally
low at present. The changing conditions on the
caribou ranges also include the administrative and
political complexity of a mix of settled and unsettled
land claims, with changes in jurisdictional boundaries
and mandates. The implementation of management
actions is challenged by the inter-jurisdictional
complexity between political, land management and
wildlife management agencies, combined with the
migratory nature of caribou and their use of extensive
seasonal ranges.

Population Sizes and Trends
The current population of Barren-ground Caribou
is estimated at about 800,000 individuals. Between
1986 and mid-1990s, the overall trend was an
increase to > two million, followed by a decline, which
has persisted through today. Of 13 subpopulation
units used to derive abundance estimates, eight
are declining, two are increasing, and three are
unknown. The median three-generation percentage
decline in the total number of Barren-ground Caribou
was 56.8% (range = -50.8 – -59.0%), based on the
summed population change for seven subpopulations
with sufficient survey data, which comprise almost
70% of the total current population. Four of these
seven subpopulations declined by >80% during
this period, one had a median decline of -39%,
characterized by marked variability, whereas the
remaining two increased. Available survey data for
three additional subpopulations, representing about
25% of the total population, also suggest declines; the
current trajectories of another three subpopulations
are unknown, due to lack of recent surveys.

Protection, Status, and Ranks
Protection of Barren-ground Caribou subpopulations
by territorial and provincial jurisdictions is through
harvest regulation and habitat protection. The
co-management regime is a shared management
responsibility among governments and bodies
established through land claim legislation and
through renewable multi-jurisdictional agreements
among public governments (for the Porcupine,
Beverly and Qamanirjuaq subpopulations). The
Porcupine Caribou subpopulation is the only
subpopulation of Barren-ground Caribou covered by
an international agreement signed between Canada
and the United States in 1987. The Barren-ground
Caribou designatable unit (DU) was assessed for the
first time by COSEWIC as Threatened in November
2016. It is currently not scheduled under the federal
Species at Risk Act (SARA). The 2015 national general

Evidence from ATK and scientific study suggests
that Barren-ground Caribou subpopulations undergo
periods of high and low numbers (fluctuations) that
might resemble population cycles. The evidence is,
however, insufficient to consistently infer a naturally
occurring cyclic increase across the full range
of subpopulations. Available demographic data,
cumulative changes to the environment, habitats, and
harvest regimes for many of these subpopulations
are without historical precedent, such that it would
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The text information is taken directly from the COSEWIC executive summary.

status for Caribou in Canada will not be available until
the 2015 General Status Report is published August
2017. This Canada-wide rank will apply to all DUs of
Caribou combined, with nothing specific to Barrenground Caribou. The 2015 territorial rank for Yukon for
Barren-ground Caribou is Vulnerable to Apparently
Secure, and for Northwest Territories is Sensitive. At
present, there is no specific rank for Barren-ground
Caribou for Nunavut; however, for all DUs combined,
the territory-specific general status rank for Caribou
in Nunavut is Apparently Secure. Federal protected
areas that exclude industrial land uses but allow
continued subsistence hunting cover about 6% of
Barren-ground Caribou ranges, including eight
national parks.

Source: COSEWIC. 2016. COSEWIC assessment and
status report on the Caribou Rangifer tarandus,
Barren-ground population, in Canada. Committee
on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada.
Ottawa. xiii + 123 pp.
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www.sararegistry.gc.ca.
Cat. No.: CW69-14/727-2016-1E-PDF
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For information regarding reproduction rights, please contact
Environment and Climate Change Canada’s Public Inquiries
Centre at 1-800-668-6767 (in Canada only) or 819-997-2800
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4

Environment and
Climate Change Canada

Environnement et
Changement climatique Canada

CONSULTATION ON AMENDING THE LIST OF
SPECIES UNDER THE SPECIES AT RISK ACT
TERRESTRIAL SPECIES – JANUARY 2018

PRINT
ISSN: 1713‑0948
Cat. No.: En1-36
PDF
Cat. No.: En1-36E-PDF
Unless otherwise specified, you may not reproduce materials in this publication, in whole or in part, for the purposes
of commercial redistribution without prior written permission from Environment and Climate Change Canada's copyright
administrator. To obtain permission to reproduce Government of Canada materials for commercial purposes, apply for
Crown Copyright Clearance by contacting:
Environment and Climate Change Canada
Public Inquiries Centre
7th Floor, Fontaine Building
200 Sacré-Coeur Boulevard
Gatineau QC K1A 0H3
Telephone: 819-997-2800
Toll Free: 1-800-668-6767 (in Canada only)
Email: ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca
Cover photo: Monarch © Figment Films; photo: John Mitchell
© Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada, represented by the Minister of Environment and Climate Change, 2018
Aussi disponible en français

CONSULTATION ON AMENDING
THE LIST OF SPECIES UNDER
THE SPECIES AT RISK ACT
TERRESTRIAL SPECIES
JANUARY 2018

Consultation on Amending the List of Species under the Species at Risk Act: Terrestrial Species, January 2018

Please submit your comments by
May 22, 2018, for terrestrial species undergoing normal consultations
and by
October 22, 2018, for terrestrial species undergoing extended consultations.
For a description of the consultation paths these species will undergo, please see:
www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=8CF7461F-1
Please email your comments to the Species at Risk Public Registry at:
ec.registrelep-sararegistry.ec@canada.ca
Comments may also be mailed to:
Director General, Assessment and Regulatory Affairs
Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada
Ottawa ON K1A 0H3
For more information on the Species at Risk Act, please visit the Species at Risk Public Registry at:
www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca
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ADDITION OF SPECIES TO THE SPECIES AT RISK ACT
Questions to guide your comments
The following questions are intended to assist you in
providing comments on the proposed amendments
to the List of Wildlife Species at Risk (see Table
1 for the list of species under consultation). They
are not limiting, and any other comments you may
have are welcome. We also encourage you to share
descriptions and estimates of costs or benefits to
you or your organization where possible, as well
as to propose actions that could be taken for the
conservation of these species.
Respondent information
1) Are you responding as
a) an individual, or
b) representing a community, business or
organization (please specify)?
Species benefits to people or to the ecosystem
2) Do any or all of the species provide benefits to you or
Canada’s ecosystems? If so, please describe these
benefits. If possible, please provide a monetary or
quantitative estimate of their values to you.
For example:
• Do any or all of the species provide benefits by
supporting your livelihood, for example, through
harvesting, subsistence or medicine? If yes,
can you estimate the extent of these benefits,
for example, how often the harvest takes
place, the quantity harvested, and the uses of
the harvested species (e.g., medicine, food,
clothes, etc.)?
• Do any or all of the species provide cultural or
spiritual benefits, for example, recreation, sense
of place or tradition? If yes, how?
• Do any or all of the species provide environmental
benefits, for example, pollination, pest control or
flood control? If yes, how?
Impacts of species listing on your activities
and the ecosystem
3) Based on what you know about SARA and the
information presented in this document, do you
think that amending the List of Wildlife Species at
Risk with the proposed listing (Table 1) would have:
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a) no impact on your activities or the species;
b) a positive impact on your activities or the
species; or
c) a negative impact on your activities or the species.
Please explain your choice above, specifically:
4) Do you think that listing the species would result
in cultural, social, or economic costs or benefits
to you, your community or your organization?
5) Do you think that listing the species would result
in any costs or benefits to the environment or
Canada's ecosystems?
6) Based on the maps provided in this document, do
any of your current or planned activities overlap
with any of the species ranges or occurrences?
7) Do any current or planned activities that you are
aware of (e.g., land conversion for natural resource,
industrial, commercial, or residential development)
have the potential to kill, harm, or harass the
species and/or destroy any part of its habitat?
• If yes, what are these activities, how would they
affect the species, and/or destroy any part of
its habitat?
• If yes, what is being done, planned to be done,
or could be done to avoid killing, harming, or
harassing the species, or destroying its habitat?
Please describe what implications and/or costs
may be involved (qualitative or quantitative).
Would you personally have to adjust or cease
any activities?
Additional information for small businesses
If you are responding for a small business, please
provide the following details to help Environment
and Climate Change Canada gather information
to contribute to the required Small Business Lens
analysis that forms part of the Regulatory Impact
Analysis Statement that will accompany any future
listing recommendation.
1. Are you an enterprise that operates in Canada?
2. Do you engage in commercial activities related to
the supply of services or property (which includes
goods)?
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3. Are you an organization that engages in activities
for a public purpose (e.g., social welfare or civic
improvement), such as a provincial or municipal
government, school, college/university, hospital
or charity?
4. Is your enterprise owned by a First Nations
community?
5. How many employees do you have?
a) 0–99
b) 100 or more
6. What was your annual gross revenue in the last year?
a) Less than $30,000
b) Between $30,000 and $5 million
c) More than $5 million
To ensure that your comments are considered in time,
they should be submitted before the following deadlines.
For terrestrial species undergoing normal
consultations, comments should be submitted
by May 22, 2018.
For terrestrial species undergoing extended
consultations, comments should be submitted
by October 22, 2018.
To find out which consultation paths these species
will undergo (extended or normal), please see:
www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.
asp?lang=En&n=8CF7461F-1
Comments received by these deadlines will be
considered in the development of the listing proposal.
Please email your comments to the Species at Risk
Public Registry at: ec.registrelep-sararegistry.ec@
canada.ca
By regular mail, please address your comments to:
Director General, Assessment and
Regulatory Affairs
Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada
Ottawa ON K1A 0H3

The Species at Risk Act and the List
of Wildlife Species at Risk
The Government of Canada is committed to
preventing the disappearance of wildlife species
at risk from our lands. As part of its strategy for
realizing that commitment, on June 5, 2003, the
Government of Canada proclaimed the Species at

Risk Act (SARA). Attached to the Act is Schedule 1,
the list of the species provided for under SARA,
also called the List of Wildlife Species at Risk.
Extirpated, Endangered and Threatened species
on Schedule 1 benefit from the protection afforded
by the prohibitions and from recovery planning
requirements under SARA. Special Concern species
benefit from its management planning requirements.
Schedule 1 has grown from the original 233 to 555
wildlife species at risk. In 2017, final listing decisions
were made for 44 terrestrial species and 15 aquatic
species. Of these 59 species, 35 were new additions,
sixteen were reclassifications, three had a change
made to how they are defined, two were removed
from Schedule 1, one was referred back to COSEWIC
for further evaluation and two were the object of ‘do
not list’ decisions. In 2017, on the recommendation
of the Minister of the Environment, the Governor in
Council approved listing proposals for 45 wildlife
species. It is proposed that 21 species be added
to Schedule 1, 11 be reclassified, 12 would have
a change made to how they are defined and one
would be referred back to COSEWIC for further
evaluation. The listing proposals were published in
Canada Gazette, part I for a 30-day public comment
period and final listing decisions for all 45 species are
expected by August of 2018.
The complete list of species currently on Schedule 1
can be viewed at: www.registrelep-sararegistry.
gc.ca/species/schedules_e.cfm?id=1
Species become eligible for addition to Schedule 1
once they have been assessed as being at risk by the
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada (COSEWIC). The decision to add a species
to Schedule 1 is made by the Governor in Council
further to a recommendation from the Minister of the
Environment. The Governor in Council is the formal
executive body that gives legal effect to decisions
that then have the force of law.

COSEWIC and the assessment process
for identifying species at risk
COSEWIC is recognized under SARA as the authority
for assessing the status of wildlife species at risk.
COSEWIC comprises experts on wildlife species at
risk. Its members have backgrounds in the fields of
biology, ecology, genetics, Indigenous traditional
knowledge and other relevant fields. They come from
various communities, including academia, Indigenous
organizations, governments and non-governmental
organizations.
5
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COSEWIC gives priority to those species more likely
to become extinct, and then commissions a status
report for the evaluation of the species’ status. To be
accepted, status reports must be peer-reviewed and
approved by a subcommittee of species specialists.
In special circumstances, assessments can be done
on an emergency basis. When the status report is
complete, COSEWIC meets to examine it and discuss
the species. COSEWIC then determines whether the
species is at risk, and, if so, it then assesses the level
of risk and assigns a conservation status.

Terms used to define the degree
of risk to a species
The conservation status defines the degree of risk
to a species. The terms used under SARA are
Extirpated, Endangered, Threatened and Special
Concern. Extirpated species are wildlife species that
no longer occur in the wild in Canada but still exist
elsewhere. Endangered species are wildlife species
that are likely to soon become Extirpated or extinct.
Threatened species are likely to become Endangered
if nothing is done to reverse the factors leading
to their extirpation or extinction. The term Special
Concern is used for wildlife species that may become
Threatened or Endangered due to a combination
of biological characteristics and threats. Once
COSEWIC has assessed a species as Extirpated,
Endangered, Threatened or Special Concern, it is
eligible for inclusion on Schedule 1.
For more information on COSEWIC, visit:
www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/committee-status-endangeredwildlife.html
On October 24, 2017, COSEWIC sent to the Minister
of the Environment its newest assessments of species
at risk. Environment and Climate Change Canada is
now consulting on changes to Schedule 1 to reflect
these new designations for these terrestrial species.
To see the list of the terrestrial species and their status,
please refer to tables 1 and 2.

Terrestrial and aquatic species eligible
for Schedule 1 amendments
The Minister of Fisheries and Oceans conducts
separate consultations for the aquatic species. For
more information on the consultations for aquatic
species, visit the Fisheries and Oceans Canada
website at www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca.
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The Minister of the Environment is conducting the
consultations for all other species at risk.
Approximately 67% of the recently assessed terrestrial
species at risk also occur in national parks or other
lands administered by Parks Canada; Parks Canada
shares responsibility for these species with Environment
and Climate Change Canada.

Comments solicited on the proposed
amendment of Schedule 1
The conservation of wildlife is a joint legal responsibility:
one that is shared among the governments of Canada.
But biodiversity will not be conserved by governments
that act alone. The best way to secure the survival
of species at risk and their habitats is through the
active participation of all those concerned. SARA
recognizes this, and that all Indigenous peoples
and Canadians have a role to play in preventing the
disappearance of wildlife species from our lands. The
Government of Canada is inviting and encouraging
you to become involved. One way that you can do so
is by sharing your comments concerning the addition
or reclassification of these terrestrial species.
Your comments are considered in relation to the
potential consequences of whether or not a species
is included on Schedule 1, and they are then used to
inform the drafting of the Minister’s proposed listing
recommendations for each of these species.
Questions to guide your comments are included at
the beginning of the document.

The Species at Risk Act listing
Process and Consultation
The addition of a wildlife species at risk to Schedule 1
of SARA facilitates providing for its protection and
conservation. To be effective, the listing process must
be transparent and open. The species listing process
under SARA is summarized in Figure 1.

The purpose of consultations
on amendments to the List
When COSEWIC assesses a wildlife species, it
does so solely on the basis of the best available
information relevant to the biological status of the
species. COSEWIC then submits the assessment
to the Minister of the Environment, who considers
it when making the listing recommendation to
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Figure 1 :

The species listing process under SARA
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the Governor in Council. The purpose of these
consultations is to provide the Minister with a better
understanding of the potential social and economic
impacts of the proposed change to the List of Wildlife
Species at Risk, and of the potential consequences
of not adding a species to the List.

Legislative context of the consultations:
the Minister’s recommendation to the
Governor in Council
The comments collected during the consultations
inform the Governor in Council’s consideration of the
Minister’s recommendations for listing species at risk.
The Minister must recommend one of three courses
of action. These are for the Governor in Council to
accept the species assessment and modify Schedule 1
accordingly, not to add the species to Schedule 1, or
to refer the species assessment back to COSEWIC
for its further consideration (Figure 1).

The Minister of the Environment’s
response to the COSEWIC assessment:
the response statement
After COSEWIC has completed its assessment
of a species, it provides it to the Minister of the
Environment. The Minister of the Environment then
has 90 days to post a response on the Species
at Risk Public Registry, known as the response
statement. The response statement provides
information on the scope of any consultations and
the timelines for action, to the extent possible. It
identifies how long the consultations will be (whether
they are “normal” or “extended”) by stating when the
Minister will forward the assessment to the Governor
in Council. Consultations for a group of species
are launched with the posting of their response
statements.

Normal and extended
consultation periods
Normal consultations meet the consultation needs
for the listing of most species at risk. They usually
take two to three months to complete, while extended
consultations may take one year or more.
The extent of consultations needs to be proportional
to the expected impact of a listing decision and the
time that may be needed to consult. Under some
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circumstances, whether or not a species will be
included on Schedule 1 could have significant and
widespread impacts on the activities of some groups
of people. It is essential that such stakeholders have
the opportunity to inform the pending decision and,
to the extent possible, to provide input on its potential
consequences and to share ideas on how best to
approach threats to the species. A longer period may
also be required to consult appropriately with some
groups. For example, consultations can take longer
for groups that meet infrequently but that must be
engaged on several occasions. For such reasons,
extended consultations may be undertaken.
For both normal and extended consultations, once
they are complete, the Minister of the Environment
forwards the species assessments to the Governor
in Council for the government’s formal receipt of the
assessment. The Governor in Council then has nine
months to come to a listing decision.
The consultation paths (normal or extended) for
the terrestrial species listed in Table 1 will
be announced when the Minister publishes the
response statements. These will be posted by
January 22, 2018, on the Species at Risk Public
Registry at: www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/
default.asp?lang=En&n=8CF7461F-1
No consultations will be undertaken for those species
already on Schedule 1 and for which no change in
status is being proposed (Table 2).

Who is consulted, and how
It is most important to consult with those who would
be most affected by the proposed changes. There
is protection that is immediately in place when a
species that is Extirpated, Endangered or Threatened
is added to Schedule 1 (for more details, see below,
“Protection for listed Extirpated, Endangered and
Threatened species”). This immediate protection
does not apply to species of Special Concern. The
nature of protection depends on the type of species,
its conservation status, and where the species is
found. Environment and Climate Change Canada
takes this into account during the consultations;
those who may be affected by the impacts of the
automatic protections are contacted directly, others
are encouraged to contribute through a variety of
approaches.
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Indigenous peoples known to have species at risk on
their lands, for which changes to Schedule 1 are being
considered, will be contacted. Their engagement is of
particular significance, acknowledging their role in the
management of the extensive traditional territories
and the reserve and settlement lands.
A Wildlife Management Board is a group that has
been established under a land claims agreement
and is authorized by the agreement to perform
functions in respect of wildlife species. Some
eligible species at risk are found on lands where
existing land claims agreements apply that give
specific authority to a Wildlife Management Board.
In such cases, the Minister of the Environment will
consult with the relevant board.

Role and impact of public consultations
in the listing process
The results of the public consultations are of great
significance to informing the process of listing
species at risk. Environment and Climate Change
Canada carefully reviews the comments it receives
to gain a better understanding of the benefits and
costs of changing the List.

To encourage others to contribute and make
the necessary information readily available, this
document is distributed to known stakeholders and
posted on the Species at Risk Public Registry. More
extensive consultations may also be done through
regional or community meetings or through a more
targeted approach.

The comments are then used to inform the Regulatory
Impact Analysis Statement (RIAS). The RIAS is a
report that summarizes the impact of a proposed
regulatory change. It includes a description of the
proposed change and an analysis of its expected
impact, which takes into account the results of the
public consultations. In developing the RIAS, the
Government of Canada recognizes that Canada’s
natural heritage is an integral part of our national
identity and history and that wildlife in all its forms
has value in and of itself. The Government of Canada
also recognizes that the absence of full scientific
certainty is not a reason to postpone decisions to
protect the environment.

Environment and Climate Change Canada also
sends notice of this consultation to identified
concerned groups and individuals who have made
their interests known. These include, but are not
limited to, industries, resource users, landowners
and environmental non-governmental organizations.

A draft Order (see Glossary) is then prepared,
providing notice that a decision is being taken by the
Governor in Council. The draft Order proposing to
list all or some of the species under consideration is
then published, along with the RIAS, in the Canada
Gazette, Part I, for a comment period of 30 days.

In most cases, it is difficult for Environment and
Climate Change Canada to fully examine the potential
impacts of recovery actions when species are being
considered for listing. Recovery actions for terrestrial
species usually have not yet been comprehensively
defined at the time of listing, so their impact cannot
be fully understood. Once they are better understood,
efforts are made to minimize adverse social and
economic impacts of listing and to maximize the
benefits. SARA requires that recovery measures be
prepared in consultation with those considered to be
directly affected by them.

The Minister of the Environment will take into
consideration comments and any additional
information received following publication of the draft
Order and the RIAS in the Canada Gazette, Part I. The
Minister then makes a final listing recommendation
for each species to the Governor in Council. The
Governor in Council next decides either to accept
the species assessment and amend Schedule 1
accordingly; or not to add the species to Schedule 1;
or to refer the species assessment back to COSEWIC
for further information or consideration. The final
decision is published in the Canada Gazette, Part II,
and on the Species at Risk Public Registry. If
the Governor in Council decides to list a species,
it is at this point that it becomes legally included
on Schedule 1.

In addition to the public, Environment and Climate
Change Canada consults on listing with the
governments of the provinces and territories with lead
responsibility for the conservation and management
of these wildlife species. Environment and Climate
Change Canada also consults with other federal
departments and agencies.
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Significance of the Addition
of a Species to Schedule 1
The protection that comes into effect following the
addition of a species to Schedule 1 depends upon a
number of factors. These include the species’ status
under SARA, the type of species and where it occurs.

Protection for listed Extirpated,
Endangered and Threatened species
Responsibility for the conservation of wildlife is
shared among the governments of Canada. SARA
establishes legal protection for individuals as soon
as a species is listed as Threatened, Endangered
or Extirpated, and, in the case of Threatened and
Endangered species, for their residences. This
applies to species considered federal species or
if they are found on federal land.
Federal species include migratory birds, as defined
by the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994, and
aquatic species covered by the Fisheries Act.
Federal land means land that belongs to the federal
government, and the internal waters and territorial sea
of Canada. It also means land set apart for the use
and benefit of a band under the Indian Act (such as
reserves). In the territories, the protection for species
at risk on federal lands applies only where they are
on lands under the authority of the Minister of the
Environment or the Parks Canada Agency.

Species at risk that are neither aquatic nor protected
under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994, nor
on federal lands, do not receive immediate protection
upon listing under SARA. Instead, in most cases, the
protection of terrestrial species on non‑federal lands
is the responsibility of the provinces and territories
where they are found. The application of protections
under SARA to a species at risk on non-federal
lands requires that the Governor in Council make
an order defining those lands. This can only occur
when the Minister is of the opinion that the laws of
the province or territory do not effectively protect the
species. To put such an order in place, the Minister
would then need to recommend the order be made
to the Governor in Council. If the Governor in Council
agrees to make the order, the prohibitions of SARA
would then apply to the provincial or territorial lands
specified by the order. The federal government would
consult before making such an order.

Recovery strategies and action plans for
Extirpated, Endangered and Threatened
species

Migratory birds are protected by the Migratory Birds
Regulations, under the Migratory Birds Convention
Act, 1994, which strictly prohibits the harming of
migratory birds and the disturbance or destruction
of their nests and eggs.

Recovery planning results in the development of
recovery strategies and action plans for Extirpated,
Endangered or Threatened species. It involves the
different levels of government responsible for the
management of the species, depending on what type
of species it is and where it occurs. These include
federal, provincial and territorial governments as well
as Wildlife Management Boards. Recovery strategies
and action plans are also prepared in cooperation
with directly affected Indigenous organizations.
Landowners and other stakeholders directly affected
by the recovery strategy are consulted to the extent
possible.

SARA’s protection for individuals makes it an offence
to kill, harm, harass, capture or take an individual
of a species listed as Extirpated, Endangered or
Threatened. It is also an offence to damage or
destroy the residence of one or more individuals
of an Endangered or Threatened species or an
Extirpated species whose reintroduction has been
recommended by a recovery strategy. The Act also
makes it an offence to possess, collect, buy, sell or
trade an individual of a species that is Extirpated,
Endangered or Threatened.

Recovery strategies must be prepared for all
Extirpated, Endangered and Threatened species.
They include measures to mitigate the known threats
to the species and its habitat and set the population
and distribution objectives. Other objectives can
be included, such as stewardship, to conserve the
species, or education, to increase public awareness.
Recovery strategies must include a statement of
the time frame for the development of one or more
action plans that will state the measures necessary
to implement the recovery strategy. To the extent
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possible, recovery strategies must also identify the
critical habitat of the species, which is the habitat
necessary for the survival or recovery of the species.
If there is not enough information available to identify
critical habitat, the recovery strategy includes a
schedule of studies required for its identification.
This schedule outlines what must be done to obtain
the necessary information and by when it needs to
be done. In such cases, critical habitat can be
identified in a subsequent action plan.
Proposed recovery strategies for newly listed
species are posted on the Species at Risk Public
Registry to provide for public review and comment.
For Endangered species, proposed recovery
strategies are posted within one year of their addition
to Schedule 1, and for Threatened or Extirpated
species, within two years.
Once a recovery strategy has been posted as final,
one or more action plans based on the recovery
strategy must then be prepared. These include
measures to address threats and achieve the
population and distribution objectives. Action plans
also complete the identification of the critical habitat
where necessary and, to the extent possible, state
measures that are proposed to protect it.

Permits and agreements
For terrestrial species listed on SARA Schedule 1 as
Extirpated, Endangered or Threatened, the Minister
of the Environment may authorize exceptions to the
Act’s prohibitions, when and where they apply. The
Minister can enter into agreements or issue permits
only for one of three purposes: for research, for
conservation activities, or if the effects to the species
are incidental to the activity. Research must relate
to the conservation of a species and be conducted
by qualified scientists. Conservation activities must
benefit a listed species or be required to enhance
its chances of survival. All activities, including those
that incidentally affect a listed species, its individuals,
residences or critical habitat must also meet certain
conditions. First, it must be established that all
reasonable alternatives to the activity have been
considered and the best solution has been adopted.

Second, it must also be established that all feasible
measures will be taken to minimize the impact of the
activity on the listed species. And finally, it must be
established that the activity will not jeopardize the
survival or recovery of the species. Having issued a
permit or agreement, the Minister must then include
an explanation on the Species at Risk Public Registry
of why the permit or agreement was issued.

Protection for listed species of Special
Concern
While immediate protection under SARA for species
listed as Extirpated, Endangered and Threatened
does not apply to species listed as Special Concern,
any existing protections and prohibitions, such as
those provided by the Migratory Birds Convention
Act, 1994 or the Canada National Parks Act, continue
to be in force.

Management plans for species
of Special Concern
For species of Special Concern, management
plans are to be prepared and made available on the
Species at Risk Public Registry within three years of
a species’ addition to Schedule 1, allowing for public
review and comment. Management plans include
appropriate conservation measures for the species
and for its habitat. They are prepared in cooperation
with the jurisdictions responsible for the management
of the species, including directly affected Wildlife
Management Boards and Indigenous organizations.
Landowners, lessees and others directly affected
by a management plan will also be consulted to the
extent possible.
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THE LIST OF SPECIES ELIGIBLE FOR AN AMENDMENT TO SCHEDULE 1
Status of the recently assessed species
and consultation paths
On October 24, 2017, COSEWIC submitted
28 assessments of species at risk to the Minister
of the Environment for species that are eligible to
be added to Schedule 1 of SARA. Thirteen of these
are terrestrial species, and 15 are aquatic species.
COSEWIC also reviewed the classification of species
already on Schedule 1, in some cases changing
their status. Four terrestrial species are now being
considered for down‑listing on SARA (to a lower
risk status) and 3 terrestrial species are now being
considered for a higher risk status on SARA. One
species, the Sonora Skipper, is being considered for
removal from the list, as it was found to be not at risk
in its latest assessment. In all, 21 terrestrial species
that are eligible to be added to Schedule 1, to be
removed from Schedule 1, or to have their current
status on Schedule 1 changed are included in this
consultation (Table 1).
COSEWIC also submitted the reviews of species
already on Schedule 1, confirming their classification.
Twelve of these reviews were for terrestrial species.
These species are not included in the consultations
because there is no regulatory change being
proposed (Table 2).
For more information on the consultations for aquatic
species, visit the Fisheries and Oceans Canada
website at www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca.
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Providing comments
The involvement of Canadians is integral to the listing
process, as it is to the ultimate protection of Canadian
wildlife. Your comments matter and are given serious
consideration. Environment and Climate Change
Canada will review all the comments that it receives
by the deadlines provided below.
Comments for terrestrial species undergoing normal
consultations must be received by May 22, 2018.
Comments for terrestrial species undergoing
extended consultations must be received by
October 22, 2018.
Most species will be undergoing normal consultations.
For the final consultation paths, please see
www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/default.asp?
lang=En&n=8CF7461F-1 after January 22, 2018.
For more details on submitting comments, see
the section “Comments solicited on the proposed
amendment of Schedule 1” of this document.
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Table 1:

Taxon

Terrestrial species recently assessed by COSEWIC eligible for addition
to Schedule 1 or reclassification
Species

Scientific Name

Range

Teloschistes chrysophthalmus

ON

Rangifer tarandus
Rangifer tarandus
Anguispira kochi kochi

MB ON QC NL
NU QC NL
ON

Species eligible for addition to Schedule 1 (13)
Endangered (4)
Lichens
Golden-eye Lichen
(Great Lakes population)
Mammals
Caribou (Eastern Migratory population)
Mammals
Caribou (Torngat Mountains population)
Molluscs
Eastern Banded Tigersnail
Threatened (2)
Birds
Lark Bunting
Mammals
Caribou (Barren-ground population)
Special Concern (7)
Arthropods
Magdalen Islands Grasshopper
Arthropods
Transverse Lady Beetle

Calamospiza melanocorys
Rangifer tarandus

AB SK MB
YT NT NU AB SK MB

Melanoplus madeleineae
Coccinella transversoguttata

Birds

Coccothraustes vespertinus
Zonotrichia querula
Teloschistes chrysophthalmus

QC
YT NT NU BC AB SK
MB ON QC NB PE NS
NL
YT NT BC AB SK MB
ON QC NB PE NS NL
NT NU AB SK MB ON
MB ON

Pituophis catenifer sayi
Scirpus longii

AB SK
NS

Ardenna creatopus
Emydoidea blandingii

BC Pacific Ocean
ON QC

Danaus plexippus

NT BC AB SK MB ON
QC NB PE NS NL

Chrysemys picta bellii

BC

Chimaphila maculata

ON QC

Symphyotrichum anticostense

QC NB

Entosthodon rubiginosus

BC SK

Polites sonora

BC

Evening Grosbeak

Birds
Lichens

Harris's Sparrow
Golden-eye Lichen (Prairie / Boreal
population)
Reptiles
Bullsnake
Vascular Plants
Long's Bulrush
Reclassifications: Up‑list (3)
From Threatened to Endangered (2)
Birds
Pink-footed Shearwater
Reptiles
Blanding's Turtle (Great Lakes /
St. Lawrence population)
From Special Concern to Endangered (1)
Arthropods
Monarch
Reclassifications: Down‑list or Delist (5)
From Endangered to Threatened (2)
Reptiles
Western Painted Turtle
(Pacific Coast population)
Vascular Plants
Spotted Wintergreen
From Threatened to Special Concern (1)
Vascular Plants
Anticosti Aster
From Endangered to Special Concern (1)
Mosses
Rusty Cord-moss
From Special Concern to Not at Risk (1)
Arthropods
Sonora Skipper
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Table 2:

Taxon

Terrestrial species recently reassessed by COSEWIC
(no consultations – species status confirmation)
Species

Status Confirmations (12)
Endangered (8)
Arthropods
Gold-edged Gem
Birds
Burrowing Owl
Birds
Prothonotary Warbler
Mammals
Ord's Kangaroo Rat
Mosses
Nugget Moss
Reptiles
Blanding's Turtle (Nova Scotia
population)
Vascular Plants
Butternut
Vascular Plants
Western Prairie Fringed Orchid
Special Concern (4)
Birds
Rusty Blackbird
Mammals
Reptiles
Vascular Plants

14

Nuttall's Cottontail nuttallii subspecies
Western Painted Turtle (Intermountain Rocky Mountain population)
American Hart's-tongue Fern

Scientific Name

Range

Schinia avemensis
Athene cunicularia
Protonotaria citrea
Dipodomys ordii
Microbryum vlassovii
Emydoidea blandingii

AB SK MB
BC AB SK MB
ON
AB SK
BC
NS

Juglans cinerea
Platanthera praeclara

ON QC NB
MB

Euphagus carolinus

YT NT NU BC AB SK
MB ON QC NB
PE NS NL
BC
BC

Sylvilagus nuttallii nuttallii
Chrysemys picta bellii
Asplenium scolopendrium var.
americanum

ON
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THE COSEWIC SUMMARIES OF TERRESTRIAL SPECIES ELIGIBLE
FOR ADDITION OR RECLASSIFICATION ON SCHEDULE 1
For a brief summary of the reasons for the COSEWIC status designation of individual species, and their biology,
threats, distribution and other information, please consult:
http://registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/document/default_e.cfm?documentID=3200
For a more comprehensive explanation of the conservation status of an individual species, please refer to the
COSEWIC status report for that species, also available on the Species at Risk Public Registry at:
www.sararegistry.gc.ca
or contact:
COSEWIC Secretariat
c/o Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada
Ottawa ON K1A 0H3
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GLOSSARY
Aquatic species: A wildlife species that is a fish as defined in section 2 of the Fisheries Act or a marine plant
as defined in section 47 of the Act. The term includes marine mammals.
Canada Gazette: The Canada Gazette is one of the vehicles that Canadians can use to access laws and
regulations. It has been the “official newspaper” of the Government of Canada since 1841. Government
departments and agencies as well as the private sector are required by law to publish certain information
in the Canada Gazette. Notices and proposed regulations are published in the Canada Gazette, Part l,
and official regulations are published in the Canada Gazette, Part Il. For more information, please visit
canadagazette.gc.ca.
Canadian Endangered Species Conservation Council: The Council is made up of federal, provincial and
territorial ministers with responsibilities for wildlife species. The Council’s mandate is to provide national
leadership and coordination for the protection of species at risk.
COSEWIC: The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada. The Committee comprises experts
on wildlife species at risk. Their backgrounds are in the fields of biology, ecology, genetics, Indigenous
traditional knowledge and other relevant fields. These experts come from various communities, including,
among others, government and academia.
COSEWIC assessment: COSEWIC’s assessment or re-assessment of the status of a wildlife species, based on a
status report on the species that COSEWIC either has had prepared or has received with an application.
Down‑listing: A revision of the status of a species on Schedule 1 to a status of lower risk. A revision of the status
of a Schedule 1 species to a higher risk status would be up‑listing.
Federal land: Any land owned by the federal government, the internal waters and territorial sea of Canada, and
reserves and other land set apart for the use and benefit of a band under the Indian Act.
Governor in Council: The Governor General of Canada acting on the advice of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada, the formal executive body that gives legal effect to those decisions of Cabinet that are to have the
force of law.
Individual: An individual of a wildlife species, whether living or dead, at any developmental stage, and includes
larvae, embryos, eggs, sperm, seeds, pollen, spores and asexual propagules.
Order: An order issued by the Governor in Council, either on the basis of authority delegated by legislation or by
virtue of the prerogative powers of the Crown.
Response statement: A document in which the Minister of the Environment indicates how he or she intends to
respond to the COSEWIC assessment of a wildlife species. A response statement is posted on the Species
at Risk Public Registry within 90 days of receipt of the assessment by the Minister, and provides timelines for
action to the extent possible.
RIAS: Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement. A document that provides an analysis of the expected impact of a
regulatory initiative and which accompanies an Order in Council.
Species at Risk Public Registry: Developed as an online service, the Species at Risk Public Registry has been
accessible to the public since proclamation of the Species at Risk Act (SARA). The website gives users easy
access to documents and information related to SARA at any time and location with Internet access. It can be
found at www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca.
Schedule 1: A schedule of SARA, also known as the List of Wildlife Species at Risk, which presents the list of
species protected under SARA.
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Up‑listing: A revision of the status of a species on Schedule 1 to a status of higher risk. A revision of the status
of a Schedule 1 species to a lower risk status would be down‑listing.
Wildlife Management Board: Established under the land claims agreements in northern Quebec, Newfoundland
and Labrador, Yukon, Northwest Territories, British Columbia, and Nunavut, Wildlife Management Boards are
the “main instruments of wildlife management” within their settlement areas. In this role, Wildlife Management
Boards not only establish, modify and remove levels of total allowable harvest of a variety of wildlife species,
but also participate in research activities, including annual harvest studies, and approve the designation of
species at risk in their settlement areas.
Wildlife species: Under SARA, a species, subspecies, variety, or geographically or genetically distinct
population of animal, plant or other organism, other than a bacterium or virus. To be eligible for inclusion
under SARA, a wildlife species must be wild by nature and native to Canada. Non‑native species that have
been here for 50 years or more can be considered eligible if they came without human intervention.
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ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 2310 – 5019 52-ᖓᓂ ᐊᖅᑯᒻᒥ
ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
22 ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2018
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ: ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᔫᓯᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᐃᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ.
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᑦᑎᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2018-ᒥ.
ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭᐅᕗᑎᑦ ᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᓯ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.
ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᕗᑎᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓈᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.
ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᓂᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓯ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ/ᑎᒥᖁᑎᔅᓯᓐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ.
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ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᖏᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕗᑦ ᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑎᑭᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᖅ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖕᒥᒃ:
http://sararegistry.gc.ca/document/default_e.cfm?documentID=3189
ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒃᑯᓇᓂ
ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ. ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕈᕕᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᒍᕕᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᕐᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔪᒪᔭᑎᓐ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓇᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ
ᑭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᕕᖕᒧᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ
ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ.
ᑎᑎᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᑕᑕᑎᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᕆᕗᓯ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ 30-ᖏᓃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒪᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ Canada Gazette-ᑯᑦ
ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ I-ᒥ.
ᐅᖄᓚᔪᒪᓂᐊᕈᕕᑦ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᒍᕕᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓗᓯᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᓗᓯ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ
ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 22, 2018-ᒥ.
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᒪᖃᕈᕕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑕᕗᑦ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ
ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ:

ᐄᒥ ᒑᓐᑕᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 2310
ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867-669-4710
ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ: 867-873-6776
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᖓ:
ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca
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Amy Ganton, Species at Risk Biologist
Canadian Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 2310
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
Phone: 867-669-4710
Fax: 867-873-6776
Email: ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ,

ᑯᕆᔅᑎᐊᓐ ᐴᑐᓪᓴᓐ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
5019 52-ᖓᓂ ᐊᖅᑯᒻᒥ, ᓯᑕᒪᖓᓂ 4 ᓇᑎᖓᓂ ᖁᓛᓂᑦᑐᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 2310
ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
Christian.Bertelsen@canada.ca
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867-669-4779
ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ: 867-873-6776
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓ: www.ec.gc.ca
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ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᐃᔨᐅᑎᑕᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᖑᐊᓕᖓ Bᐊᓂ Fᐅᐊᓐᓂᔭᐃ,
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ.

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/committeestatus-endangered-wildlife.html
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ | Rangifer tarandus
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ: ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᑐᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ: ᔪᑳᓐ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
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ᐊᔾᔨᖁᑎ © A. Gunn

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕋᐃᓂᖅ: ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᓈᐹᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᒥ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓕ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ (ᐊᒥᓱᑦ
ᑲᑎᖓᐅᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ) ᐅᑮᕙᐳᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᓪᓚᕆᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᓂ
ᓇᐸᖅᑐᓕᖕᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᑯᓄᐊᓗᒡᓗ
ᓇᒧᖓᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᑕᒡᔪᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᑲᖏᕙᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ/ᐊᑖᓕᕐᒥᔪᓂ
ᓯᓈᓄᖓᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒋᖕᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ, ᑕᒪᓂ 14-15ᖏᓐᓃᒐᔪᒃᐳᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᐃᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐ ᐱᑉ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᑉ. ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᖏᓐᓂ 1990-ᖏᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᐳᑦ 800,000-ᓂᒃ.
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᕗᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᕘᒃ 2,
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐᒥᒃ Porcupine-ᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᓚᔅᑲᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᐅᐊᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᓂ 70% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᓃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᐳᑦ 56% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᒃ, ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ,
(ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ 1989-ᒥᒃ), ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐸᖑᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ >80% ᐳᓴᓐᑏᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐹᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᖄᖓᒍᑦ 25% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᓗᓈᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ
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ᑲᑎᖓᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᑎᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᒃᑲᒥᒃ;
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᕐᓂ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᔾᔮᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᖓᓕᒫᖅ
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᓕᖅᑐᑦ.
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ
ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᒍᑎᒃ
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐅᖓᑖᓂᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕝᕙᓪᓗᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᒪᑕ ᓱᓕ. ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖕᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑲᓴᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐᒥᒃ Porcupine-ᒥᒃ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᒥᐅᓂᓗ
ᐅᐊᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᔪᑳᓐᒥ,ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᐃᓂᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᑯᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᕈᑕᐅᓕᐊᓂᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑑᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ,
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 5
ᐊᕐᕋᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᒍᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016-ᒥ
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ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 2310 – 5019 52-ᖓᓂ ᐊᖅᑯᒻᒥ
ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
22 ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2018
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ: ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᔫᓯᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖃᐃᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ, ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ.
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᑦᑎᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2018-ᒥ.
ᐃᓚᐅᖁᔭᐅᕗᑎᑦ ᖃᐃᑦᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒋᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᓯ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᓐᖏᒻᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᖅᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ.
ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᕗᑎᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᓈᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᓱᓕᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ.
ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᓂᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᔅᓯ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ/ᑎᒥᖁᑎᔅᓯᓐᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ.
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ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᖏᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕗᑦ ᐅᕙᖓᑦ ᑎᑭᓴᒐᒃᓴᐅᓂᖅ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖕᒥᒃ:
http://sararegistry.gc.ca/document/default_e.cfm?documentID=3189
ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒃᑯᓇᓂ
ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ. ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᕕᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕈᕕᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᔪᒪᒍᕕᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᖁᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᕐᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ, ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕋᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔪᒪᔭᑎᓐ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓇᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ
ᑭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑎᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᕕᖕᒧᑦ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒋᑦ
ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ
ᓇᐸᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ.
ᑎᑎᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒋᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᑎᑦ ᑕᑕᑎᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᐊᕆᕗᓯ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ 30-ᖏᓃᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᒋᐊᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓱᓕ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒪᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ Canada Gazette-ᑯᑦ
ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ I-ᒥ.
ᐅᖄᓚᔪᒪᓂᐊᕈᕕᑦ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᒪᒍᕕᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓗᓯᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕐᕕᐅᓗᓯ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᐅᕙᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᓯ
ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 22, 2018-ᒥ.
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᒪᖃᕈᕕᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᑕᕗᑦ, ᐊᑏᑐᖅ
ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ:

ᐄᒥ ᒑᓐᑕᓐ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 2310
ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867-669-4710
ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ: 867-873-6776
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᑲᐅᑎᒋᕕᖓ:
ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca
2

Amy Ganton, Species at Risk Biologist
Canadian Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 2310
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
Phone: 867-669-4710
Fax: 867-873-6776
Email: ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ,

ᑯᕆᔅᑎᐊᓐ ᐴᑐᓪᓴᓐ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᑦ
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
5019 52-ᖓᓂ ᐊᖅᑯᒻᒥ, ᓯᑕᒪᖓᓂ 4 ᓇᑎᖓᓂ ᖁᓛᓂᑦᑐᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 2310
ᔭᓗᓇᐃᕝ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ X1A 2P7
Christian.Bertelsen@canada.ca
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: 867-669-4779
ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ: 867-873-6776
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ
ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᕝᕕᖓ: www.ec.gc.ca
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ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᐃᔨᐅᑎᑕᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᖑᐊᓕᖓ Bᐊᓂ Fᐅᐊᓐᓂᔭᐃ,
ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᒐᕙᒪᐃᑦ.

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
COSEWIC-ᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/committeestatus-endangered-wildlife.html
ᓇᐹᖅᑐᖃᖏᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ | Rangifer tarandus
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ: ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ: ᐊᑐᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ: ᔪᑳᓐ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
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ᐊᔾᔨᖁᑎ © A. Gunn

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕋᐃᓂᖅ: ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᕙᒃᐳᑦ ᓈᐹᖅᑐᖃᓐᖏᓐᓂᕐᒥ ᓄᓇᒥ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓕ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ (ᐊᒥᓱᑦ
ᑲᑎᖓᐅᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ) ᐅᑮᕙᐳᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖕᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅᐸᓯᓪᓚᕆᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᓂ
ᓇᐸᖅᑐᓕᖕᒥ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᑯᓄᐊᓗᒡᓗ
ᓇᒧᖓᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᕋᖓᒥᒃ ᑕᒡᔪᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ, ᑲᖏᕙᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ/ᐊᑖᓕᕐᒥᔪᓂ
ᓯᓈᓄᖓᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ, ᐊᕐᕋᒍᒥᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒋᖕᓂᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᐊᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᕐᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ, ᑕᒪᓂ 14-15ᖏᓐᓃᒐᔪᒃᐳᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᐃᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᐅᑉ
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᑕ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᑕᐅᕗᖓ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓄᑦ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐ ᐱᑉ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓗᑉ. ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᕙᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2 ᒥᓕᔭᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᖏᓐᓂ 1990-ᖏᑦ
ᐱᒋᐊᓕᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᐳᑦ 800,000-ᓂᒃ.
ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᕙᖕᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᕗᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᕘᒃ 2,
ᑐᒃᑐᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐᒥᒃ Porcupine-ᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᓚᔅᑲᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᐅᐊᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᓂ 70% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᓃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᐳᑦ 56% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᒃ, ᐊᓂᒍᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ,
(ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ 1989-ᒥᒃ), ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᐸᖑᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖓᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ >80% ᐳᓴᓐᑏᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓂ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᐹᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᒋᕗᑦ ᓱᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᖄᖓᒍᑦ 25% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓕᒫᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᓄᓇᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᓗᓈᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᑲᓴᐃᑦ
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ᑲᑎᖓᐅᖅᐸᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᕐᒥᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᑎᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᒃᑲᒥᒃ;
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕᑕᐅᖅ, ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᖑᐊᕐᓂ ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᓚᒥᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᔾᔮᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᖓᓕᒫᖅ
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᐸᓕᖅᑐᑦ.
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓕᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ
ᓄᖑᓕᒑᓕᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᑎᒋᒍᑎᒃ
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐅᖓᑖᓂᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕝᕙᓪᓗᐊᖏᓐᓂᒃ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃ
ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᖑᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᖏᓐᒪᑕ ᓱᓕ. ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖕᓇᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑲᓴᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ, ᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖕᒪᑕ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐳᐊᑭᐸᐃᓐᒥᒃ Porcupine-ᒥᒃ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᒥᐅᓂᓗ
ᐅᐊᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᔪᑳᓐᒥ,ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓴᐃᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᐃᓂᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᑯᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᕈᑕᐅᓕᐊᓂᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑑᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ,
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 5
ᐊᕐᕋᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᒍᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᑎᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:
ᑎᒃᑯᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2016-ᒥ
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Beverly	
  and	
  Qamanirjuaq	
  Caribou	
  Management	
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3	
  June	
  2021	
  
	
  
Director	
  General,	
  Assessment	
  and	
  Regulatory	
  Affairs	
  	
  
Canadian	
  Wildlife	
  Service	
  
Environment	
  and	
  Climate	
  Change	
  Canada	
  	
  
351	
  St.	
  Joseph	
  Blvd	
  
Gatineau,	
  QC	
  K1A	
  0H3	
  
	
  
By	
  email:	
  	
  
ec.registrelep-‐sararegistry.ec@canada.ca	
  	
  
	
  
ec.leprpn-‐sarapnr.ec@canada.ca	
  	
  
	
  
ec.sarnt-‐lepnt.ec@canada.ca	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
BQCMB	
  Support	
  for	
  Proposed	
  Federal	
  “Threatened”	
  Listing	
  of	
  Barren-‐ground	
  Caribou	
  
	
  
I	
  am	
  writing	
  to	
  provide	
  input	
  from	
  the	
  Beverly	
  and	
  Qamanirjuaq	
  Caribou	
  Management	
  Board	
  (BQCMB	
  or	
  
Board)	
  about	
  the	
  proposal	
  from	
  Environment	
  and	
  Climate	
  Change	
  Canada	
  (ECCC)	
  to	
  list	
  barren-‐ground	
  caribou	
  
as	
  a	
  “Threatened”	
  species	
  under	
  the	
  federal	
  Species	
  at	
  Risk	
  Act	
  (SARA).	
  	
  I	
  am	
  pleased	
  to	
  report	
  that	
  at	
  the	
  May	
  
11-‐13,	
  2021	
  meeting	
  of	
  the	
  BQCMB,	
  the	
  Board	
  passed	
  the	
  following	
  motion:	
  
	
  
“That	
  the	
  Board	
  support	
  designating	
  barren-‐ground	
  caribou	
  as	
  a	
  Threatened	
  species	
  in	
  Canada.”	
  
	
  
This	
  letter	
  follows	
  two	
  previous	
  submissions	
  to	
  the	
  Species	
  at	
  Risk	
  Public	
  Registry	
  by	
  the	
  BQCMB,	
  in	
  January	
  
and	
  October	
  2019,	
  which	
  provided	
  questions	
  from	
  board	
  members	
  about	
  the	
  listing	
  proposal.	
  We	
  had	
  
indicated	
  that	
  we	
  would	
  comment	
  more	
  fully	
  when	
  the	
  Board	
  was	
  able	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  position	
  on	
  the	
  proposal,	
  
but	
  that	
  would	
  first	
  require	
  a	
  response	
  to	
  our	
  questions	
  and	
  concerns	
  to	
  reduce	
  uncertainty	
  about	
  the	
  
implications	
  of	
  the	
  listing	
  proposal.	
  The	
  BQCMB	
  received	
  written	
  responses	
  to	
  our	
  questions	
  from	
  ECCC’s	
  
Canadian	
  Wildlife	
  Service	
  (CWS)	
  on	
  November	
  4,	
  2020	
  and	
  our	
  spring	
  2021	
  meeting	
  was	
  the	
  first	
  opportunity	
  
for	
  board	
  members	
  to	
  discuss	
  them.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  BQCMB’s	
  understanding	
  of	
  the	
  federal	
  listing	
  proposal	
  for	
  barren-‐ground	
  caribou	
  in	
  Canada,	
  and	
  our	
  ability	
  
to	
  develop	
  a	
  position	
  about	
  the	
  proposal,	
  is	
  based	
  primarily	
  on	
  the	
  information	
  provided	
  by	
  CWS	
  staff	
  over	
  the	
  
last	
  three	
  years	
  (see	
  Attachment).	
  We	
  appreciate	
  the	
  efforts	
  that	
  staff	
  from	
  both	
  the	
  Northern	
  and	
  Prairie	
  
regions	
  of	
  CWS	
  have	
  made	
  to	
  respond	
  to	
  the	
  BQCMB’s	
  many	
  questions	
  and	
  concerns.	
  Written	
  responses	
  
received	
  in	
  November	
  2020	
  to	
  two	
  of	
  the	
  BQCMB’s	
  key	
  questions	
  about	
  the	
  implications	
  of	
  listing	
  for	
  
Indigenous	
  harvesting	
  rights	
  (see	
  Attachment)	
  were	
  particularly	
  important	
  to	
  the	
  Board’s	
  decision	
  to	
  support	
  
the	
  listing	
  proposal.	
  It	
  should	
  be	
  noted	
  that	
  the	
  Board’s	
  decision	
  is	
  in	
  part	
  based	
  on	
  ECCC’s	
  assurance	
  that	
  the	
  
listing	
  would	
  not	
  infringe	
  on	
  Indigenous	
  harvesting	
  rights	
  and	
  that	
  there	
  would	
  be	
  a	
  legal	
  Duty	
  to	
  Consult	
  if	
  any	
  
infringement	
  of	
  harvest	
  rights	
  is	
  contemplated	
  in	
  the	
  future.	
  Our	
  expectation	
  is	
  that	
  full	
  and	
  meaningful	
  
consultation	
  would	
  be	
  undertaken	
  if	
  this	
  situation	
  occurs.	
  
	
  
BQCMB Secretariat: Box 629, Stonewall MB R0C 2Z0
Phone: 204-467-2438 E-mail: rossthompson@mymts.net Website: www.arctic-caribou.com

The	
  BQCMB	
  requests	
  that	
  if	
  barren-‐ground	
  caribou	
  are	
  listed	
  as	
  “Threatened”,	
  a	
  clear	
  timeline	
  and	
  next	
  steps	
  
for	
  the	
  process	
  will	
  be	
  communicated	
  to	
  all	
  relevant	
  parties	
  as	
  soon	
  as	
  possible,	
  and	
  that	
  ECCC	
  honour	
  the	
  
requirement	
  to	
  post	
  a	
  recovery	
  strategy	
  for	
  public	
  review	
  and	
  comment	
  on	
  the	
  Species	
  at	
  Risk	
  Public	
  Registry	
  
within	
  two	
  years	
  of	
  listing.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Board	
  would	
  welcome	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  work	
  on	
  recovery	
  planning	
  with	
  other	
  regional	
  wildlife	
  boards,	
  
communities,	
  and	
  Indigenous	
  organizations	
  in	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  barren-‐ground	
  caribou,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  with	
  all	
  public	
  
governments	
  with	
  mandates	
  for	
  conservation	
  and	
  management	
  of	
  the	
  species.	
  We	
  would	
  expect	
  the	
  recovery	
  
strategy	
  to	
  incorporate	
  Indigenous	
  Knowledge	
  and	
  to	
  focus	
  on	
  outlining	
  measures	
  required	
  to	
  reduce	
  threats	
  
to	
  barren-‐ground	
  caribou	
  and	
  their	
  habitat,	
  identifying	
  critical	
  habitat,	
  and	
  developing	
  stewardship	
  and	
  
education	
  objectives.	
  We	
  would	
  also	
  expect	
  it	
  to	
  establish	
  a	
  time	
  frame	
  for	
  developing	
  action	
  plans	
  for	
  
implementing	
  the	
  strategy.	
  	
  
	
  
We	
  would	
  encourage	
  ECCC	
  to	
  incorporate	
  and	
  support	
  implementation	
  of	
  existing	
  caribou	
  conservation	
  plans	
  
and	
  strategies	
  as	
  much	
  as	
  possible	
  during	
  recovery	
  planning	
  to	
  take	
  advantage	
  of	
  substantive	
  co-‐management	
  
planning	
  efforts	
  and	
  to	
  facilitate	
  taking	
  action	
  to	
  support	
  caribou	
  recovery	
  as	
  soon	
  as	
  possible.	
  	
  Plans	
  and	
  
strategies	
  relevant	
  to	
  Beverly	
  and	
  Qamanirjuaq	
  caribou	
  and	
  their	
  habitat	
  include	
  the	
  Beverly	
  and	
  Qamanirjuaq	
  
Caribou	
  Management	
  Plan,	
  the	
  Recovery	
  Strategy	
  for	
  Barren-‐ground	
  Caribou	
  in	
  the	
  NWT,	
  the	
  Draft	
  Nunavut	
  
Caribou	
  Strategy	
  Framework,	
  and	
  the	
  Nunavut	
  Land	
  Use	
  Plan.	
  	
  In	
  addition,	
  we	
  would	
  ask	
  that	
  you	
  also	
  
integrate	
  Indigenous	
  community	
  protocols,	
  management	
  plans	
  and	
  stewardship	
  frameworks	
  that	
  exist	
  in	
  
communities	
  around	
  the	
  caribou	
  range.	
  	
  These	
  are	
  rich	
  with	
  knowledge	
  and	
  strategies	
  and	
  will	
  ensure	
  a	
  
balanced	
  approach	
  with	
  the	
  inclusion	
  of	
  Indigenous	
  Knowledge.	
  
	
  
The	
  BQCMB	
  appreciates	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  take	
  part	
  in	
  discussions	
  about	
  the	
  federal	
  listing	
  proposal	
  and	
  looks	
  
forward	
  to	
  participating	
  in	
  the	
  recovery	
  planning	
  process,	
  should	
  the	
  listing	
  go	
  ahead.	
  If	
  you	
  have	
  any	
  questions	
  
about	
  the	
  comments	
  provided	
  in	
  this	
  letter,	
  please	
  contact	
  Ross	
  Thompson,	
  BQCMB	
  Executive	
  Director	
  
(rossthompson@mymts.net).	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  

	
  
Earl	
  Evans	
  
BQCMB	
  Chair	
  
	
  
cc.	
  	
  
Athabasca	
  Denesuline	
  Né	
  Né	
  Land	
  Corporation	
  (SK)	
  
Kivalliq	
  Wildlife	
  Board	
  (NU)	
  
Lutsel	
  K’e	
  Dene	
  First	
  Nation	
  (NWT)	
  
Northlands	
  Denesuline	
  First	
  Nation	
  (MB)	
  
Northwest	
  Territory	
  Métis	
  Nation	
  
Sayisi	
  Dene	
  First	
  Nation	
  (MB)	
  
Government	
  of	
  Northwest	
  Territories,	
  Environment	
  and	
  Natural	
  Resources	
  
Government	
  of	
  Nunavut,	
  Department	
  of	
  Environment	
  
Manitoba	
  Agriculture	
  and	
  Resource	
  Development	
  
Saskatchewan	
  Ministry	
  of	
  Environment	
  
Northwest	
  Territories	
  Conference	
  of	
  Management	
  Authorities	
  
Nunavut	
  Wildlife	
  Management	
  Board	
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  Stonewall	
  MB	
  	
  R0C	
  2Z0	
  
Phone:	
  204-‐467-‐2438	
  	
  E-‐mail:	
  rossthompson@mymts.net	
  Website:	
  www.arctic-‐caribou.com	
  

2	
  

	
  
Attachment.	
  Information	
  sources	
  considered	
  by	
  the	
  BQCMB	
  regarding	
  proposed	
  listing	
  of	
  barren-‐ground	
  
caribou	
  in	
  Canada	
  under	
  the	
  federal	
  SARA.	
  
	
  
1)	
  The	
  consultation	
  document	
  that	
  was	
  widely	
  circulated	
  by	
  ECCC	
  in	
  February	
  2018:	
  “Consultation	
  on	
  
Amending	
  the	
  List	
  of	
  Species	
  under	
  the	
  Species	
  At	
  Risk	
  Act	
  -‐	
  Terrestrial	
  Species	
  -‐	
  January	
  2018”.	
  
	
  
2)	
  Two	
  in-‐person	
  presentations	
  by	
  CWS	
  staff	
  to	
  BQCMB	
  board	
  meetings	
  in	
  May	
  2018	
  and	
  May	
  2019,	
  with	
  staff	
  
in	
  attendance	
  from	
  both	
  Northern	
  and	
  Prairie	
  regional	
  offices	
  of	
  CWS.	
  
	
  
3)	
  Two	
  update	
  presentations	
  provided	
  for	
  BQCMB	
  staff	
  to	
  present	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  CWS	
  to	
  the	
  Board	
  at	
  its	
  
November	
  2018	
  and	
  November	
  2019	
  meetings.	
  
	
  
4)	
  The	
  extensive	
  (19-‐page)	
  written	
  response	
  received	
  by	
  the	
  BQCMB	
  from	
  CWS	
  Northern	
  Region	
  on	
  November	
  
4,	
  2020	
  to	
  BQCMB	
  questions	
  submitted	
  to	
  the	
  Species	
  at	
  Risk	
  Public	
  Registry	
  in	
  January	
  and	
  October	
  2019,	
  and	
  
an	
  update	
  submitted	
  directly	
  to	
  CWS	
  Northern	
  and	
  Prairie	
  region	
  staff	
  in	
  December	
  2019.	
  
	
  
Key	
  BQCMB	
  questions	
  and	
  ECCC	
  responses	
  regarding	
  the	
  implications	
  of	
  listing,	
  excerpted	
  from	
  ECCC’s	
  written	
  
response	
  received	
  in	
  November	
  2020:	
  
	
  
BQCMB	
  Question:	
  
What	
  are	
  the	
  implications	
  of	
  listing	
  under	
  SARA	
  for	
  harvesting	
  opportunities	
  and	
  rights?	
  
	
  
ECCC	
  Response:	
  	
  
Indigenous	
  harvesting:	
  
No	
  infringement	
  of	
  existing	
  aboriginal	
  or	
  treaty	
  rights-‐based	
  harvest	
  by	
  SARA	
  is	
  contemplated	
  at	
  this	
  
time.	
  If	
  any	
  infringement	
  of	
  harvest	
  rights	
  were	
  contemplated	
  in	
  the	
  future,	
  the	
  Crown	
  would	
  have	
  to	
  
first	
  satisfy	
  a	
  legal	
  Duty	
  to	
  Consult	
  to	
  explore	
  ways	
  to	
  avoid	
  or	
  limit	
  any	
  infringements.	
  As	
  well	
  as	
  follow,	
  
existing	
  processes	
  i.e.	
  NWMB	
  as	
  an	
  example	
  in	
  Nunavut.	
  
	
  
BQCMB	
  Question:	
  
What	
  impact	
  would	
  listing	
  have	
  on	
  caribou	
  harvesting	
  in	
  the	
  following	
  areas	
  located	
  on	
  Beverly	
  and	
  
Qamanirjuaq	
  caribou	
  range	
  in	
  Saskatchewan	
  and	
  Manitoba:	
  	
  	
  
B.	
  First	
  Nation	
  reserve	
  lands	
  
	
  
ECCC	
  Response:	
  
SARA’s	
  General	
  Prohibitions	
  on	
  killing,	
  harming,	
  harassing,	
  possession,	
  etc.	
  (sections	
  32	
  and	
  33)	
  would	
  
take	
   effect	
   automatically	
   on	
   federal	
   land	
   once	
   SARA-‐listed,	
   as	
   described	
   in	
   the	
   ECCC	
   response	
   to	
  
BQCMB’s	
  General	
  question	
  #	
  2	
  above,	
  including	
  on	
  Indian	
  Reserves	
  in	
  the	
  provinces.	
  However,	
  the	
  Act	
  
would	
  not	
  abrogate	
  or	
  derogate	
  from	
  existing	
  aboriginal	
  or	
  treaty	
  rights	
  as	
  affirmed	
  under	
  s35	
  of	
  the	
  
Constitution;	
  therefore,	
  if	
  rights	
  affirmed	
  under	
  s35	
  of	
  the	
  Constitution	
  were	
  being	
  exercised	
  on	
  Indian	
  
Reserves	
   in	
   the	
   provinces,	
   then	
   these	
   rights	
   would	
   not	
   be	
   automatically	
   affected	
   by	
   SARA’s	
   General	
  
Prohibitions.	
   If	
   any	
   infringement	
   of	
   existing	
   aboriginal	
   or	
   treaty	
   rights-‐based	
   harvest	
   were	
  
contemplated	
   in	
   the	
   future,	
   the	
   Crown	
   would	
   have	
   to	
   first	
   satisfy	
   a	
   legal	
   Duty	
   to	
   Consult	
   to	
   explore	
  
ways	
  to	
  avoid	
  or	
  limit	
  any	
  infringements.	
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Archived: November 3, 2021 4:11:54 PM
From: Svoboda, Michael (EC)
Sent: May 1, 2019 9:46:56 AM
To: Roberts, Hayley (EC); Tufts, Teresa (EC)
Subject: FW: Request for GN position on proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou
Response requested: No
Sensitivity: Normal
Attachments:
BGCA_DecisionRequestLetter_GN_20190225.pdf ;

For your records
From: Gissing, Drikus <DGissing@GOV.NU.CA>
Sent: March 15, 2019 2:41 PM
To: Christian Bertelsen (bertelsenc@icloud.com) <bertelsenc@icloud.com>
Cc: Svoboda, Michael (EC) <michael.svoboda@canada.ca>; England, Kate <KEngland@GOV.NU.CA>; Smith, Caryn
<CSmith@GOV.NU.CA>; SAR-NT/ LEP-NT (EC) <ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca>
Subject: FW: Request for GN position on proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou

Dear Christian
The Government of Nunavut does not support the listing of Barren-ground caribou as Threatened under the
Federal Species at Risk Act for the following reasons:
-

Caribou populations are cyclical, and many herds are known to be at, or near, the low point in their cycles.
Just because a population may be at a low point in a population cycle does not mean it is at risk.

-

Potential threats to caribou populations include harvesting, habitat loss, and climate change. However the
COSEWIC assessment does not present evidence that these potential threats are the cause of the
decline in population size.

-

Existing legal and other management tools and initiatives in Nunavut can adequately address the declines
and recovery of the Barren-ground caribou herds. For example, the GN has enacted Total Allowable
Harvests as a management tool for the Baffin Island, Bluenose East, Bathurst, and Southampton Island
caribou herds. Similar measures can be put into place for the other Barren-ground caribou herds in
Nunavut.

Please feel free to contact me if you need any additional information.
Regards
Drikus

From: SAR-NT/ LEP-NT (EC) [mailto:ec.sarnt-lepnt.ec@canada.ca]
Sent: March 1, 2019 2:05 PM

To: Gissing, Drikus
Cc: Svoboda, Michael (EC); Bertelsen, Christian (EC)
Subject: Request for GN position on proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou

Dear Mr. Gissing,
Please find correspondence attached regarding a request for the Government of Nunavut’s position and comments on the
proposed listing of Barren-ground Caribou as a threatened species under the federal Species at Risk Act.
Thank-you,
Dawn Andrews
Species at Risk Biologist, Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
dawn.andrews@canada.ca / Tel: 867-669-4767
Biologiste des espèces en peril, Service canadien de la faune
Environnement et Changement climatique Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
dawn.andrews@canada.ca / Tél: 867-669-4767

Region

Status of
Communities/Organizations Consulted
consultations

Dates

Northwest
Territories

Complete.

January
2018 - June
2019

Decisions of
support
received from
all WMBs.

Acho Dene Koe First Nation, Akaitcho
Territory Government, Akaitcho Treaty 8
Tribal Corporation, Aklavik Indian Band,
Aklavik HTC, Aklavik Northwest Metis
Council, Ayoni Keh Land & Dugha
Financial Corporation (SSI), Behdzi Ahda
First Nation, Behchoko Community,
Charter Community of Deline, Charter
Community of Tsiigehtchic, Deh Gah Got'ie
First Nation, Deline Land & Financial
Corporation, Deline First Nation, Deline
Renewable Resource Council, Dene
Nation, Deninu Kue First Nation (Fort
Resolution), Ehdiitat Gwich'in Council, Fort
Good Hope Renewable Resource Council,
Fort Good Hope Metis Local #54 , Fort
McPherson Metis Local #58, Fort Norman
Metis Land Corporation, Gwich'in Tribal
Council, Gameti Community Government
(Tlicho), Gwich'in Land and Water Board,
Gwich'in Social and Cultural Institute,
Gwich'in Land Use Planning Board,
Gwich'in Renewable Resource Council,
Gwichya Gwich'in Council, Gwichya
Gwich’in RRC (Tsiigehtchic), Hamlet of
Aklavik, Hamlet of Fort McPherson, Hamlet
of Tuktoyaktuk, Hamlet of Tulita, Hamlet of
Paulatuk, Inuvialuit Joint Secretariat,
Inuvialuit Land Administration, IGC, Inuvik
HTC, IRC, K'asho Got'ine Charter
Community Council, Ka'a'gee Tu First
Nation, Lutsel K'e Wildlife Lands and
Environment Committee, Nihtat Gwich'in
Council, Norman Wells Land Corporation,
Sahtu Dene Council & Sahtu Secretariat
Inc., Sahtu Land & Water Board, Sahtu
Land Use Planning Board, Sahtu
Secretariat Incorporated, Tetlit Gwich’in
Tribal Council, Tlicho Government , Town
of Norman Wells, Tsiigehtchic Metis Local
#63, Tulita Band Council, Wek'eezhii Land
and Water Board, Xahweguweh Financial /
Yamoga Land Corporation (SSI), Lutsel K'e
Dene First Nation, Nihtat Gwich’in
Renewable Resource Council (Inuvik),
Norman Wells Renewable Resource
Council, North Slave Metis Alliance,
Paulatuk HTC, Pehdzeh Ki First Nation,

Yukon

Complete.
Decisions of
support
received from
all WMBs.

Manitoba

Nearing
completion;
awaiting
verification of
community
comments
Saskatchewan Nearing
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Arctic Bay

Pond Inlet

Clyde River

Qikiqtarjuaq

Topics, concerns and comments

Pangnirtung

Qikiqtaaluk

1. SARA listing process: consultation & engagement
COSEWIC process:
-Lack of traditional knowledge and engagement in the assessment and decision-making process.
-Many different herds and kinds of BGCA and they should be assessed separately.
SARA process
-Local caribou expert(s) are needed in the consultation meetings and during reporting.
-IQ needs to be better valued in the process.
-Many individuals do not support the listing as Threatened.
-Listing is premature. Request to extend listing decision deadline in order to complete additional population surveys, work on management plans and discuss with elders.
COSEWIC assessment report

HTO and community members expressed strong concerns about the
lack of Inuit participation and traditional knowledge in the assessment
of Barren-ground caribou and the decision-making process.
There are many different kinds of Barren-ground caribou and they
should be placed in different categories/looked at separately (herd by
herd).
Lack of understanding of who completes the assessments/COSEWIC
Process
Prince Charles Island herd should be surveyed with Baffin Island herd.
Too many caribou migrating there.
Lack of understanding of why it was assessed as Threatened right away
instead of Special Concern.
Questioning why COSEWIC presented to government prior to the Inuit.

I

II

II

II

II

II

I

I

III

I

II

III IIII

I

I

I

II

IIII I

II

IIII II

I

III

I

II

I

I

I
III

I
I

It is a large area to cover and there should be a boundary between
North and South Baffin Island.
More information should be given in the assessment report on how
populations are calculated within the different regions.
Concerns over lack of surveys to inform assessment
Want to be apart of the COSEWIC process
More frequent assessment (every 2 years)
Who is on the COSEWIC committee?
Confused as to the definition of "threatened" in Inuktitut
They are combining all of the caribou? Herds lumped together
Does COSEWIC use IQ?
Is BQCMB part of the COSEWIC review?
Want more capacity building at the species selected stage
Where does COSEWIC get their list of species
There should be an option for COSEWIC to have a final kick at the can
before the final report stage. Then they would have all of the
comments. Was there ever a thought of adding a loop to ensure the
partners have another opportunity
Western Science and IQ don’t match up
How is the Alaskan Porcupine Caribou herd included?
How many COSEWIC subcommitees are there?
Concerned about not being involved at the beginning
Inuit should be included in the drafting of the report
Don’t see a low population as meaning the animals are threatened
SARA process
Inuit want to be involved in the drafting of the recovery
strategy/involved in the management plan.
Consultation presentation should address what the impacts/benefits to
Inuit are (including Inuit economic gain).
SARA to lobby for stop of destruction of land through industry instead
of putting a restruction on Inuit.
This is our land and we need to be listened to.
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Caribou experts needed in consultation meetings and in reporting
(someone local, perhaps from GN).
SARA should give examples of when the Act has worked so that Inuit
can have facts that build confidence in process.
Need better science prior to listing.
IQ needs to be better valued in the process.
There needs to be more communication with the community and its
members about the caribou.
Listing is premature. Request to extend listing decision deadline. (to
complete additional population surveys, to work on plans to manage
caribou and discuss with elders)
Do not support listing.
ECCC do the consultations just to fulfill "duty to consult" but after
listing, the Inuit won't matter anymore.
Support listing as long as harvest rights aren't affected.
Expressed concern that all invited stakeholders didn't attend
consultation (GN, NTI, etc.)
Want to sit together with other communities to be consulted. (so that
we don’t just oppose one another)
When socioeconomic considerations enter the picture, it has to
consider more about the people and how it will affect our life, not just
the economy. The people whose lives will be affected by the listing
need to take precedence over what the people from the South are
saying.
Community members not happy to be discussing other
herds/subpopulations. Only want to discuss their caribou.
Expressed doubts about COSEWIC and government expertise.
Support listing if it will help increase caribou numbers.
Would like 5 year warning to prepare for change to tags and harvesting
HTO/community wants to be involved in the process
Want more transparency in the process
Want to hear what other regions are talking about
Want to form a recovery strategy committee
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Not enough time to make a decision on listing/short notice
Not enough data to make a decision
Agree with listing (community member)
Want restrictions on mining when listed
Can recovery strategy be on a herd by herd basis
If we agree to listing we look weak
Can only decide on the listing based on the herds in their area
At the NWMB public hearing maybe then can provided
comments/suggestions/options
Thanked us for coming
Will there be other opportunities to throw around ideas?
Who is reponsible for a management plan/recovery strategy?
Once the process starts can we get out of it?
What are the timelines, when is the next assessment?
Have you consulted with leaders in NWT, where BGCA is listed as
Threatened
Federal government should revisit their northern policy, build capacity,
stations across their winter areas
Want to know about which herds were included, which listed
Ensure IQ has proper representation at the different tables
Waiting to hear back from surveys before decision can be made
Glad we are not rushing, and that we are taking the time to allow them
to think
Can we put them at a lower level in the future
Listing the species would give more power to protcction, to manage
the lands
What have the positions been of GN, NTI, KIA?
2. Population health and trends
Caribou populations undergo natural cycles and will eventually go up on their own.
-Caribou are not threatened.
-High caribou abundance results in die-offs due to lack of vegetation to feed on (hence the population cycles).
Good conditions or related to cycles
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Caribou populations undergo natural cycles and will eventually go up
on their own.
Kivalliq region not threatened.
Kitikmeot region not threatened.
There are more caribou today than in the past.
Caribou are not declining.
Caribou are not threatened.
Population is increasing.
The Bathurst herd is not endangered
Their herds are not declining
Caribou are not at risk
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Caribou populations have crashed in the past but then increased
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population is stable/healthy

I

Numbers may bounce back
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Our population is increasing

I

There used to be lots of caribou, then hardly any, now there are lots again
When population increases too much, the disease comes and causes
the population to decrease again
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Naujaat herd is in good health

I

Inuit have never hunted any animal to extinction

I

Eggs from the land, produced from the earth will prevent extinctions

I

Poor conditions

Caribou are declining in the area.
Coral Harbour herd is declining.
The estimate of 2 million caribou in 1990s is an exaggeration.
Less caribou in the summer
Caribou are threatened
Caribou have declined in the past
People arent catching as much as before
Heard Baffin herd has declined
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Community is aware of the decrease

I

Concerns

Concerns about length of time it will take population to recover.
High abundance results in die-offs due to limited vegetation.
Don't want to see/hear that the caribou are threatened or extinct
(would not be good to lose caribou).
Concerned about tha low numbers in the Baffin region
When herd numbers are low it is easier to damage the herds
Concerned that there may not be a full recovery

I
III
I

I

II
I
I
I

Behaviour

Population is wide-ranging and there are likely more caribou in South
Baffin area than Pond Inlet and Arctic Bay.
Caribou use scent to follow previous migration routes
Migrate to Igloolik on mainland, then return to Baffin Island as part of
their cycle.
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3. Population distribution
Caribou are always moving and migrating, which leads to more or fewer observations in different areas.
-Populations will move on to other areas once they have eaten all the vegetation in one area.
-Caribou will eventually return to an area.

Caribou are always moving. (leading to more/less observations in
different areas)
In 1970's would see vast herds moving north (in May)
Middle of Baffin Island is not suitable for caribou with the sharp rocks.
Elder knowledge indicates that populations move on to other locations
once they have eaten all the vegetation in one spot.
Caribou move away but will come back to the same area later.
There are caribou around the Baffinland mine.
Used to hunt inland, now caribou are a lot closer.
There are different types of caribou on Baffin Island, likely migrating
caribou.
Hunters have to travel further or in new areas to find caribou/ caribou
have moved
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In the past caribou herds converged (e.g. herd east of Kugluktuk and
Bluenose from west side)
Boothia Peninsula herd is not separate from Ahiak. They are one/they
mix
Caribou timing has changed (returning later)
Elder knowledge states caribou change locations and fluctuate in
numbers
Elder knowledge states that the caribou get sick and that leads to
changes in population
Caribou are closer to the community lately compared to the past
The herds are mixing
The Boothia Herd no longer exists, it did in the past but now it is
merged with Ahiak
Peary caribou on Boothia mixed with Barren-ground Caribou in the past
Caribou migration route has changed
Caribou migration has changed because of predators
Migration has changed because of the road (Maguse Road)
They are not together now, they are scattered all over the place
In a different area to find a good foraging area
Used to have large groups of caribou by Anada? Lake Aera, but no
longer
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Caribou are moving from Baffin to Southampton using an ice bridge

I

Increase in population because going back to where they were before
The map you are using is different than what we have seen
Caribou are coming from Coral Harbour to the land and going back,
know using the fat of the caribou

I

Southampton caribou were imported in the 1970's from the mainland.
Rutting too early
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4. Threats
Wolves are a significant threat, but other threats include mines, icing events, diseases and parasites.
Helicopters frighten and disturb caribou, leading them to other areas.
Predators

Wolves are a threat (seeing more)
Polar bear population is growing and scaring the caribou away.
Wolverine are a threat (seeing more)
Concerns about predators moving up further north due to climate
change.
Grizzly Bear is a threat (seeing more)
Eagles catch calves
Predation is the main threat or cause of decline
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Competition from other species

Snow geese are a threat, changing land
Concerns about other species (moose/bison)
Muskox are a threat.
muskox closer to town than before
Bot flies are a problem
Wasps, yellow jackets coming in on the crates from the barge
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Research

Caribou are afraid of and disturbed by helicopters and planes and are
being lead away by them. (nets)
Concerns about caribou being disturbed by scientists.
Snowmobiles scare the caribou away.
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Mining

Mining companies were chasing and scaring the caribou away.
Mine road from Pond Inlet to the mine may have cut off the caribou
migration trail.
Mines/development are a threat to the caribou.
Swollen hooves from the mines
exploration campes stoping migration routes
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Climate change and natural disasters

Climate change is NOT a threat.
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When it rains and the caribou can't reach their food, this is when they
die.
Caribou dying from icing events.
Forest fires have had a big impact on caribou.
Caribou drown while crossing thin ice
Climate change is a threat
Noticeable change in climate
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Global warming has caused animals to come north from the south
The weather is not warming here
Weather plays a part in this cycle, long winters means less time to have
their calves
Changes due to climate change
Increased rain causing later migrations
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Harvesting

Overharvesting is not an issue.
Overharvesting in Kitikmeot and Kivalliq is a threat.
Quota doing more harm than good.
Hunting is a threat.
Harvest plays a minimal role in the decline
Harvested caribou being shipped to Baffin
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Diseases

Diseases are a threat. (Brucellosis)
Questions and concerns about parasites.
When there are too many animals, they get diseases (also parasites).
Would insects cause diseases?
Die-offs may be cause of decline.
Pus in the caribou meat
Diseases from mixing with muskox
White spots all over their body
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Habitat too wet
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Habitat
Other
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Starvation is a threat.
Caribou meat being sold through social media, unregulated, which has
an impact.
Would like to see investigation on threats other than harvest
(predation, industry, blasting, pollution, mining, climate change,
impact of research-helicopters).
Questions regarding impact of non-Inuit and commercialization
Sport hunt is managed closely and less of a threat than wolves
Hunting ways have changed
Drowning while crossing the river
Activites could be causing less caribou
Roads make it easier for hunting, speed to outrun the caribou
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People use the radio to tell people the caribou are here, sometimes
before the caribou are there and it changes their migration route

I

Sport hunting is a reason they are seeing less caribou than before.
Having too many could also cause problems
Could there be a problem with the water
Eating grass close to wolf droppings
Food source is changing
Want to see about the other data on caribou fatalities
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5. Impacts of listing
Significant concerns about impacts to harvest rights. Even though quotas are implemented by territorial government and NWMB, they are linked to the listing under SARA.
Quotas are too restrictive and don't take into consideration Inuit needs and the challenges they experience.
Concerns about food security if the species is listed and quotas are implemented.
Community members spoke about the importance of caribou to Inuit. They talked about how caribou is their main source of food, that they depend on caribou for food, clothing and survival, and how they have
always existed together with caribou.
Harvest Rights

Concerned about impacts to harvest rights (even though quotas are not
implemented by SARA, they are linked to SARA).
II
Quota is too small and restrictive. Need more tags. Need to consider
Inuit needs.
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Inuit should get compensation when there is a restriction or a band,
because they lose a source of food and income in some cases.
(Comparison to mad cow disease when farmers got compensated.)
Government didn't consult when they gave quotas.
Concerns about price of caribou skyrocketing once listed.
Concerns about food security.
Community members spoke about the importance of caribou to Inuit.
They talked about how caribou is their main source of food, that they
depend on caribou for food, clothing and survival, and how they have
always existed together with caribou.
Don't want restrictions or quota system on caribou. Not part of
tradition.
Want to be able to hunt both males and females.
We need caribou meat.
Will you treat us the same as other places that cant catch caribou
anymore.
How will you enforce people not reporting
Caribou is our main source of food
Would heritage rivers qualify?
There is already restricted hunting all around us, this will affect our
caribou
Listing polar bear resulted in taking away their ability to harvest polar
bears
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Other

Questions about what will happen to meat plant in Rankin Inlet.
Concerned about prohibitions
Concerns about being managed like Baffin
Listing the species would give more power to protection, to manage
the lands
Concerns about how listing will affect industry
Critical Habitat
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Could calving grounds and migration routes be critical habitat?
Critical Habitat shoud be identified everywhere it occurs
Want to protect calving grounds and post-calving grounds
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Need to conserve the range so herd can come back and get big again
Need to protect migration and calving areas

III

6. Survey methodology
Great concerns about the methods used to survey Barren-ground caribou and that the surveys miss part of the population.
Communities would like to have greater involvement and want greater use of IQ in research activities.
Helicopters and planes scare caribou, making them avoid areas where surveys are done.
Methodology

Survey methodology is not clear.
A herd-by-herd assessment would be much more relevant.
Concerns that surveys miss part of the population.
III I
Caribou are scared of the helicopters and planes, which makes them go
away and hide. They avoid areas where there are often
planes/helicopters.
I
Can't see camouflaged caribou from plane.
Caribou don't always go to the same calving grounds.
I
Don't agree with the way the survey was conducted.
Collars do more harm than good.
Questions on if collars are harmful
More surveys need to be done on Baffin Island, particularly South.
No survey results they have heard of
Too many years between when research takes place and when
scientists come back to report results.
Survey is not done properly
Don’t trust the biologist
Is IQ included?
Wants to see collars
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Inuit Involvement

Inuit should receive funding to do research, just like scientists do.
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Should use IQ during research.
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The community would like to be involved in the scientific research.
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Frequency

23 years between surveys is too long. Should be more frequent.
Government needs to be monitoring caribou annually.
Not enough survyes are going into the Lorillard and Wager Bay and
Ahiak Herds
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Other

Concerns about the accuracy of the numbers
Will there be more information coming
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GN is a problem, taking too long to inform communities of results

I

7. Management
Community wants to do their own management instead of having outsiders involved.
Mixed opinions on efficacy of quotas and whether they are being respected.
Reinforcement that Inuit don't take more than they need.
Concerns that if we only harvest males, females won't have any chance to breed.
Wolves need to be killed in order to prevent predation on caribou.
In order to increase the population, the transport or transfer caribou from one region to another was suggested.
Community management

Community/HTO is working to bring back caribou and prevent them
from being endangered.
I
Community wants to do their own management instead of having
outsiders involved.
Willing to work with the government to protect the caribou and ensure
its conservation.
I
HTO/community would like to assist in finding out how to bring back
the caribou population.
Everyone should work together (including KIA)
More tags and regulations are needed to caribou don’t decline
They stopped the wolf hunt because it was too expensive
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They appreciate how to protect caribou (migration, calving grounds)

I

Quotas

Already have a quota system that is respected.
HTO respects quotas, yet numbers are still declining.

I

Some communities don't respect quota, which affects everyone.
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Communities without quotas should be assessed and given quota.
IIII
Support use of quotas.
Perhaps quota will make the population increase too much.
We need to wait a bit longer before removing quota.
Concerns about how to regulate the harvest when hunters come from
multiple communities to harvest the same herd and we don’t have any
regulations.
Inuit don't take more than we need.
Want to be allowed to harvest caribou anytime of the year (winter and
summer).
Disagree with the tags on males
We need to be careful to only take a few caribou
Problems with sport harvesting only taking big bulls

I
I
I

I
I

I

III
I
I
I
I

Education

Training on how to identify male and female caribou is needed in order
to follow recommendation to only hunt males in the winter.
II
Needs to be more education of youth from elders.

II

Management/Recovery planning

Transport or transfer caribou from one region to another to increase
the population.
If we only harvest males, females won't have any chance to breed.
Would like to have someone from the community represent them
within the government. Someone who lives here and is familiar with
how to manage the caribou.
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NWMB should hire researcher to monitor helicopter movements.
Would like to see additional monitoring to determine if there are more
caribou and in different areas.
Concerns about how calving grounds will be protected.
We must just take what we need (when harvesting).
I
Bluenose East doing a community plan
BQ Management Board has a Management Plan
Drafting the NU Land Use Plan
Agreements with mining companies exist
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Is it possible to recognize community initiatives in the larger picture
We already have our plan
We can manage our own caribou
Where do we see the Recovery Plan
If you want to start protecting herds, need to see what is in their
migration corridors in the spring and fall
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Their management plan can be included within our National one

I

Want to see the work already happening, other jurisdictional plans
Are there plans to get all the groups involved together

I
II

Predator management

Wolves need to be killed. (decrease wolf population)

II

Should implement bounty/financial incentive for killing wolves.
Giving out wolf traps would be good.
Hunters to monitor predators coming further North due to climate
change.
Can a wolf management plan be created
Want SARA to help increase the price of wolf pelts
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Other
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There is a generational conflict where the younger hunters want to try
new wildlife management methods, but the elders disagree. The Inuit’s
profound respect for elders makes the younger generation hesitant to
talk about it.
Difference in opinion between GN and them
HTO's should be the ones proposing what to do with caribou and bring
it to us
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Why are you talking to us about something you have no idea about
The information you are presenting to us will be used against us by
local Inuit, does not help with collaboration
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8. Inuit traditions
Inuit enjoy eating traditional foods, however it is now expensive to get caribou that are far away and they aren't able to eat it as often.
TK says that we are not supposed to say anything negative about animals, they're a gift to us. If we do, they will reduce their numbers.

Inuit enjoy eating traditional foods.
It's expensive to get caribou that are far away. Therefore don't eat it
very often.
Younger people don't live on country food as much as elders. People
are changing their ways.
Caribou taste different depending on where they are caught.
Some people don’t have equipment to go out hunting and current
assistance is not sufficient.
Idea raised about regions sharing caribou meat, like a food subsidy
program.
Concerns about people drowning because they are wearing clothes
that they buy at the store instead of wearing caribou skins (which are
warmer). They use the caribou skin to find people.
We’re not supposed to say anything negative about animals; they’re a
gift for us to eat. When we do, they reduce their numbers, that is TK.
Animals don't belong to us, they belong to themselves. Nobody owns
them, they are a part of the world.
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Note regarding wording used: "Community member: In this handout
we are helping the species that aren’t doing well. I don’t really go for
that. My father used to say if an animal or species is not well, or is sick,
we should kill it.
ECCC: I may have used the wrong word or language. I meant if the
caribou numbers aren’t good, we need to help the caribou numbers to
get better. Not the sick caribou."
I
We Inuit, we do know the slightly different characteristics from regions
to regions. We have extensive knowledge of their anatomy.
Want to keep hunting caribou, even if they go extinct.
Don't want to speak on behalf of other regions.
Hunting is changing, more speed, different bullets, knowledge should
be shared
Inuit hunted caribou all their lives and grew up with country foods.
Difficulty understanding because of translation.
In Inuit culture, they don’t waste meat, we didn’t waste meat
Hunters have a lot of respect for caribou
We keep our younger generation informed
Always been informed by elders if numbers are increasing or decreasing
Inuit are always put down by white people
hunters and elders have good information
Need to see more TK and hunting practices
We need to educate our own people, young people, teach traditional
hunting skills
Elders know a healthy caribou from an unhealthy one
9. Funding
Funding that is available could help research caribou and give Inuit opportunities and jobs.
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Funding that is available could help research caribou and give Inuit
opportunities and jobs. This would be a giant step for resources and
funding. The universities and different government agencies would
need Inuit to do these researches. Working with HTOs together.
Bring us Caribou using federal funds if you want to put the Caribou
under threatened.
Funds that are available are usually way too small.
Will more research be going on in the area if listing occurs
In the recovery strategy stage are their funding or grants that can be
associated with the strategy for education purposes?
Is there technical or monetary support for us, for equipment
Need proper funding/training to be a part of this (capacity buildling,
wildlife-monitoring, mapping)
What is that funding that NTI got, we should get that
*Includes three HTOs (Burnside, Bay Chimo, Ekaluktutiak)
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐃᒪᓇᐃᓘᖅᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ: X

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ: ᑖᓪᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ:

•

ᑖᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ (DU) ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᑦᑏᓇᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ
(ᐱᖅᑯᓯᑐᖃᖏᑦ 20,000 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 30,000 ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ) ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕿᔅᓴᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᓱᒐᓚᓐᓄᑦ
ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄ ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᖅ.

•

ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᑭᓪᓕᖓᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑖᐸᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᔨᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ 88% ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ
1997 ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ 34,558 (30,275-38,841, 95% ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ) 2018
ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ 4,105 (2,931-5,759, 95% ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ) (ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ 1).

•

ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᓯᙳᕈᑎᐅᔪᑦ, ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᓈᕐᓯᓂᖅ,
ᓂᕿᒋᔭᐅᔭᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ
ᐱᓇᓱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑎᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑖᓪᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᔫᓂᐊᓐ (DU) ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ.

• ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᒪᐃ 20, 2020, ᐊᒻᒪ

ᑐᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑖᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ.

• ᑭᐅᓪᓗᒍ, 2020 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ

ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᓂᑦ.

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ:

• ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ 2018 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2020 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ

ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖃᕋᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᖏᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᑦᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ 2003 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᑦ
ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑐᖃᒥᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ.

•

ᑐᒃᑐᒐᓱᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᑖᓪᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ ᒫᓂ 250 ᐊᒻᒪ 400
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᑐᒃᑐᖃᑦᑕᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᓱᖕᓇᕐᓯᔭᕌᖓᑦ 2015-ᓗ 2017-ᓗ ᐊᑯᓐᓄᖓᓂᒃ.

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ

RM004-2021
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•

2016 ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2017-ᒥ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᓱᖢᓂᔾᔪᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᐅᓇ
ᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ, ᓄᕐᕋᕕᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᓪᓘᓐᓃᑦ.

•

2015-2017 ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ:
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 88%-ᖑᓚᐅᕐᑐᖅ 2015-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 2016-ᒥᑦ.
o ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂ 2016 ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᑎ
ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ−ᐊᕐᓇᓪ;ᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 25 ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ/100 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ.
o ᐅᐱᕐᖔᖅᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ (2017) ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ
ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᑎ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 11 ᓄᕐᕋᐃᑦ/100 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ.
o

•

ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 2018, ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (HTO)
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 50 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᑖᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᖅᑐᖏᑦ;
47 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 3 ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ.

•

ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᖓᓂ 2020, ᐃᓴᒪᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑰᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ
ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒥ 2021.

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ:

•

ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2017-ᒥᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
(COSEWIC) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑖᓪᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓂᐊᓐ (DU) ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

•

ᔫᓂ 2020-ᒥᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᐱᔪᒪᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᑖᓪᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓂᐊᓐ (DU) ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐅᓇ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ 5.3.25 ᐅᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒧᑦ

ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂᒃ.

•

ᐅᕙᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 2020, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᕋᖅᑐᑎ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ, ᒪᓕᑦᑐᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ 5.3.24 ᐅᕙᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑦ.

•

ᐅᕙᓂ ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 2020, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ (TAH) 42 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑖᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄ,
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓂᖓᓃᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᖐᔪᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᑖᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑐᑎ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ.
o

•

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ 42 ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ 1%
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍ
ᐊᑦᑕᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓗᓇᕈᑎᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ 2018 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ 2020 ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖃᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᓂᓪᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓄᑦ.

ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑦᑐᐱᕆ 2020 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑲᖅᑐᑎ 2018 ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ.
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•

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ 42 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᑖᕙᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦᒪ ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥ 2020 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
o

•

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔨᕗᖔᕈᑎᒥᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 105 ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ 2.55%
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᓪᓕᖏᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᑎᒋᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ 105 ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2021
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᖓᓃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ:

•

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑑᖏᑦᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖓ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑐᑎ, ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑎᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᖅ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᒃᑲᐃᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᑲᓐᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

•

ᓄᑖᒥ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ 23 ᓅᕕᐱᕆ 2, 2020.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᖃᖅᑐᓕᒫᓂᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.

o ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ,

ᐱᓚᒋᓕᐅᑎᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᑐᖃᕐᓂᑦ, ᖁᖓᓯᕈᐃᑦ ᓇᒦᓐᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ.

o ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒥᑦ.

•

ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ 2020 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 3,815 (95%
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ = 2,930-4,966, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖓ = 13%), ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᓪᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᑦ 2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ.

•

ᐃᐳᕈᒥ 2021, 36 ᑖᕙᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓕᒫᓄᑦ.

•

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒃᓚᓂ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᔅᓴᐃᑦ
ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ, ᐊᒃᓚᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

•

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ “ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ”, ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᓂᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᖅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑎᓄᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒪᕈᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓂᕿᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᑦ.
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ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓃᑦ:

•

ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖓᒥ 2020 ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎ 2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ
ᑭᖑᕙᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ-19.

•

ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᔫᓂ 8, 2020, ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (KRWB) ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 42 ᓴᖅᑭᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂ.

•

ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᔫᓂ 18, 2020, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑎ 2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᑎᒥᖏᓐᓂ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ.

•

ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑦᑑᐱᕆ 8, 2020, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᒥ ᐅᑯᐊ 2018 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᓴᕐᕕᒃᔪᐊᖅ ᑭᐅᕈᕆ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᒥᖏ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ.

•

ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᑦ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ
ᓯᕗᔾᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓛᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᖃᐅᒻᒧᑦ
ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐅᕗᖓ 2%
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖓ.

•

ᐃᓄᑦᑎᒍᑦ/ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 16, 2021, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᑐᑎ 2020
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ, 2021 ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓯᒪᓗᒍ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐅᕙᓂ 105 ᐱᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᑎ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ 2020
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ 2021 ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ.

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ:

•

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᖓ ᑖᕙᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑲᓐᓂᖅᑕᐃᓕᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᓂᕆᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ
ᓯᓚᑲᒻᒪᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᐃᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᑦᑏᓐᓇᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ.

•

ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᑎ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ/ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᒡᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 105.

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
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•

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᒐᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᒪᓕᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᐃᓐᓇᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᖅᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑦᑐᓂᑦ.

•

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᑉᐱᕈᓱᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᔅᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᒪᑭᒪᑎᑕᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐅᑎᑦᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᕙᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ.

ᑖᕕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ

34,558

27,787

18,413

4,105

3,815

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧ ᐊᕐᕌᒍ
ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ 1: ᑖᕙᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓐᖓᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 1997, 2007, 2015, 2018 ᐊᒻᒪ 2020

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
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TOGHIOTAIT TATVUNGA
NUNAVUMI ANGUTIGHALIKINIKUT MUNAGHIYIOVLOTIK
KATIMAYIIT

KANOGILIOKUTIGHAK

Tohaghitjutighak:

Ihomaliokutighak: X

Pitjutaoyok: Keeliniop Tuktuit Angotighat Munagitjutighait

KANOGITUNGMANGATA

AMIGAITILANGITNIK NAONAIYAOTAIT:
•

Hapkua Keeliniop Tuktuit (DU) ilikuaktot alangavlotik amigaitpalangitot amihoakjuit
(iliitkuhitokait 20,000-nit 30,000-nut avatkomayot tuktuit) piunighaoyot
nikkigiyaovlotik annaomatjutaoyot kaffini Kitikmeoni nunaliitni tatvalo nunaliitni
Nunatiakmi.

•

Amigaitilangit itkoktaolotik kititaohimayot hinigakataktot amigaitilangit
naonaiyataohimaliktot tatvagok hapkua Keeliniop tuktuit ikilivaliayot imatot 88%-mik
tatvanganin 1997-mi kititaohimangmata imatot 34,558 (30,275-38,841, 95% CI)
tatva 2018-mi kititaohimangmata imatot estimate 4,105 (2,931-5,759, 95% CI)
(Naonaipkutaoyok 1).

•

Hila alangokpalianinga, tagioklo hikkunahaakatalikmat, ammakut, aghait,
angunahoaktotlo, ummitjat, tatvalo allat angotighat tikkitpaliatitlugit
hallagiyaolikpaliayot hapkua Keeliniop Tuktuit.

Havakviat ukkua Avatilikiyiitkut
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• Una onipkak tatvani 2018-mi naonaiyaotaitni tohaktitjutaohimayok pikataoyonot
tatvani May 20, 2020-mi tatvalo kiotjutaohimangmat naonaitok tatva hamna tuktuit
naonaiyaotait angikliyagiakaktok, tatvalo huli atokpaliagiakaktot hapkua Inuit
Kaoyimayatokangit hivunighami naonaiyaihimaakniakata.
• Kiotjutigihimayat, tatvani 2020-mi naonaiyaotighaitnik hanaiyaihimayot taima hamna
tuktuit kititjutighaitnik naonaiyainiaktitlogit angiklihimayok takkukvighat nallaghugit
hapkua nunaliitni ilihimatiaktot tuktukakniitnik.

HULI ILALIOTILOGIT HAPKUA NAONAIYAITJUTIGHAIT:
•

Hamna Inuit Kaoyimayatokangitnik naonaiyaihimayot tatvanganin 2018-min
2020-mun naonaiyaghimayok hapkua tuktuit amihoakjuit ikkilivalaakhimayot.
Hapkua naonaipkutaohimayot tatval huli Inuit Kaoyimayatokangitnik
naonaiyaihimangmingmata tatvani 2003-mi naonaiyaotaohimangmiyot kangagalok
taimani hapkua Keeliniop Tuktuit ikkilikatainaghimayot.

•

Angoniaktot Keeliniop Tuktuitnik Nunavut iloani itkoktaohimayot kititjutait akungani
250-nik 400-niklu tuktuitnik aipagutuagangat 2015-mi 201-milu.

•

Tatvani 2016-mi Ukkiakhami Ihoaghaihimayot naonaiyaitjutighanik tatvalo 2017-mi
Upingakhami Ihoaghaihimayot naonaiyaitjutighanik takkugiyomavlogit
amigaitilangit.

•

Tatvani 2015-2017-mi naonaiyaihimangmata naonaitok tatva tuktuit ikkilivaliayot :
o Hingaihimayot aknaluit kunguhiaktaohighimayot 88% akungani 2015-mi
2016-milo.
o Ukkiakhami 2016-mi naonaiyaihimangmata naonaitok nugait ikkitpalaktot:
25-gungomik nugait/100-guyut kulavait.
o Unpingakhami naonaiyaihimangmata (2017-mi) naonaitok ikkitpalaktot
ukkiukmi annaghimayot nugait 11-gungomik nugait/100-guyut kulavait.

•

Tatvani 2018-mi, ukkua Kugluktumi tatvalo Ekaluktutiami Angoniaktiit Nanigiaktoktit
Katimayiit (HTO-git) ikkayoktoiyot kunguhiktoiyomangmata 50-nik aknaluknik
Tuktuitnik; 47 aknaluit tatvalo pingahut anguhaluit kunguhikmiktoktaohimayot.

•

Ukkiakhami 2020-mi, hitamainait kunguhiaktaotilgit tuktuit aolangitot, tatvanganin
hamna tukunik kunguhikmikyaonik ihoaghaktaohimayok upingakhami 2021-mi.
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MUNAGITJUTIGHAIT :

•

Tatvani Novaipa 2017-mi,Ukkua Katimayigalaat Naonaiyaotaoyonik
Tammakpalialiktogiyaoyonik Angotighanik Kanatami (COSEWIC)
naonaiyaffakhimayait hapkua Keeliniop Tuktuit Tammakpaliayogivlogit.

•

Tatvani June 2020-mi, una Minista Avatilikiyiitkuni titikihimayot tatvunga Nunavumi
Angotighalikinikut Munaghiyiovlotik Katimayiitnun (NWMB-kunun) toghiktokhuni
uminga Ministaup Munagiyagiakaliktaitnik Havagiyaoyoghanik hapkua Keeliniop
Tuktuit,atoghugo una Nakatak 5.3.25 tatvani Nunavut Angikutani.

•

Tatvani July 2020-mi, ukkua NWMB-kut titikihimayat una Minista Avatilikiyiitkuni
kiovlutjuk ihomaliogungnangitnamik tatvunga tatvalo kiohimayot Hadjakaffuk
atogaghamik ihomaliokungnaktot atoklugo una Nakatak 5.3.24 tatvani Nunavut
Angikutani.

•

Tatvani Agasi 2020-mi,Ministat Katimayiit angikhimayat una Hadjakaffuk
atogaoyughamik Kititlogit Atataghat Tuktutaghanik (TAH) imatot 42-nik tuktutakhanik
Keeliniop Tuktuitnik, ihoaghaktaokuvlugo kilaminoak tatvalo aolahimaakovlugo
atoktaoyoghak kihiani ukkua NWMB-kut innikpiakhimayomik ihivgioktaghimalikata
atogaoyoghanik notanik ihomaliokutighaitnik haffuminga Kititlogit Atataghat
Tuktutaghanik TAH.
o Una Hadjakaffuk atogaoyoghak Kititlogit Atataghat Tuktutaghanik TAH 42-nik
naonaipkutikaktok imatot 1%-mik angutighaoyonik naonaipkutaoyok
amigaitilangit itkoktaohimayot. Taimaitmat hamna kayagiyaovlutjuk nahaotat
angunighanik nalughaotigigamitku kanogiakmangata hapkua tuktuit
amigaitilangit akunani 2018-min 2020-mun namagiyaonginaghuni kanok
tuktutaokatakmangat ahini tuktutaitnik.

•

Tatva katimatjutaohimayok tatvani Aktopa 2020-mi okaotigivlugo una 2018-mi
naonaiyaotat tatvalo Hadjakaffuk Kititaohimayot Atataghat Tuktutaghat TAH.

•

Ukkua NWMB-kut ihivgioghimayat una hadjakaffuk ihomalioktaohimayok
Hadjakaffuk Kititaohimayot Atataghat Tuktutaghat TAH 42-nik tuktutakhaoyonik
Keeliniop Tuktuitnik, tatvani Desaipa 2020-mi katimahimagamik.
o Ukkua katimayiit angikutikakhimayot pigiaktitjutaohimayomik
amigaikpalikutighaitnik haffuma Hadjakaffuk Kititaohimayot Atataghat
Tuktutaghat TAH 105-nik tuktutaghanik,naonaipkutagivlugo 2.55%
tuktutaghat, naonaipkutagivlugo alangokuyaohimayok tuktutakhanik
ihomalotikaktitlogit hapkua ikkayoktigiikhotik katimahimangmata tatvalo
titikihimavlotiklu tatvunga NWMB-kunot.

•

Una Hadjakaffuk Kititaohimayot Atataghat Tuktutaghat TAH 105-nik
ihoaghaktaohimayok Januali 2021-mi tatvalo huli aolangitok hapkua amihoakjuit
tuktut ingilgayangitni Nunavut iloani.
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HADJA KANOGILINGALIKAT:
•

Kihianitaok tatvainaongitok ikkilivaliatjutaoyok tuktuit amigaitilangitnik,
ikkilivalianginaktitlugit tuktuit, tatvataok amigiyaoyagiakakmiyok angunahoaktot
amigaitpalanik tuktukatalikmata taimatotaok ikkilivaliatjutaonginakniaktok tuktuitnik.
Munagiyaovaliaklikata anguniaktot tuktutaghait ikkilivalianginaktitlogit
ikkayotaoyungnakmiyok ikkilivaliatjutaitnik taimatot naovaliayangita amigaitilangit
hapkua tuktuit.

•

Una notaak amigaitilangitnik naonaiyaotaoyok havagiyaohimayok tatvani akungani
Aktopa 23-min Novaipa 2-mut, 2020-mi. Hamna naonaiyaotaoyok
hanaiyaotaohimayok pikatigivlugit hapkua ikpigiyakaktot nunaliit.
o Angikatigiikhimayot hapkua ikpigiyakaktot nunaliit kanok hamna
havagiyaoniaktitlugo, ilaliotivlugit taimaniknitanik
onipkalioktaohimayonik, nanilikmangata tuktuit kungohiaktaolikhimayot
tatvalo Inuit Kaoyimayatokangit.
o Nunaliitni HTO-git tatvalo nunaliitni kivaktoiyot pikataohimayot
naonayaihimangmata.

•

Naonaiyaotaohimangmata tatvani 2020-mi hapkua nahaotit itkuniakhimavlogit
nalaotait atoktaohimayot 3,815 (95% CI = 2,930-4,966, CV = 13%), tavalo
nalaomatiaktot ikkilivaliatjutaitnik nahaotaoyonik tatvani 2018-mi
naonaiyaihimangmata.

•

Tatvani Appu 2021-mi, 36-nik Keeliniop Tuktuitnik kunguhikmiktoihimayot. Hapkua
ikpigiyakaktot nunaliit pikataohimayot hanaiyaotighanik, tatvalo una HTO-kuni
kivgaktoiyok pikataonginaktok tuktunik kunguhikmiktoitilogit.

•

Naonaiyainikut havagiyaovangmiyot hapkuninga amakunik aghaitniklo tahamani
Kitikmeoni. (uktutigilugit,amaakut angutaohimayot ilangikhugit naonaiyaotighanik
maniliokutaovaktot, aghait naonaiyaktaovlotik) havaginahoakhogit hapkua
NWMB-kut angikhimayait Munagitjutighaitnik Hanaiyaotait tatvalo nunaliit
ihomalotaitnik.

•

Una hadja ublumi “Ikkayotighaitnik Anguniaktioyot Havagiyaoyok”, ikkayotaoyok
maniliokutighaitnik anguniaktot amaagungangatat,taimaitilugo amigaikpalikhimaliktot
hapkua angunahoaktot amaagukhioktot tatvalo hapkuninga ahianik
nikkainaktoktunik angotighanik.

•

KATIMATJUTIGIYAITKATIMAYAKTOKHIMAYOT :

Takkutivlotik katimakatigiikniakhimayot upingakhami 2020-mi okaotiginahoaklutjuk
hamna 2018-mi naonaiyaotaohimayok kihiani kingovaotihimayok hamna
Kallakjuaknik 19 hiamaghimaakmat.
Havakviat ukkua Avatilikiyiitkut
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•

Uvani June 8, 2020-mi, ukkua ikpigiyakaktot HTO-guyot tatvalo ukkua Kitikmeot
Aviktoghimayomi Angotighalikinikut Katimayiit (KRWB-kut) tohaktitaohimayot tatva
una atogaoyoghak Hadjakaffuk Kititaohimayot Atataghat Tuktutaghanik TAH 42-nik
nigiogiyaoniaktok hatkitaoloni.

•

Hivayaotikut katimahimayot tatvani June 18, 2020-mi, okaotigivlogit hapkua 2018-mi
naonaiyaotait onipkalioktaohimayot , Inuit Kaoyimayatokangitnik Naonaiyaotait
onipkalioktaohimayot, Anniakutikagiaghaita Takkuginikut tohaktitjutaitnik , tatvalo
ukua Havakviat Avatilikiyiitkut munagitjutighaitnik oktokuyaohimayot .

•

Katimahimayot tatvani Aktopa 8 2020-mi Ekaluktutiami hapkua 2019-mi
naonaiyaotait tatvalo una Hadjakaffuk Kititaohimayot Atataghat Tuktutaghat TAH
okaotaohimayot . Onipkaghimanmiyot ukkua Ilihagiakpalikvingmingaaktot Calgarymi naonaiyaiyioyot Inuit Kaoyimayatokangitnik naonaiyaitjutaitnik tatvalo
anniakutikagiaghaitnik angotighat takkukutaitnik. .

•

Tatvani katimatitlogit, ukkua Havakviat Avatilikiyiitkut havaktiit tonighihimayot
hivoliotiyomavlutjuk aipago kungohikmiktoinik tuktunik havagiyaghatik tatvalo
tohaktitomavlugo una Minista Avatilikiyiitkuni tohiktotaoyomik amigaikpalikutighaitnik
tuktuit atataghaitnik tuktutaghanik imatot 2%-mik. .

•

Una katimatjutaohimangmiyok tautokatigiikhutik ilangi/hivayaotikut ilangi
katimakataovlotik tatvani Saptaipa 16,2021-mi, okaotigivlutjuk una 2020-mi naonaiyaotait titigakhimayot, 2021-mi kungohikmiktoihimayot naonaiyaotait, tatvalo
munagitjutighaitnik oktokuyaohimayot. Hapkua oktokuyaohimayot aolakunagit
hapkua Kitihimayot Atataghat Tuktugaghat imatot 105-nik namagiyaotiaktot
ikkayoktigiyaoyoniit nunaliitni. Tamaita ikkayokatigiiktot munaghiyioyot koviagiyait
ukkua Nunavut Kavamatkut havagiyait tatvani 2020-mi naonaiyaotaitnik, tatvalo
2021-mi tuktunik kungohikmiktoihimangmata.

OKTOTIGHAT ATOLIKUYAOYOK
•

Hapkua munagitjutighat oktokuyaoyot hapkua Keeliniop Tuktuit huli
ikkilivaliahimaakunagit hapkua amigaitilangit tatvalo naovaliakuvlugit nahaotait.
Tuktuit amigaitilangit nalunakatakmata anguniaktot, hillaplu kanogininga, ammakut,
aghait tatvalo hila itjilakivalagangat. Anguniaktot amigaitonik tuktukatagangatalo
ikkilivaliatjutaonginakmata hapkuninga tuktunik.

•

Naonaipkutigivlugit ublumi hapkua tuktuit amigaitilangit, tamaita hapkua kaplunaat
naonaiyaotait, tatvalo Inuit Kaoyimayatokangit/Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, Nunavut
Kavamatkut huli atoghimaakuyait Kitihimayot Atataghat Tuktutaghanik 105-nik.

•

Tatva ihoaghaotighanik munagitjutighaitnik oktokuyaoyot ilaliotilogit tammat
takkugikataknik tuktunik taimatot amigaikpaliknikata hapkua atataghat
Havakviat ukkua Avatilikiyiitkut
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amigaikjumikatakovlogit taimatot naonaitomik amigaitilangit munagiyaokatagiangita.
Ukkua Avatilikiyiitkut havakatigihimaakniaktait hapkua nunaliit tatvalo ikkayoktigiyatik
huli takkugikataklogit hapkua ihomagiyaotiaktot Keeliniop Tuktuit.
•

Avatilikiyiitkut okpiomayot taimatot hapkua atataghat tuktuhiokutighat namagiyaoyot
ikkayotaoniakmata naovaliatjutighaitnik hapkua amigaitilangitnik Keeliniop Tuktuitnik.

34,558

27,787

18,413

4,105

3,815

Titigaghimayok 1: Keeliniop Tuktuit amigaitilangit itkungiakutait nahaotit tingmiakut nahaktaotitlogit
tuktuit naonaiyaktaohimayot ukkiuni 1997-mi, 2007-mi, 2015-mi, 2018-mi 2020-milo

Havakviat ukkua Avatilikiyiitkut
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Department of Environment
Avatiliqiyikkut
Ministère de l’Environnement

KEELINIOP TUKTUIT
MUNAGITJUTIGHAITIGOT
KATIMATJUTAOYOT

Katimatjutaohimayot 2020-mi Naonaiyaotaitnik
Havagiyaoyonik,2021-mi Kungohiktoinikut Havagiyaohimayonik,
tatvalo Kaffiotilangitnik Atataghait Tuktunik Anguniakutighat
Nainaghimayot Onipkangit

Aktopa 26, 2021

Amihuuyot Avatilikiyiitkut
Havaktiit
Havakviatni Avatilikiyiit
Nunavut Kavamatkut
Kugluktuk, NU

Atanioyot Onipkangit Nainaghimayot
Nunavut Kavamatkut (GN), Havakviat Avatilikiyiitkut (DOE) katimapkaihimayot katimakatigivlugit
hapkua Omingmaktok Anguniaktiit Nanigiaktoktiitlo Katimayiit (OHTO), Kugluktuk Angoniatit
Katimayiit (KAA), tatvalo Ekaluktutialik Anguniaktiit Nanigiaktoktiitlo Katimayiit (EHTO) tatvani
Saptaipa 16, 2021-mi, okaotigivlogit hapkua Keeliniop Tuktuit. Allat pikataohimayot
katimahimangmata ukkua illaohimayot Nunavumi Angotighalikinikut Munaghiyiovlotik Katimayiit
(NWMB-kut), Nunavut Tunngavik Timingat (NTI-kut), Kitikmeot Aviktoghimayomi
Angotighalikinikut Katimayiit (KRWB-kut), Kitikmeot Inuit Katuyikatigit (KitIA), tatvalo ukkua
Avatilikiyiitkut tatvalo Hilap Alangokpalianinganik Kanatami (ECCC-kut).
Hamna pitjutigivlutjuk katimayaktoghimayot okaotigiyaktokhutjuk una 2020-mi Keeliniop Tuktuit
amigaitilangitnik naonaiyaihimangmata onipkangitnik, una 2021-mi kunguhiaktaohighinik
tuktunik naonaiyaotait, tatvalo huli Kititlogit Atataghait Tuktutaghat (TAH) 105-nik, hamna
ihoaghaktaohimayok tatvani Januali 2021-mi. Hamna katimatjutaohimayok tohaktitivlogit hapkua
ikpigiyakaktot Angoniaktiit & Nanigiaktoktiitlo Katimayiit (HTOs) tohaktitaotiagiakakmata
tamaitnik notaniklo tohaktaghanik hapkuninga amigaitilangitnik Keeliniop
Tuktuitnik tatvalo tohakvigiyomavlogit ihomalotigiyaitnik pitkutaotilugo hamna
Kititlogit Atataghait Tuktutaghat TAH.
Katimapkaihimangmata ilaliotihimayat ukkua malgok onipkagiyait ukkua Havakviat Avatilikiyiitkut
DOE-kut havaktiit. Una hivulikpaak onipkagiyat tatvani 2020-mi tuktuit amigaitilangitnik
naonaiyaoyaitnik, kimilgokutaitnik, ataniktoiyot ihomaliokutaitnik, tatvalo kiglikhaitnik hamna
naonaitaoyaoyok iniktigotighaitnik. Una aipataok onipkagiyat ukkua Havakviata Avatilikiyiitkut
DOE tatvunga kunguhiaktaohikinikut tuktunik havagiyaohimatitlogit tatvani Appu 2021-mi.
Tamaita hapkua ikpigiyakaktot katimayioyot nalakataohimayot tohaktitivaktot
ihomalotigiyamingnik nalaktaovlotik apighokataktot kioyaovaghotik. Namagiyaotiaktot
okaotigiyait hapkua katimakataohimayot tatva ukkua Nunavut Kavamatkut Havakviat
Avatilikiyiitkut GN-DOE havagiyaitnik namagivlutjuk havagivalialikmatjuk kiokatalikmata
ihomalotaoyonik tohaktitinagikatalikmatalo ihomalotaoyonik tatvalo ihomagitialikmatjuk hapkua
HTO-kut okaotigikataktaitnik havagiyaoniaktonik. Ilaliotilugo, tatvunga 2020-mi tuktuit
amigaitilangitnik naonaiyaotait naonaighimalikmata hapkua 2018-mi amigaitilangit tuktuit
ikkilivalianginaktot, Mamianaogaloak, hapkua amigaitilangitnik tuktuit nahaotait namagiyaoyot
ikayoktoingmata hapkua nunaliit okaotikakmata tatvuna naonaiyainiahaktitlogit
paknaiyakpaliangmata havagiyaoyoghanik, tatvalo hamna nuna angigaloaktitlugo
tamatikhimayavut takkugivlota pingahunik tingmitjutinik atoghota naonaiyaihimayogot
kititinahoaghota amigaitilangitnik tuktuit nahaotaitnik.
Angotighat nikkitoktiit hapkua ammakut aghait kalviitlo naonaiyaktaohimayot amighoniit
katimakataoyoniit hapkua amigaiknighaoyogiyaoyot tukkugaikatainaktogiyaoyot hapkuninga
Killiniop Tuktuitnik tatvalo ihomagiyaoloaghotik taotoktaovaghotik ikkilivaliatjutaoloaktot tuktuit
amigaitilangitnik. Ihomalotaovakmiyot hapkua havagiyaokataktot uyaghaghiokvioyoni tatvalo
ummitjat amigaikpalianginaktitlogit, hapkua ihomagiyaoyot anniakutaokataliktot tuktuniit tatvalo
ikkaktaktitlogit amihoakjuit tuktuit Keelinikmit tatvunga Ahiakmut. Angikatigiiktiaghimayot hapkua
tamaita HTO-kut tatvagok hamna ublumi atogaoyok Hadjakaffuk Kititaohimayot Atataghat
Tuktutaghat TAH 105-nik namagiyaoyok ublumi tuktutaghanik.
Hapkua kiotjutaokataktok tatvani katimapkaihimangmata ikkayotiginiakmatkuk ukkua Nunavut
Kavamatkut hivunighami munagitjutighaitnik tatvalo naonaiyaihimaakniaktitlogit hapkuninga
Killiniop Tuktuit amigaitilangitnik.
Una onipkagiyaoyok oktotaohimayok nainagahoakhogit hapkua okaotaohimayot
katimakataohimayoniit tatvani katimakataotitlogit tuktulikinikut mighagot.
ii
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Preface
This report represents the Department of Environment’s best efforts to accurately capture all
the information that was shared during a consultation meeting with Omingmaktok Hunters and
Trappers Organization (OHTO), Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association (KAA), and Ekaluktutialik
Hunters and Trappers Organization (EHTO) on September 16th, 2021.
The views expressed herein do not necessarily reflect those of the Department of Environment,
or the Government of Nunavut.
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1.0 Report Purpose and Structure
This report is intended to collate and summarize comments, questions, concerns and
suggestions provided by participants at the September 16th, 2021, consultation in Kugluktuk on
Killiniop Tuktuit caribou research and management. Representatives from the affected HTOs,
DOE, KIA, NWMB, NTI, and the KRWB attended the consultation either in person or by phone.
ECCC also attended by phone.
2.1 Purpose of Consultation
The purpose of the consultation was to meet with the affected HTOs, including OHTO, KAA,
and EHTO, and other relevant stakeholders to discuss the results from the 2020 population
abundance survey, 2021 collaring, and the TAH recommendation. An overview of the results
from the 2020 Killiniop Tuktuit aerial survey, and 2021 collaring work was provided through a
presentation given by DOE representatives.
In addition, the meeting served to provide an opportunity for representatives from affected
HTOs and co-management partners to receive an overview, provide their feedback, and ask
questions related to the 2020 survey results, 2021 collaring and current management actions.
The consultation was also intended to ensure that the HTOs were well informed on all the most
recent information and plans regarding the upcoming Killiniop Tuktuit survey. The consultation
allowed HTOs and community members to voice any requests they may have regarding the
survey. It is important that all stakeholders work together to manage this subpopulation in the
future.
2.2 Format of Meetings
The meeting was held on September 16th, 2021 and ran for approximately 6 hours. The meeting
was facilitated and led by the DOE Kitikmeot Wildlife Manager, Kevin Methuen. The meeting
began with opening remarks by Kevin Methuen, a prayer by Peter Taptuna, and roundtable
introductions. This was followed by a presentation on the 2020 abundance survey by the Kivalliq
Regional Biologist, Mitch Campbell. Questions took place during the presentation and
participants were invited to ask questions, raise concerns, or provide advice following the
presentation. A roundtable to allow feedback and input from the HTOs and co-management
partners followed. A presentation on the 2021 collaring work was given by Kitikmeot Regional
Biologist, Amélie Roberto-Charron. KIA, NTI, NWMB and ECCC were also given the opportunity
to provide input. Kevin Methuen presented the GN recommendation to maintain the TAH of
105. Questions were then asked regarding the process associated with the TAH, followed by
closing remarks.
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3.1 Summary of Consultation
The objectives of the consultation were made clear to the HTO members prior to and at the
start of the meeting. Meeting was hybrid of in-person and phone-in.
Date: September 16th, 2021
Representatives:
•

GN-DOE
o Kitikmeot Regional Manager - Kevin Methuen
o Kitikmeot Regional Biologist - Amélie Roberto-Charron
o Kivalliq Regional Biologist - Mitch Campbell
o Kitikmeot Wildlife Technician – Terry Milton
o Conservation Officer III – Allen Niptanatiak
o Kitikmeot Wildlife Technician Trainee – Lena Davies
o Kitikmeot Regional Biologist – Lisa-Marie Leclerc

•

NWMB
o Species at Risk Biologist – Kyle Ritchie
o Wildlife Director - Denis Ndeloh

•

Kitikmeot Inuit Association
o Environment Officer - Peter Taptuna

•

Burnside HTO
o Absent

•

Omingmaktok HTO
o Chairman - Peter Kapolak

•

Kugluktuk HTO
o Manager – Amanda
Dumond
o Chairman - Larry Adjun

•

Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board
o Coordinator - Ema Qaqqutaq
o Coordinator - Peggy Adjun
o Technical Advisor – Pamela Wong

•

Cambridge Bay HTO
o Chairman - Bobby Greenley

•

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc.
o Assistant Director of Wildlife and Environment - Bert Dean
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•

Environment and Climate Change Canada, Canadian Wildlife Service
o Species At Risk Biologist - Isabelle Duclos
o Species At Risk Biologist – Carine Cote-Germain

Summary of Comments and Questions:
•

HTOs are appreciative of the improved collaboration and partnerships in the 2020 survey
and 2021 collaring work and commend the GN for making the survey a priority. HTOs
appreciated being asked for their input in the design and planning of both projects.
Working together is very important.

•

All HTOs expressed that predators are a main threat to the Killiniop Tuktuit herd and
are contributing to the population decline, and that the sample payment from the GN
needs to be increased.

•

Collaring is important and should be maintained going forward to help with monitoring.

•

Communities want the sample kit program to continue to ensure the health of the herd
is monitored.

•

KAA would like more focus on the DU herd near Contwoyto Lake, and more focus on
vegetation studies in DU range.

•

KRWB feels posters are very effective way to keep communities informed of collaring
and TAH, communication is key.

•

OHTO reported DU caribou joining Beverly caribou herd near Bathurst Inlet area.

•

KIA feels predator management should be core aspect of managing a declining caribou
herd. They feel that HTOs should get more support from GN on predator incentives,
community management plans. KIA complemented the GN on the 2020 survey effort
and its attention to community concerns and involvement. KIA hopes to see this kind
of collaborative effeot continue for future GN research programs.

•

Most participants felt that a TAH of 105 is still reasonable to keep in place moving
forward, given the 2020 abundance estimate and confidence in the result of that
survey.
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4.0 Summary
HTOs feel it is important to recognize that predators are a main threat to the herd and are a
main contributing factor to the population decline. Harvesting is not the cause of the decline.
HTOs felt comfortable with the GN recommendation to maintain the TAH of 105, based on the
2020 survey estimate.
All parties present felt the recent collaboration between the DOE and relevant stakeholders,
on the 2020 Killiniop Tuktuit population abundance survey, is a big step in the right direction
for re-building relationships and trust in research. All co-management partners were also
happy with the process that was followed for the 2021 collaring work, and efforts made by GN
staff on that program. During the consultation, the DOE representatives were able to
communicate the next steps in the management decision process. The TAH of 105 will remain
in place until the NWMB has been able to review the latest submission file, based on the best
available information, and decide on the harvest of Killiniop Tuktuit caribou.
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Killiniop Tuktuit Meeting Transcript
September 16th, 2021

GN DU Caribou MUNAGITJUTIGHAITIGOT KATIMATJUTAOYOT
Meeting Minutes
September 16th, 2021
Visitor Heritage Center (Ulu Building)

Present:
• DoE (GN): Kevin Methuen, Mitch Campbell, Amelie Roberto-Charron, Lisa Marie Leclerc, Allen
Niptinatiak, Lena Davies, Terry Milton
• KAA: Amanda Dumond, Larry Adjun
• OHTO: Peter Kapolak
• EHTO: Bobby Greenley
• KRWB: Pamela Wong, Peggy Adjun, Ema Qaqqutaq
• NTI: Bert Dean
• ECCC: Isabelle Duclos, Karine
• KIA: Peter Taptuna
• NWMB: Kyle Ritchie and Dennis Ndeloh
Absent:
• BHTO
9:17am: Meeting Begins, Introduction, Opening Prayer (Peter Taptuna)
Mitch Campbell (MC):
• Presented on 2020 Fall Abundance Survey, which happened in October 2020, covid issues
complicated the survey effort but were overcome. . The survey was tricky due to restricted time in
which to conduct it, and the large geographic area that all stakeholders wanted to see included..
Bobby Greenley (BG):
• Add bigger range for DU since they travel further south every winter (Suggestion)
MC:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Amelie has a collaring program to help redraw & plan moving forward.
The survey was put together in a short time, great group effort from all stakeholders.
We tried to draft out areas to survey. We went to communities and came up with final strata to
survey.
We used 3 aircraft, in the red area, we saw the most, but in the blue area, not so much, & black
area was low density.
For aircraft, we had 2 Caravans and one Twin Otter, the Caravans had longer endurance.
Method: Double observer pair, distance sampling method. Double observer pairs offer extra
robustness to results. Observers switched seats throughout the day, which helps with the
determination of individual observer sightability determinations. Every plane had great observers
chosen by the HTO’s.
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•

•

Some concerns in the past surveys, weren’t binning properly, worries of mistakes & reducing
overall count. These concerns were not evident in this survey. We used distance sampling as HTOs
were concerned that off transect observations were not included in past surveys. Distance
sampling is a method that allows for more observations further from the airplane to be included in
the final estimate..
4 active collars during survey, not ideal but gives a bit of security. All collars sighted within high
density areas and predicted by historical fall range use

Lisa-Marie Leclec (LML):
• If looking at MW A strata, collar there on Oct 24, moved towards coast, when did they reach high
density strata? MC: that one died before it got to the coast.
• Similar one that just died way inland, did not move much then ended up dying in middle of
November?
MC:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

May have had problem before it died, we did see caribou within that strata.
All high + medium density was done quickly with no weather issues, done in a 2 day period
(Medium), high density done in 1 day.
Downside of multiple planes is cost.
Very little weather issues, LDWC strata did not finish a small portion due to weather.
LDEC, top 4 transects not finished, seen nothing adjacent to that area. LDE eastern most transects
not surveyed because of low clouds, some caribou seen but very low density.
In the very high, high and medium density area, all good visibility.
A very small amount of reduced visibility in medium density area but patchy and not extensive.
Effected a very small area. We were not able to survey all the transects , but all important areas
were completed and an estimated . 92-93% of low-density areas were completed.
We had some good aggregation of caribou in yellow which is medium density areas.
We saw 29 wolves total, which are red triangles on the map 27 were spotted in high density areas.
No grizzlies were seen, two wolverines, 30 moose-on mainland, 637 muskox and some caribou on
Kent Peninsula.
In terms of the estimate, without the mainland included, working on different methods, we ended
up with a number of models, (all technical talk), they look at how many caribou were missed, in
terms of double observer, we picked the model that best suits the situation. The models square off
the curve and populate the estimates. This result shows a higher number (more technical talk).
Island count of caribou is 1264, mainland 1330. Abundance estimate overall is 3579. With
mainland strata, it is closer to 4000.
Hoping to get under 15% CV, we got 13%. 95% confidence interval. We are 95%confident that the
actual number of caribou in the survey area, lie between 2,900 and 4,966(or 5000). We are almost
certain that the actual number lies within that area.

Pamela Wong (PW):
• Folks not familiar with modeling, explain how you choose the model to get the estimate?
MC:
•

John Boulanger was contracted out to use model, statistically, least variability, all combinations of
covariates, model chosen based on his experience and covariates. (There was an extensive
technical discussion, not included in these notes, on how covariates collected during the survey
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•

were modelled and the most statistically robust models were used to estimate the abundance of
the herd)
John is used by many jurisdictions including the NWT and has an enormous amount of experience
with barren-ground caribou.

Amelie Roberto-Charron (ARC):
• Covariates, fortunate that snow cover was even, which made it helpful, a bit of balance, looking at
the different aspects that are being added into the model and looking at the biological rationale to
fine tune.
PW:
•
MC:
•

Which covariates come as many others be interested to know how that affects numbers?
Covariates: Slope, elevation, ruggedness, snow cover, visibility, clouds, airspeed, altitude, green, &
habitat. We have to pick the most suitable statistically robust models and covariates for an equally
statistically robust estimate of abundance (more technical talk).

Kevin Methuen (KM):
• How many more minutes of your presentation? Snacks as catering has arrived? Break for 15
minutes.
MC: *Continuation of Presentation on page 12*, Conclusion, Questions?
Larry Adjun (LA):
• Conclusions – findings should be consistent with IQ + consistent surveys. They’re merging into
NWT herds in last two years, and have been sighted by hunters at Contwoyto Lake, and hunters
WIMAC(?) also spotted DU Caribou. Who does that area fall under? Because it might be site or
herd specific, who looks into those areas? Are we going to look into immigration into other herds?
KM:
•
MC:
•

LML:
•
•

You can add to my comment, Mitch, but we manage on a herd-by-herd basis.
Needs to be fleshed out, we aware of it, I’m not involved as much. Amelie, Kevin and Lisa can
figure out genetics and get stamps, info on where they are with genetics, collaring program to
determine where they are and where they’re going. It’s complicated, but with original info given in
consultation with genetics to help with specific herds its doable.
Collaring and movements follows will be ultimate for DU monitoring program, couple years (since
2016) IQ saying caribou DU going to islands, unusual animal, hunters think it’s DU, collects samples
on genetic analysis, to ID where they are being located. With time we could monitor those.
Last winter Amelie deployed collars, management on going and on radar.

Dennis Ndeloh (DN):
• Follow up. Management we do is harvest management, issues come up on ecology and lack of
resources with management, some DU would from range in NWT and beyond the Nunavut hunters
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LML:
•
PW:
•
LWL:
•

ARC:
•

MC:
•

•

KM:
•

range. Will that change the way you think of it, saying oh, it is DU we are still responsible for
management, because if they go beyond where Nunavut harvesters can go, we have to deal with
that within the range, eventually they will come back, what extent do we have to go chasing after
that one?
Mixed caribou, very early, may see cases, need separate conversation about mixture, immigrated?
Conversation and separate meeting need to happen.
For Lisa, in regards to fecal monitoring, those reports are somewhere?
2016 in one of my reports – DU 2016 population survey report (not stand alone)
Last winter we worked with conservation officers and we worked with hunters. We collected
caribou feces, bringing in scientific reports to support IQ.
One animal analyzed, one animal thought to be DU but was BG based on genetics. Turn around
time is 6 months for genetics. 2021 DU Collaring genetics not returned yet but will inform when
available.
Some evidence in Kivalliq, looks like Southampton Island caribou have left island, steep declines,
herd stabilized recently, genetics came back partially mainland BG Herd. Another example for
Qamanirjuaq includes an Historic account by Anne Gunn in ‘85-‘86-‘87 suggesting many
Qamanirjuaq caribou wintered North of chesterfield inlet. No collars on caribou at the time to
confirm.
Events happened, may happen, may be possible in this case. May have gone to mainland BG herds,
does not mean they are gone forever but could come back. But worthwhile to track with genetics +
monitoring over time.
Great point, thanks for bringing that up, keep open mind.

Amanda Dumond (AD): (HTO Question)
• More comments, not liking Lisa’s comment’s of bringing scientific evidence to support IQ info.
Getting back to evidence from Contwoyto family seen changes in herd, Island caribou at McKay
Lake different as well, all common knowledge, all IQ. Need both to get full picture. Proof in 2020
survey.
• Want to know what future research could include from GN?
• Commitment from GN? Different meetings looking at other research and not to implement a TAH,
looking into Health, environment, DU Case – travel routes, migration to ocean, predators, any
specific for future research?
ARC:
•

Difficult to make specific commitments with the way funding works, need recommendations, DU
be tabled with collar data, pregnancy data and composition.
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•

MC:
•

•
•
ARC:
•

LA:

•

MC:
•

Mitch mentioned that consistency with Abundance survey should be there? 2022 next collaring
program, three years can make other programs off of that. Another long term, renew historic
collar data on migration and changes in habitat, temperature and old data all on docket now.
Priorities can change on funding and other high priority programs.
Lots of discussions internally on DU contingent and based on info, not based in region but interest
for continued monitoring and looking deeper on Mainland herd, DU are recognizable and needs to
be looked in depth for reasons I mentioned earlier, don’t want to get surprised going into a survey,
observations are there, continue monitoring and looking at genetics to track. Low cost, easy thing
to do and get started, can define an area and go onto the next stage.
Recommendation: more info important, from experience, if they (DU Caribou) are moving outside
of previously understood seasonal range, more work needed. Somebody moved somewhere, the
mainland is first place to look
If it came to a research group management decision, I’d support funding such a project.
DU always able to run samples from those animals with genetics, recently had a suspect harvested
by Cambridge Bay adding to sampling for collaring program. Always an option, and we are looking
to continue.
Suspected DU in Baker Lake?
Could be BG, but will confirm, it did not look like the other caribou too. It happened while I was
away, so I will follow up on that.

Allen Niptinatiak (AN):
• Comment, monitoring predators, you saw 27 wolves, just had hunters on holidays and they saw 30
wolves, from 3 people, one group 13, another of 8, one of 5, and 4.
• Pack of wolves that size healthy on Victoria Island, like the olden days healthy.
• Hunters are saying: Too many wolves, Government is not stepping up. Payments to hunters not
enough. Hunters say not enough, same for grizzly’s, are we going to continue data entry of
wolves? Not added to reports, hunters saying wolf counts are too high.
MC:
•
PW:
•
MC:
•

Echoing all around, survey shows high counts of wolves, will be sure to let Malik our carnivore
biologist, know and suggest a monitoring project, Ill discuss with him what he is planning..
Curious about if caribou leave and come back and genetics mix with other herds, what are
indications of that?
DU is a mix, ongoing for long time, can’t think any implications, if going away and coming, if area
changes, and if there is constant interaction, annual range needs to be reassessed. Example:
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•
LML:
•
AD:

•
•

southern extension in its range might be normal and needs to be added, understood and
surveyed?
Research in this area needs to be more in depth, as we’ve got a good start with observations by
hunters.
Compliment DU and management report, genetical reports on mixing, formed as a threat,
assessment and research, brought forward a couple years ago as something to monitor.
Comment on predators, looking at your wording Mitch, it says we’ve been monitoring predators,
we’ve been doing that already. survey shown a lot of wolves, now is time for action.
In winter time, Range of BNE, NI, BE, monitors in NWT range needs to be extended. GBL + NWR.
Hearing from everyone, lots of wolves and bears, we’ve done our monitoring, now is the time to
take action now. Results from wolf incentive hunts in NWT, lots of wolves harvested this year.

Peter Kapolak (OHTO):
• OHTO, Larry’s comment. DU seen in NWT, have seen going with Beverly, here in Bathurst Inlet.
MC:
•

Thank you, Peter for the info. Baker harvesters seeing different caribou. Samples sent out will
check status. Herds are close to each other, could be mixing groups and can track with genetics.
Lots of herds on the move, things happening that are different. Any more info from that area
would be valuable, and will continue monitoring and keep a closer eye out.

BG: (NWMB Suggestion)
• Some info, NWMB suggested to GN, make it mandatory but anything has TAH should have samples
done with anything pushing minimum 20 samples.
• Lot more patrolling from GN WLO’s/CO’s should be done whenever possible especially certain
times of year.
• Collaring caribou should be posting info, shouldn’t be harvesting, HTO’s shouldn’t be looking after
it, info to hunters should come from the GN.
KM:
•
ARC:
•

BG:

•

Thank you patrols should be more after. Good strides for Cambridge Bay office with new patrol
officer will keep patrols ongoing.
Thank you, Bobby, I have put out for approval with communication for posters and radio Ads on
info on collaring and hunting, that its not illegal and ideally not to harvest them. The GN can’t limit
the ability of someone to harvest a collard animal, we can only recommend. Will follow up on
status on info.
Can’t stop hunters from harvesting that animal, can only recommend to not harvest collared
caribou.

Bert Dean (BD):
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BG:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Comments on predators, need to flag as follow up discussion.
And more monitoring with more funding available, NTI can also support.
Structure and formalize with reports
Needs to support hunters by formalizing and documenting
Sampling really helps with reporting, and getting data and communication
CO’s – a lot of info to gather together to HTO’s have updates to formalize and document
Funding always available in different pots and programs
Willing to support
Covid delay things, a while until regular routine, but can support now with monitoring and info
from hunters with monitoring and harvest information.

•

Adding to Bert, we were doing a Muskox monitoring that started a year ago in Cambridge Bay.

Isabel Duclos (ID):
• Comment, interesting conversation to consider to agenda to submit to COSEWIC, separate
conversation. Will follow up with various groups involved in the next few days.
PT:

•
•

•
LA:

•

KM:
•

•

Comment, thank you Mitch, having worked with S + R, it can be difficult to work with aircraft
seasonal weather up here. Survey work done is pleasing from survey to organize, and coordinate.
Exceeded expectations. KIA is happy.
Expand on Amanda’s comments on predators. Have to consider predators out there, of course if
we are going to manage a declining herd, we have to focus on not just harvesters but whole
picture, KIA is pleased to be involved as participation, that survey was conducted in a manner that
included the IQ’s so KIA is pleased with that.
KIA is going to ensure Inuit rights got impeded. Thank you for involving us.
Back to incentives, WIMAC giving Ulukhaktok hunters a lot higher then in Kugluktuk. We have been
advocating for higher incentives for wolves, wolverines and grizzlies. We are right in thick of all 3
herds but incentives still low. Government needs to do something better for hunters because we
have to hunt with GNWT behind GN’s back. Still at base rate of 300$, something needs to be done
and incentives needs to increase and we are in the middle of 3 herds so something has to be done
proactively.
Thank you, all comments heard, predator work needs to be done as well. Will continue to
advocate for your HTO and all in the room when it comes to relaying that Info up the chain of
command and senior management. Like you said Peter, when dealing with a declining herd, you
have to look at the whole picture and looking around the room, no disagreements on that needs to
be done.
Thank you Mitch for the presentation and leading this survey, and for travelling here.

BREAK UNTIL 1PM
Morning minutes written by:
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Lena Davies

1:12pm: Meeting continues.
Amelie Roberto-Charron (ARC): *Presents DU Collaring Program* 36 collars deployed out of 50. 4
mortalities during collaring.
KIA: Can the HTO be compensated for the mortalities?
Kevin Methuen (KM): Yes, it is up to the HTO, on how they want to deal with it.
Lisa Marie-Leclerc (LML): We collected the samples and sent it to University of Calgary
ARC: The collaring does not represent the whole herd (DU).
KM: The meat comes back and compensation is offered.
HTO: How long does it take from start to finish? (Collaring)
ARC: Protocol is 15 minutes, We try to alleviate the stress from the animal.
Bobby Greenley (BG): Collaring on Victoria Island might be difficult to do. By the time they go to Victoria
Island, it will be difficult.
ARC: Absolutely. The reason why we looked at Victoria Island, the DU there was staying call year in Victoria
Island.
BG: Lots of ground to cover on Victoria Island when they migrate.
Ema Qaqqutaq (EQ): Thanks for the caribou (4 mortalities) that was returned to the HTO, will the HTO be
compensated?
KM: Yes.
EQ: Quana.
Amanda Dumond (AD): For slide 10, which community did the mortality go to? How many collars left?
ARC: Kugluktuk, 34 collars.
AD: LML, Is the pregnancy rate stable? Are the males part of the calculation? From previous collaring, why
are the pregnancy rate low?
LML: Deflect to ARC.
ARC: We compared the pregnancy rates in previous years, but discrepancies were identified. Information
will be verified, and as soon as possible will be shared.
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LA: Clarification, the procedure is that we capture a specific caribou in a herd. (During collaring).
ARC: Yes 1 caribou is captured in a herd, specifically females. Future recommendation, continue collaring,
do on the ground survey’s, collaborate with HTO, and stakeholders.
BG: No questions, but you can see in the animation (map), that it will be difficult in Victoria Island for
collaring/surveying.
PT: Comment, mainland has more rugged country than Victoria Island.
LCL: Try to collar in Victoria Island, collaborate with Uluhaktok for ground survey.
Peggy Adjun (PA): 1 harvested, not even 2 weeks that was collared. Maybe put it out there, in the public,
that there’s collaring going around in the area.
Allen Niptinatiak (AN): The hunter used a rifle with an open sight, Which makes it hard to see the collar.
MC: We try to blend the collar into the caribou as predators will single a collared caribou out if the collar is
coloured.
KIA: Question, main objection was the mainland, what is the next objective on Victoria Island Caribou?
ARC: Yes, we are trying to collab with NWT to collar the area.
MC: There will be discussions at the next research meeting.
PT: For the 4 that was killed, were any tags used?
KM: Yes, for the 4 that were killed, unfortunately they came out of the TAH.
KIA: How many were pregnant?
ARC: All 4 were pregnant.
BG: Question to the HTO, were all the tags used last year?
LA: Yes and we were fortunate enough that Beverly was close. Were all the DU tags used last year?
AN: Yes.
KM: Management recommendations: 105 TAH for DY in January 2021. Due to the population estimate, the
TAH stays the same (105). Update on NWT, ENR will be assisting HTC on collaring, max harvest of 50 DU
caribou per year with mandatory sampling. They’ve increased predator collection payment. (From 200$ to
600$).
LA: We are okay with 105 as it rotates annually with Cambridge Bay. But we would like 50/50 annually but
after consultations, it will rotate annually. Wolf incentives should be increased from the GN. I feel that
we’re way behind on the wolf incentives. Please continue the sample kits.
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BG: Yes we should increase on the wolf incentives. 105 TAH is fine, better than the 42 that was
recommended last year.
KM: We never had a TAH for DU before and it was challenging.
LA: I appreciate the daily input for the DU survey as it did not happen in the past.
PA: We want to inform people that this is what is happening to the herd. Keep the public informed. The
more people know, the better.
EQ: We should also focus on predation issues on the caribou as well. Not just lowering the harvest of the
caribou.
BG: I agree with the predation issue.
Kyle Ritchie (KR): Is the GN bringing anything to the board?
KM: Yes.
KR: Bathurst decision letter, is there grizzly bear/wolverine update?
MC: Yes, it was successful.
KIA: Agreeable to the status quo. We would like to see HTO get more support on predator incentives. We
would also like to see HTO do management on their own.
End Meeting ~3:30pm
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Total Allowable Harvest
Summary Report

October 26, 2021

Various DOE Staff
Department of Environment
Government of Nunavut
Kugluktuk, NU

Executive Summary
Government of Nunavut (GN), Department of Environment (DOE) conducted a consultation with
Omingmaktok Hunters and Trappers Organization (OHTO), Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association
(KAA), and Ekaluktutialik Hunters and Trappers Organization (EHTO) on September 16th, 2021,
regarding the Dolphin and Union caribou herd. Other stakeholders in attendance included
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB), Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. (NTI), Kitikmeot Regional
Wildlife Board (KRWB), Kitikmeot Inuit Association (KitIA), and Environment and Climate Change
Canada (ECCC).
The intent of this consultation was to discuss the 2020 Dolphin and Union caribou abundance
survey results, the 2021 collaring results, and the continued Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) of 105,
which was implemented in January 2021. The consultation was held to ensure the affected
Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs) were well informed on all the most recent
information for this subpopulation and provided an opportunity to hear and better understand
concerns associated with the TAH.
The consultation included two presentations given by DOE staff. The first was an overview of the
2020 abundance survey, analysis, results, management decisions, and timeline since the survey
was completed. The second was a presentation given by DOE on collars that were deployed in
April 2021. Each of the stakeholder groups in attendance was given an opportunity to ask
questions and to provide input. There was consistent input from groups present that the GN-DOE
has stepped up their efforts in addressing concerns raised regarding communication and taking
into consideration HTO input in project design. Additionally, although the 2020 abundance
estimate confirmed the 2018 decline, which was disappointing, there is confidence behind the
number due to community input that was garnered during the survey planning process, and the
vast area covered by three planes during the survey.
Predators were identified by many of the consultation participants as one of the highest threats
to the Dolphin and Union caribou herd and a main cause of observed population declines. There
were concerns expressed about increased human activities such as industrial development and
shipping, which are believed to have detrimental impacts on the health of the herd and sea-ice
integrity for migration between Victoria Island and the mainland. There was consistent
agreement between the HTO representatives that the present TAH of 105 would be reasonable
to keep in place at this time.
The feedback collected during this consultation will aid the GN in future management and
research of the Dolphin and Union caribou herd.
This report attempts to summarize the comments made by participants during the consultation.
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ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ (GN), ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (OHTO), ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (KAA), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (EHTO) ᐅᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 16, 2021, ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑖᕙᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB), ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃ ᑎᒥᖓᑦ (NTI), ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
(KRWB), ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (KitIA), ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (ECCC).
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᖓ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᓗᒍ 2020 ᑖᕙᓐ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓐᓂᐊᓐ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂ, 2021 ᖁᖓᓯᕈᖅᓯᖃᑦᑕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ (TAH) ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 105,
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2021. ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ (HTO) ᐱᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᑦᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᕕᔅᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᓂᖅᓴᕆᓗᒋᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑐᐊᓂᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ (TAH).
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᕐᕉᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ 2020 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓐᓂᑦ. ᐊᐃᑉᐸᖓ ᑕᑯᔅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᖁᖓᓯᕈᕐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᐳᕈ 2021. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐱᔪᒥᒍᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ.
ᐊᔾᔨᖐᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ−ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂ
ᑐᓴᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᒌᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ
ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, 2020 ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒥᔅᓴᐅᓴᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 2018
ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᖁᕕᐊᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ, ᖁᓚᖏᓐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒥ
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᖃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᖏᔫᓂᖓ ᓇᒦᓐᓂᖓ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᓲᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐊᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᖅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ
ᖁᐊᖅᓵᖅᓇᖅᑐᒧᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᓯᑲᖅᑕᕐᓃᑦ, ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓱᕋᐃᔭᐃᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᙱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑕᕆᐅᑉ−ᓯᑰᑉ ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑎᕕᐊᑕ.
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ
ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒋᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ
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ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑲᔭᖅᑐᑎ
ᐃᓂᖓᓃᑏᓐᓇᕐᓗᒍ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ.
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᑉ
ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᒪᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᒐᕙᒪᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ.

iii
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Preface
This report represents the Department of Environment’s best efforts to accurately capture all
the information that was shared during a consultation meeting with Omingmaktok Hunters
and Trappers Organization (OHTO), Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association (KAA), and Ekaluktutialik
Hunters and Trappers Organization (EHTO) on September 16th, 2021.
The views expressed herein do not necessarily reflect those of the Department of
Environment, or the Government of Nunavut.
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1.0 Report Purpose and Structure
This report is intended to collate and summarize comments, questions, concerns and
suggestions provided by participants at the September 16th, 2021, consultation in Kugluktuk
on Dolphin and Union caribou research and management. Representatives from the affected
HTOs, DOE, KIA, NWMB, NTI, and the KRWB attended the consultation either in person or by
phone. ECCC also attended by phone.
2.1 Purpose of Consultation
The purpose of the consultation was to meet with the affected HTOs, including OHTO, KAA,
and EHTO, and other relevant stakeholders to discuss the results from the 2020 population
abundance survey, 2021 collaring, and the TAH recommendation. An overview of the results
from the 2020 Dolphin and Union aerial survey, and 2021 collaring work was provided
through a presentation given by DOE representatives.
In addition, the meeting served to provide an opportunity for representatives from affected
HTOs and co-management partners to receive an overview, provide their feedback, and ask
questions related to the 2020 survey results, 2021 collaring and current management actions.
The consultation was also intended to ensure that the HTOs were well informed on all the
most recent information and plans regarding the upcoming Dolphin and Union survey. The
consultation allowed HTOs and community members to voice any requests they may have
regarding the survey. It is important that all stakeholders work together to manage this
subpopulation in the future.
2.2 Format of Meetings
The meeting was held on September 16th, 2021 and ran for approximately 6 hours. The
meeting was facilitated and led by the DOE Kitikmeot Wildlife Manager, Kevin Methuen. The
meeting began with opening remarks by Kevin Methuen, a prayer by Peter Taptuna, and
roundtable introductions. This was followed by a presentation on the 2020 abundance survey
by the Kivalliq Regional Biologist, Mitch Campbell. Questions took place during the
presentation and participants were invited to ask questions, raise concerns, or provide advice
following the presentation. A roundtable to allow feedback and input from the HTOs and comanagement partners followed. A presentation on the 2021 collaring work was given by
Kitikmeot Regional Biologist, Amélie Roberto-Charron. KIA, NTI, NWMB and ECCC were also
given the opportunity to provide input. Kevin Methuen presented the GN recommendation to
maintain the TAH of 105. Questions were then asked regarding the process associated with the
TAH, followed by closing remarks.
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3.1 Summary of Consultation
The objectives of the consultation were made clear to the HTO members prior to and at
the start of the meeting. Meeting was hybrid of in-person and phone-in.
Date: September 16th, 2021
Representatives:
•

GN-DOE
o Kitikmeot Regional Manager - Kevin Methuen
o Kitikmeot Regional Biologist - Amélie Roberto-Charron
o Kivalliq Regional Biologist - Mitch Campbell
o Kitikmeot Wildlife Technician – Terry Milton
o Conservation Officer III – Allen Niptanatiak
o Kitikmeot Wildlife Technician Trainee – Lena Davies
o Kitikmeot Regional Biologist – Lisa-Marie Leclerc

•

NWMB
o Species at Risk Biologist – Kyle Ritchie
o Wildlife Director - Denis Ndeloh

•

Kitikmeot Inuit Association
o Environment Officer - Peter Taptuna

•

Burnside HTO
o Absent

•

Omingmaktok HTO
o Chairman - Peter Kapolak

•

Kugluktuk HTO
o Manager – Amanda
Dumond
o Chairman - Larry Adjun

•

Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board
o Coordinator - Ema Qaqqutaq
o Coordinator - Peggy Adjun
o Technical Advisor – Pamela Wong

•

Cambridge Bay HTO
o Chairman - Bobby Greenley

•

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc.
o Assistant Director of Wildlife and Environment - Bert Dean
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•

Environment and Climate Change Canada, Canadian Wildlife Service
o Species At Risk Biologist - Isabelle Duclos
o Species At Risk Biologist – Carine Cote-Germain

Summary of Comments and Questions:
•

HTOs are appreciative of the improved collaboration and partnerships in the 2020
survey and 2021 collaring work and commend the GN for making the survey a priority.
HTOs appreciated being asked for their input in the design and planning of both
projects. Working together is very important.

•

All HTOs expressed that predators are a main threat to the Dolphin and Union herd
and are contributing to the population decline, and that the sample payment from the
GN needs to be increased.

•

Collaring is important and should be maintained going forward to help with monitoring.

•

Communities want the sample kit program to continue to ensure the health of the
herd is monitored.

•

KAA would like more focus on the DU herd near Contwoyto Lake, and more focus on
vegetation studies in DU range.

•

KRWB feels posters are very effective way to keep communities informed of collaring
and TAH, communication is key.

•

OHTO reported DU caribou joining Beverly caribou herd near Bathurst Inlet area.

•

KIA feels predator management should be core aspect of managing a declining caribou
herd. They feel that HTOs should get more support from GN on predator incentives,
community management plans. KIA complemented the GN on the 2020 survey effort
and its attention to community concerns and involvement. KIA hopes to see this kind
of collaborative effeot continue for future GN research programs.

•

Most participants felt that a TAH of 105 is still reasonable to keep in place moving
forward, given the 2020 abundance estimate and confidence in the result of that
survey.
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4.0 Summary
HTOs feel it is important to recognize that predators are a main threat to the herd and are a
main contributing factor to the population decline. Harvesting is not the cause of the decline.
HTOs felt comfortable with the GN recommendation to maintain the TAH of 105, based on the
2020 survey estimate.
All parties present felt the recent collaboration between the DOE and relevant stakeholders,
on the 2020 Dolphin and Union population abundance survey, is a big step in the right
direction for re-building relationships and trust in research. All co-management partners were
also happy with the process that was followed for the 2021 collaring work, and efforts made
by GN staff on that program. During the consultation, the DOE representatives were able to
communicate the next steps in the management decision process. The TAH of 105 will remain
in place until the NWMB has been able to review the latest submission file, based on the best
available information, and decide on the harvest of Dolphin and Union caribou.
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Dolphin and Union Meeting Transcript
September 16th, 2021

GN DU Caribou Management Consultation
Meeting Minutes
September 16th, 2021
Visitor Heritage Center (Ulu Building)

Present:
• DoE (GN): Kevin Methuen, Mitch Campbell, Amelie Roberto-Charron, Lisa Marie Leclerc, Allen
Niptinatiak, Lena Davies, Terry Milton
• KAA: Amanda Dumond, Larry Adjun
• OHTO: Peter Kapolak
• EHTO: Bobby Greenley
• KRWB: Pamela Wong, Peggy Adjun, Ema Qaqqutaq
• NTI: Bert Dean
• ECCC: Isabelle Duclos, Karine
• KIA: Peter Taptuna
• NWMB: Kyle Ritchie and Dennis Ndeloh
Absent:
• BHTO
9:17am: Meeting Begins, Introduction, Opening Prayer (Peter Taptuna)
Mitch Campbell (MC):
• Presented on 2020 Fall Abundance Survey, which happened in October 2020, covid issues
complicated the survey effort but were overcome. . The survey was tricky due to restricted time in
which to conduct it, and the large geographic area that all stakeholders wanted to see included..
Bobby Greenley (BG):
• Add bigger range for DU since they travel further south every winter (Suggestion)
MC:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Amelie has a collaring program to help redraw & plan moving forward.
The survey was put together in a short time, great group effort from all stakeholders.
We tried to draft out areas to survey. We went to communities and came up with final strata to
survey.
We used 3 aircraft, in the red area, we saw the most, but in the blue area, not so much, & black
area was low density.
For aircraft, we had 2 Caravans and one Twin Otter, the Caravans had longer endurance.
Method: Double observer pair, distance sampling method. Double observer pairs offer extra
robustness to results. Observers switched seats throughout the day, which helps with the
determination of individual observer sightability determinations. Every plane had great observers
chosen by the HTO’s.

•

•

Some concerns in the past surveys, weren’t binning properly, worries of mistakes & reducing
overall count. These concerns were not evident in this survey. We used distance sampling as HTOs
were concerned that off transect observations were not included in past surveys. Distance
sampling is a method that allows for more observations further from the airplane to be included in
the final estimate..
4 active collars during survey, not ideal but gives a bit of security. All collars sighted within high
density areas and predicted by historical fall range use

Lisa-Marie Leclec (LML):
• If looking at MW A strata, collar there on Oct 24, moved towards coast, when did they reach high
density strata? MC: that one died before it got to the coast.
• Similar one that just died way inland, did not move much then ended up dying in middle of
November?
MC:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

May have had problem before it died, we did see caribou within that strata.
All high + medium density was done quickly with no weather issues, done in a 2 day period
(Medium), high density done in 1 day.
Downside of multiple planes is cost.
Very little weather issues, LDWC strata did not finish a small portion due to weather.
LDEC, top 4 transects not finished, seen nothing adjacent to that area. LDE eastern most transects
not surveyed because of low clouds, some caribou seen but very low density.
In the very high, high and medium density area, all good visibility.
A very small amount of reduced visibility in medium density area but patchy and not extensive.
Effected a very small area. We were not able to survey all the transects , but all important areas
were completed and an estimated . 92-93% of low-density areas were completed.
We had some good aggregation of caribou in yellow which is medium density areas.
We saw 29 wolves total, which are red triangles on the map 27 were spotted in high density areas.
No grizzlies were seen, two wolverines, 30 moose-on mainland, 637 muskox and some caribou on
Kent Peninsula.
In terms of the estimate, without the mainland included, working on different methods, we ended
up with a number of models, (all technical talk), they look at how many caribou were missed, in
terms of double observer, we picked the model that best suits the situation. The models square off
the curve and populate the estimates. This result shows a higher number (more technical talk).
Island count of caribou is 1264, mainland 1330. Abundance estimate overall is 3579. With
mainland strata, it is closer to 4000.
Hoping to get under 15% CV, we got 13%. 95% confidence interval. We are 95%confident that the
actual number of caribou in the survey area, lie between 2,900 and 4,966(or 5000). We are almost
certain that the actual number lies within that area.

Pamela Wong (PW):
• Folks not familiar with modeling, explain how you choose the model to get the estimate?
MC:
•

John Boulanger was contracted out to use model, statistically, least variability, all combinations of
covariates, model chosen based on his experience and covariates. (There was an extensive
technical discussion, not included in these notes, on how covariates collected during the survey

•

were modelled and the most statistically robust models were used to estimate the abundance of
the herd)
John is used by many jurisdictions including the NWT and has an enormous amount of experience
with barren-ground caribou.

Amelie Roberto-Charron (ARC):
• Covariates, fortunate that snow cover was even, which made it helpful, a bit of balance, looking at
the different aspects that are being added into the model and looking at the biological rationale to
fine tune.
PW:
•
MC:
•

Which covariates come as many others be interested to know how that affects numbers?
Covariates: Slope, elevation, ruggedness, snow cover, visibility, clouds, airspeed, altitude, green, &
habitat. We have to pick the most suitable statistically robust models and covariates for an equally
statistically robust estimate of abundance (more technical talk).

Kevin Methuen (KM):
• How many more minutes of your presentation? Snacks as catering has arrived? Break for 15
minutes.
MC: *Continuation of Presentation on page 12*, Conclusion, Questions?
Larry Adjun (LA):
• Conclusions – findings should be consistent with IQ + consistent surveys. They’re merging into
NWT herds in last two years, and have been sighted by hunters at Contwoyto Lake, and hunters
WIMAC(?) also spotted DU Caribou. Who does that area fall under? Because it might be site or
herd specific, who looks into those areas? Are we going to look into immigration into other herds?
KM:
•
MC:
•

LML:
•

•

You can add to my comment, Mitch, but we manage on a herd-by-herd basis.
Needs to be fleshed out, we aware of it, I’m not involved as much. Amelie, Kevin and Lisa can
figure out genetics and get stamps, info on where they are with genetics, collaring program to
determine where they are and where they’re going. It’s complicated, but with original info given in
consultation with genetics to help with specific herds its doable.
Collaring and movements follows will be ultimate for DU monitoring program, couple years (since
2016) IQ saying caribou DU going to islands, unusual animal, hunters think it’s DU, collects samples
on genetic analysis, to ID where they are being located. With time we could monitor those.
Last winter Amelie deployed collars, management on going and on radar.

Dennis Ndeloh (DN):
• Follow up. Management we do is harvest management, issues come up on ecology and lack of
resources with management, some DU would from range in NWT and beyond the Nunavut hunters

LML:
•
PW:
•
LWL:
•

ARC:
•

MC:
•

•

KM:
•

range. Will that change the way you think of it, saying oh, it is DU we are still responsible for
management, because if they go beyond where Nunavut harvesters can go, we have to deal with
that within the range, eventually they will come back, what extent do we have to go chasing after
that one?
Mixed caribou, very early, may see cases, need separate conversation about mixture, immigrated?
Conversation and separate meeting need to happen.
For Lisa, in regards to fecal monitoring, those reports are somewhere?
2016 in one of my reports – DU 2016 population survey report (not stand alone)
Last winter we worked with conservation officers and we worked with hunters. We collected
caribou feces, bringing in scientific reports to support IQ.
One animal analyzed, one animal thought to be DU but was BG based on genetics. Turn around
time is 6 months for genetics. 2021 DU Collaring genetics not returned yet but will inform when
available.
Some evidence in Kivalliq, looks like Southampton Island caribou have left island, steep declines,
herd stabilized recently, genetics came back partially mainland BG Herd. Another example for
Qamanirjuaq includes an Historic account by Anne Gunn in ‘85-‘86-‘87 suggesting many
Qamanirjuaq caribou wintered North of chesterfield inlet. No collars on caribou at the time to
confirm.
Events happened, may happen, may be possible in this case. May have gone to mainland BG herds,
does not mean they are gone forever but could come back. But worthwhile to track with genetics +
monitoring over time.
Great point, thanks for bringing that up, keep open mind.

Amanda Dumond (AD): (HTO Question)
• More comments, not liking Lisa’s comment’s of bringing scientific evidence to support IQ info.
Getting back to evidence from Contwoyto family seen changes in herd, Island caribou at McKay
Lake different as well, all common knowledge, all IQ. Need both to get full picture. Proof in 2020
survey.
• Want to know what future research could include from GN?
• Commitment from GN? Different meetings looking at other research and not to implement a TAH,
looking into Health, environment, DU Case – travel routes, migration to ocean, predators, any
specific for future research?
ARC:
•

Difficult to make specific commitments with the way funding works, need recommendations, DU
be tabled with collar data, pregnancy data and composition.

•

MC:
•

•
•
ARC:
•

LA:

•

MC:
•

Mitch mentioned that consistency with Abundance survey should be there? 2022 next collaring
program, three years can make other programs off of that. Another long term, renew historic
collar data on migration and changes in habitat, temperature and old data all on docket now.
Priorities can change on funding and other high priority programs.
Lots of discussions internally on DU contingent and based on info, not based in region but interest
for continued monitoring and looking deeper on Mainland herd, DU are recognizable and needs to
be looked in depth for reasons I mentioned earlier, don’t want to get surprised going into a survey,
observations are there, continue monitoring and looking at genetics to track. Low cost, easy thing
to do and get started, can define an area and go onto the next stage.
Recommendation: more info important, from experience, if they (DU Caribou) are moving outside
of previously understood seasonal range, more work needed. Somebody moved somewhere, the
mainland is first place to look
If it came to a research group management decision, I’d support funding such a project.
DU always able to run samples from those animals with genetics, recently had a suspect harvested
by Cambridge Bay adding to sampling for collaring program. Always an option, and we are looking
to continue.
Suspected DU in Baker Lake?
Could be BG, but will confirm, it did not look like the other caribou too. It happened while I was
away, so I will follow up on that.

Allen Niptinatiak (AN):
• Comment, monitoring predators, you saw 27 wolves, just had hunters on holidays and they saw 30
wolves, from 3 people, one group 13, another of 8, one of 5, and 4.
• Pack of wolves that size healthy on Victoria Island, like the olden days healthy.
• Hunters are saying: Too many wolves, Government is not stepping up. Payments to hunters not
enough. Hunters say not enough, same for grizzly’s, are we going to continue data entry of
wolves? Not added to reports, hunters saying wolf counts are too high.
MC:
•
PW:
•
MC:
•

Echoing all around, survey shows high counts of wolves, will be sure to let Malik our carnivore
biologist, know and suggest a monitoring project, Ill discuss with him what he is planning..
Curious about if caribou leave and come back and genetics mix with other herds, what are
indications of that?
DU is a mix, ongoing for long time, can’t think any implications, if going away and coming, if area
changes, and if there is constant interaction, annual range needs to be reassessed. Example:

•
LML:
•
AD:

•
•

southern extension in its range might be normal and needs to be added, understood and
surveyed?
Research in this area needs to be more in depth, as we’ve got a good start with observations by
hunters.
Compliment DU and management report, genetical reports on mixing, formed as a threat,
assessment and research, brought forward a couple years ago as something to monitor.
Comment on predators, looking at your wording Mitch, it says we’ve been monitoring predators,
we’ve been doing that already. survey shown a lot of wolves, now is time for action.
In winter time, Range of BNE, NI, BE, monitors in NWT range needs to be extended. GBL + NWR.
Hearing from everyone, lots of wolves and bears, we’ve done our monitoring, now is the time to
take action now. Results from wolf incentive hunts in NWT, lots of wolves harvested this year.

Peter Kapolak (OHTO):
• OHTO, Larry’s comment. DU seen in NWT, have seen going with Beverly, here in Bathurst Inlet.
MC:
•

Thank you, Peter for the info. Baker harvesters seeing different caribou. Samples sent out will
check status. Herds are close to each other, could be mixing groups and can track with genetics.
Lots of herds on the move, things happening that are different. Any more info from that area
would be valuable, and will continue monitoring and keep a closer eye out.

BG: (NWMB Suggestion)
• Some info, NWMB suggested to GN, make it mandatory but anything has TAH should have samples
done with anything pushing minimum 20 samples.
• Lot more patrolling from GN WLO’s/CO’s should be done whenever possible especially certain
times of year.
• Collaring caribou should be posting info, shouldn’t be harvesting, HTO’s shouldn’t be looking after
it, info to hunters should come from the GN.
KM:
•
ARC:
•

BG:

•

Thank you patrols should be more after. Good strides for Cambridge Bay office with new patrol
officer will keep patrols ongoing.
Thank you, Bobby, I have put out for approval with communication for posters and radio Ads on
info on collaring and hunting, that its not illegal and ideally not to harvest them. The GN can’t limit
the ability of someone to harvest a collard animal, we can only recommend. Will follow up on
status on info.
Can’t stop hunters from harvesting that animal, can only recommend to not harvest collared
caribou.

Bert Dean (BD):

BG:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Comments on predators, need to flag as follow up discussion.
And more monitoring with more funding available, NTI can also support.
Structure and formalize with reports
Needs to support hunters by formalizing and documenting
Sampling really helps with reporting, and getting data and communication
CO’s – a lot of info to gather together to HTO’s have updates to formalize and document
Funding always available in different pots and programs
Willing to support
Covid delay things, a while until regular routine, but can support now with monitoring and info
from hunters with monitoring and harvest information.

•

Adding to Bert, we were doing a Muskox monitoring that started a year ago in Cambridge Bay.

Isabel Duclos (ID):
• Comment, interesting conversation to consider to agenda to submit to COSEWIC, separate
conversation. Will follow up with various groups involved in the next few days.
PT:

•
•

•
LA:

•

KM:
•

•

Comment, thank you Mitch, having worked with S + R, it can be difficult to work with aircraft
seasonal weather up here. Survey work done is pleasing from survey to organize, and coordinate.
Exceeded expectations. KIA is happy.
Expand on Amanda’s comments on predators. Have to consider predators out there, of course if
we are going to manage a declining herd, we have to focus on not just harvesters but whole
picture, KIA is pleased to be involved as participation, that survey was conducted in a manner that
included the IQ’s so KIA is pleased with that.
KIA is going to ensure Inuit rights got impeded. Thank you for involving us.
Back to incentives, WIMAC giving Ulukhaktok hunters a lot higher then in Kugluktuk. We have been
advocating for higher incentives for wolves, wolverines and grizzlies. We are right in thick of all 3
herds but incentives still low. Government needs to do something better for hunters because we
have to hunt with GNWT behind GN’s back. Still at base rate of 300$, something needs to be done
and incentives needs to increase and we are in the middle of 3 herds so something has to be done
proactively.
Thank you, all comments heard, predator work needs to be done as well. Will continue to
advocate for your HTO and all in the room when it comes to relaying that Info up the chain of
command and senior management. Like you said Peter, when dealing with a declining herd, you
have to look at the whole picture and looking around the room, no disagreements on that needs to
be done.
Thank you Mitch for the presentation and leading this survey, and for travelling here.

BREAK UNTIL 1PM
Morning minutes written by:

Lena Davies

1:12pm: Meeting continues.
Amelie Roberto-Charron (ARC): *Presents DU Collaring Program* 36 collars deployed out of 50. 4
mortalities during collaring.
KIA: Can the HTO be compensated for the mortalities?
Kevin Methuen (KM): Yes, it is up to the HTO, on how they want to deal with it.
Lisa Marie-Leclerc (LML): We collected the samples and sent it to University of Calgary
ARC: The collaring does not represent the whole herd (DU).
KM: The meat comes back and compensation is offered.
HTO: How long does it take from start to finish? (Collaring)
ARC: Protocol is 15 minutes, We try to alleviate the stress from the animal.
Bobby Greenley (BG): Collaring on Victoria Island might be difficult to do. By the time they go to Victoria
Island, it will be difficult.
ARC: Absolutely. The reason why we looked at Victoria Island, the DU there was staying call year in Victoria
Island.
BG: Lots of ground to cover on Victoria Island when they migrate.
Ema Qaqqutaq (EQ): Thanks for the caribou (4 mortalities) that was returned to the HTO, will the HTO be
compensated?
KM: Yes.
EQ: Quana.
Amanda Dumond (AD): For slide 10, which community did the mortality go to? How many collars left?
ARC: Kugluktuk, 34 collars.
AD: LML, Is the pregnancy rate stable? Are the males part of the calculation? From previous collaring, why
are the pregnancy rate low?
LML: Deflect to ARC.
ARC: We compared the pregnancy rates in previous years, but discrepancies were identified. Information
will be verified, and as soon as possible will be shared.

LA: Clarification, the procedure is that we capture a specific caribou in a herd. (During collaring).
ARC: Yes 1 caribou is captured in a herd, specifically females. Future recommendation, continue collaring,
do on the ground survey’s, collaborate with HTO, and stakeholders.
BG: No questions, but you can see in the animation (map), that it will be difficult in Victoria Island for
collaring/surveying.
PT: Comment, mainland has more rugged country than Victoria Island.
LCL: Try to collar in Victoria Island, collaborate with Uluhaktok for ground survey.
Peggy Adjun (PA): 1 harvested, not even 2 weeks that was collared. Maybe put it out there, in the public,
that there’s collaring going around in the area.
Allen Niptinatiak (AN): The hunter used a rifle with an open sight, Which makes it hard to see the collar.
MC: We try to blend the collar into the caribou as predators will single a collared caribou out if the collar is
coloured.
KIA: Question, main objection was the mainland, what is the next objective on Victoria Island Caribou?
ARC: Yes, we are trying to collab with NWT to collar the area.
MC: There will be discussions at the next research meeting.
PT: For the 4 that was killed, were any tags used?
KM: Yes, for the 4 that were killed, unfortunately they came out of the TAH.
KIA: How many were pregnant?
ARC: All 4 were pregnant.
BG: Question to the HTO, were all the tags used last year?
LA: Yes and we were fortunate enough that Beverly was close. Were all the DU tags used last year?
AN: Yes.
KM: Management recommendations: 105 TAH for DY in January 2021. Due to the population estimate, the
TAH stays the same (105). Update on NWT, ENR will be assisting HTC on collaring, max harvest of 50 DU
caribou per year with mandatory sampling. They’ve increased predator collection payment. (From 200$ to
600$).
LA: We are okay with 105 as it rotates annually with Cambridge Bay. But we would like 50/50 annually but
after consultations, it will rotate annually. Wolf incentives should be increased from the GN. I feel that
we’re way behind on the wolf incentives. Please continue the sample kits.

BG: Yes we should increase on the wolf incentives. 105 TAH is fine, better than the 42 that was
recommended last year.
KM: We never had a TAH for DU before and it was challenging.
LA: I appreciate the daily input for the DU survey as it did not happen in the past.
PA: We want to inform people that this is what is happening to the herd. Keep the public informed. The
more people know, the better.
EQ: We should also focus on predation issues on the caribou as well. Not just lowering the harvest of the
caribou.
BG: I agree with the predation issue.
Kyle Ritchie (KR): Is the GN bringing anything to the board?
KM: Yes.
KR: Bathurst decision letter, is there grizzly bear/wolverine update?
MC: Yes, it was successful.
KIA: Agreeable to the status quo. We would like to see HTO get more support on predator incentives. We
would also like to see HTO do management on their own.
End Meeting ~3:30pm
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ABSTRACT
Between October 22 and November 2, 2020, we estimated the abundance of
Dolphin and Union (DU) caribou on their fall range on Victoria Island and the
Kitikmeot mainland, near the Coronation Gulf, Bathurst Inlet, and Kent Peninsula.
We opted to diverge from the previous costal survey methods (conducted in fall
1997, 2007, 2015, and 2018) for three main reasons. Firstly, local hunters from the
communities of Kugluktuk, Cambridge Bay, and Ulukhaktok believed current
estimates of abundance, and DU caribou telemetry locations, were not
representative of observed changes in DU caribou seasonal range use and
migratory behaviors in recent years. Communities also reported recent declines
but requested a larger survey effort to ensure changes in caribou behavior were
not invalidating the coastal survey method. Secondly, only 4 collars remained from
a 50-collar deployment program initiated in spring 2018. This lack of current
telemetry data raised concerns that the low number of collars may not be
representative of DU caribou fall distributions and movements, making the
telemetry dependent coastal survey method less reliable. Thirdly, the need for a
new estimate was considered urgent by stakeholders based on the 2018 survey
reporting of a 78% decline in abundance between 2015 and 2018. During this
period, DU caribou abundance declined from 18,413 (95% CI = 11,644 – 25,182;
CV = 17%) caribou in 2015 to 4,105 (95% CI = 2,931 - 5,750; CV = 17%) in 2018.
We used previous years’ survey results, historical and current collar data, a spatial
assessment of historical collar data, and local Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) to
develop abundance strata over a much larger area than covered in previous fall
surveys. We used the double observer pair and distance sampling methods to
visually assess caribou abundance. In total, we surveyed 130,187 km2, of which
105,577 km2 was on Victoria Island, representing half of the island’s surface area.
We observed 1,330 caribou within 209 groups on transect and 101 caribou that
were off transect, 452 muskox within 47 groups, 30 moose within 13 groups, 28
wolves within 10 groups, and 2 wolverines. In total we estimated 3,815 (95% CI =
2

2,930–4,966, CV= 13%) caribou across all strata on both Victoria Island and the
mainland, of which 3,579 (95% CI = 2,758-4,644; CV = 13%) caribou were
estimated within Victoria Island strata, and 236 (95% CI = 57-980; CV = 74%)
caribou within mainland strata.

An assessment of the change in abundance

between the fall 2018 and fall 2020 abundance estimates was not found to be
significant, with confidence limits overlapping, thus yielding no quantitative
conclusion that herd numbers had significantly changed between 2018 and 2020.
However, the ratio of estimates between 2018 and 2020 suggests an overall
reduction in herd size of 7% to 13%, which amounts to yearly changes between
these two survey periods of 4% to 7%. Due to the importance of the Dolphin and
Union herd to Inuit subsistence and culture, the implications of the decline are
serious.

Key words: Caribou, Barren-Ground Caribou, Dolphin and Union Caribou, Aerial
Survey, Fall, Visual Survey, Kitikmeot Region, Double Observer Pair Method,
Distribution, Movements, Distance Sampling, Population Structure, Nunavut,
Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus x pearyi, Population Survey, Caribou Fall
Distribution.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Caribou are circumpolar in their distribution and occur in northern parts of Eurasia
and North America. In Canada, caribou are represented by four subspecies;
Peary (Rangifer tarandus pearyi), woodland (R. t. caribou), grant’s (R. t. granti),
and barren-ground (R. t. groenlandicus). However, a fifth grouping, known as
Dolphin and Union caribou (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus x pearyi), differ from
both Peary and barren-ground caribou genetically, making them unique amongst
North American caribou populations (McFarlane et al., 2016; Serrouya et al.
2012). Dolphin and Union (DU) caribou share traits from both barren-ground and
Peary caribou in regards to their appearance and behavior.

Generally, DU

caribou are smaller bodied than barren-ground caribou, and lack the dark brown
coloration which is typical of barren-ground caribou. While slightly larger bodied
than Peary caribou, DU caribou are similar in coloration, with their characteristic
lighter pelage (Poole et al., 2010). DU caribou tend to share the lighter slate grey
coloration of their antler velvet with Peary caribou, while differing from the more
commonly dark chocolate brown antler velvet of barren-ground caribou (Gunn et
al., 1997). Behaviorally, DU caribou, like Peary caribou, spend their entire annual
cycle in high arctic habitats, while their extensive seasonal migration across the
sea ice to winter on the Nunavut mainland is reminiscent of the barren-ground
subspecies (groenlandicus), with whom they seasonally mix.
DU caribou are known to occupy an annual range that encompasses the majority
of Victoria Island, and the northern extents of the Nunavut mainland in the vicinity
of the Coronation Gulf, Bathurst Inlet, and Kent Peninsula (Figure 1). Most
collared DU caribou cows (from 1987 to 2020) have calved and spent their
summer months on Victoria Island, at times mixing with Peary caribou within the
central and northern extents of the island (Davison and Williams, 2019). Though
named for the Dolphin and Union Straight where the DU caribou once commonly
11
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migrated during fall to their mainland seasonal winter range, most migratory DU
caribou now migrate across the Dease Strait to their wintering grounds along, and
inland from, the eastern shores of the Coronation Gulf, and in the vicinity of
Bathurst Inlet and Kent Peninsula (Gunn et al. 1997).

Recent Inuit

Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ), collected during pre-survey consultations, suggests that
this annual cycle has changed in recent years with evidence of change in
seasonal range affinity and migratory patterns (Roberto-Charron, 2020). Hunters
from the communities of Cambridge Bay, Kugluktuk and Ulukhaktok are reporting
larger numbers of DU caribou remaining year-round on Victoria Island, while
mainland hunters have reported DU caribou in the vicinity of Contwoyto Lake
mixing with the mainland herds within the last two to three years (Figure 1).
Though DU caribou occupy a largely discreet winter range, there is overlap with
barren-ground caribou, including the Beverly, and Bathurst herds, most
pronounced in early fall and spring within the southern extents of the DU caribou
known annual range (Campbell et al. 2012a; Campbell et al. 2012b) (Figure 1).
Furthermore, the DU caribou overlap in range with Peary caribou (Campbell et al.
2012b; Davison and Williams, 2019; Gunn et al. 1997). Following a June 1994
calving survey across Victoria Island reported by Gunn et al. (1997), field
biologists were concerned that all aggregations of DU caribou were not assessed,
and that there was confusion between Peary caribou aggregations and DU
caribou aggregations. Biologists at the time believed that to adequately assess
DU caribou during calving, an island wide survey may have to be considered, and
that consideration of such a survey, at that time, may not be logistically feasible.
In response to this finding, a coastal survey methodology was developed and
deployed in fall 1997 (Nishi and Gunn, 2004). This survey method had the
advantage of dramatically reducing the survey study area. Additionally, it was
completed when Peary caribou were largely separated from DU caribou, and it
monitored the DU caribou during their pre-fall migration staging along the
southern Victoria Island coast waiting for the sea ice to form just prior to their
migration across the Dolphin and Union, and Dease Strait to the Nunavut
12

mainland. When combined with an intensive satellite telemetry program, the
method proved highly successful, and in 1997 the first complete abundance
estimate of the Dolphin and Union herd was realized. Since 1997, the fall survey
method has been implemented in 2007, 2015, and 2018.
Throughout the coastal survey history of the DU caribou population, the overall
trend has indicated a statistically significant and steady decline (Gunn et al., 2011;
Leclerc and Boulanger, 2019). DU caribou herd abundance has declined from
34,558 (95% CI = 27,757 to 41,359; CV = 12%) in 1997, to 27,787 (95% CI =
20,250 to 35,324; CV = 13%) in 2007 (19% decline), to 18,413 (95% CI = 11,644
to 25,182; CV = 17%) in 2015 (34% decline), finally plummeting to 4,105 (95% CI
= 2,931 to 5,750; CV = 17%) by 2018. This indicates an overall decline of 78%
between 2015 and 2018 and 4.2% per year and almost a doubling in the annual
rates of decline since fall 1997. The annual rate of decline between 1997 and
2015 was 2.6% per year (Nishi and Gunn, 2004; Dumond and Lee, 2013; Leclerc
and Boulanger, 2018). Reasons for this dramatic decline between 2015 and 2018
are yet unknown, however contributing factors likely involve a combination of
factors including, but not limited to, predation, harvesting, forage quantity, quality
and availability, changes in sea ice conditions, parasites and disease. Leclerc
and Boulanger (2018), estimated collared female survival at 0.62 (SE=0.07,
CI=0.48-0.75), which included known hunting and natural mortality. If known
hunting mortality was excluded from survival estimates, then survival increased
to 0.72, providing compelling evidence to suggest that hunting mortality is likely
contributing to the observed decline in demographic rates.

Regardless, the

estimated survival rate of 0.72 indicated a declining population.
DU caribou status was originally assessed as a single unit with Peary Caribou,
and together they were identified as Threatened in 1979. In 1991, the caribou
populations were separated regionally and were reassessed as follows; Banks
Island (Endangered), High Arctic (Endangered), and Low Arctic (Threatened)
populations. In 2004, the populations were reassessed with the Banks Island and
High Arctic populations combined and designated as Peary Caribou, and the Low
13
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Arctic population as Dolphin and Union caribou. At this time Dolphin and Union
caribou were assessed as Special Concern. In 2017, the DU caribou population
was re-assessed by COSEWIC as Endangered in Canada (COSEWIC 2004;
Species at Risk Committee, 2013; COSEWIC, 2017).
The fall 2020 DU caribou abundance survey became a Nunavut Government
priority.

Both the Endangered status recommended by COSEWIC, and the

reported declines from the 2018 survey, created an urgent need to re-assess the
population and consider management actions aimed to prevent further decline.
The coastal survey method has proven reliable in the past, and to this end aspects
were retained in the development of the fall 2020 survey strata including the high
coverage coastal strip strata. However, due to a lack of collared caribou cows, in
combination with local observations on DU caribou overwintering on Victoria
Island, and hunter observations of rutting DU caribou further inland away from the
traditional coastal strip study areas, the survey design was greatly modified. In
2020, additional survey strata were drawn inland from the coastal strip strata and
into the Northern extents of Victoria Island. Additionally, three mainland strata,
representing early winter / post fall migration range, were established.
There were several reasons why the decision was made to modify the method.
The main reasons for these modifications were driven by the loss of 46 collared
DU caribou between spring 2018 and fall 2020, leaving only 4 collars active by fall
2020, while the global pandemic prevented any program maintenance in spring
2020.

Without these additional collars, concerns over unrepresentative

stratification, undocumented migratory movements, and punctuated movements
between strata during the survey, were raised. Additionally, the communities of
Cambridge Bay, Kugluktuk, and Ulukhaktok had concerns that the DU caribou
herds’ annual movements, migratory patterns and fall distribution, have been
changing (Roberto-Charron, 2020). Local hunters were concerned that their
observations of DU caribou year-round on Victoria Island were consistent with the
observations from the 1920s reported by Inuit elders, in the DU herd’s migration
14

from Victoria Island to the mainland. It’s believed that severe winter storms,
including icing events, led to a large-scale reduction in caribou abundance, which
in turn led to the modifications in DU herd behaviour, and ultimately, range use
(Roberto-Charron, 2020; Hughes, 2006; Poole et al., 2010; Hanke and Kutz,
2020). The reported declines in the 1920s persisted into the 1970s when Inuit
harvesters began reporting the beginnings of a recovery on southern Victoria
Island (Hughes, 2006). By the mid-1970s, small numbers of Dolphin and Union
caribou were reported to be crossing the sea ice to the mainland, resuming their
migratory behaviour (Hughes, 2006; Gunn et al. 1997).
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Figure 1. The Dolphin and Union (DU) caribou annual range and fall/rutting range
(Oct. 13 to Nov. 7). Range extents developed using a kernel analysis of
DU caribou cow telemetry data collected between 1997-2006 and 20152020 (Appendix 8.1). All core fall/rut seasonal range (green polygons)
and annual range extents developed based on the 95% Utilization
Distribution (UD). Yellow color represents fall/rut extents to the 100% UD.
Red dashed line indicates a winter mining road.
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2.0 STUDY AREA

The DU caribou herd annual range and fall/rutting seasonal range (October 13 to
November 7) was estimated using a kernel analysis from the amalgamation of data
from two satellite telemetry programs, the first running from 1997 through 2006, and
the second running from 2015 to 2020 (Campbell et al., 2014). The estimated annual
range of the DU caribou herd, based on satellite-collar location data collected
between 1997 and 2020, is approximately 243,085 km2. Of the entire annual range
an estimated 157,147 km2 (65%) lies on Victoria Island and 85,938 km2 (35%) on
mainland Nunavut. The full extent (100% UD) of the DU caribou herd fall/rutting
range is estimated to cover 125,448 km2, which represents approximately 52% of
the herd’s annual range. Of the fall/rut range, approximately 92,020 (73%) km2 lies
on Victoria Island, while an estimated 33,428 km2 (27%) lies on the Nunavut
mainland. As the survey was flown within the fall/rut period (October 13 to November
7), we focused survey effort within the fall seasonal range polygon (Figure 2). It is
noteworthy that the fall/rut seasonal range extent includes the migratory period. All
2020 survey transects were flown prior to sea ice formation, therefore prior to the
onset of the DU herds migration from Victoria Island south to the mainland extent of
the fall/rut seasonal range.
The DU herd’s annual range extends across both the Southern and Northern Arctic
Ecozones (Environment Canada, 1995). From south to north, the range crosses 7
ecoregions including the Garry Lake Lowland, Takijuq Lake Upland, Queen Maud
Gulf Lowland, Bathurst Hills, Amundsen Gulf Lowlands, Victoria Island Lowlands,
and Shaler Mountains Ecoregions (Wiken, 1986; Environment Canada, 2001;
Environment Canada, 1995) (Figure 3). Much of the DU fall/rutting seasonal range
runs through the Amundsen Gulf Lowlands, and to a lesser extent through the
Victoria Island Lowlands.
17
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2.1

Northern Arctic Ecozone.

The Northern Arctic Ecozone primarily consists of low rolling plains covered by layers
of glacial till and debris. Permafrost lies beneath the entire zone below a thin active
layer that freezes in winter and thaws in summer. The constant freezing and thawing
separate the substrate creating cell-like shapes known as patterned ground, which
consequently cover much of the ecozone. Expansive flat coastal plains extending
many kilometers inland typify much of the coastline within this Ecozone. Crustal
recoil is active in the area and exemplified by inland beach ridges. Within the interior
of this ecozone, broad plateaus are common, often showing deep V-shaped cuts
along their shoulders where past and existing streams and rivers have cut through
the sedimentary substrate on which they flow. Islands of this ecozone often display
sheer cliffs along the edges of high plateaus making some coastline inaccessible.
Within the DU annual range, this ecozone is represented by three ecoregions, the
Amundesen Gulf Lowlands, Shaler Mountains, and Victoria Island Lowlands: (After
Wiken, 1986; Environment Canada, 2001; Environment Canada, 1995) (Figure 2);
2.1.1 Amundsen Gulf Lowlands Ecoregion.
This ecoregion occurs predominantly on southern Victoria Island and to a minor
extent on the mainland. The mean annual temperature is approximately -14°C with
a summer mean of 2°C, and a winter mean of -28.5°C.

The mean annual

precipitation ranges from 100 to 200 mm. This ecoregion is classified as having a
low arctic ecoclimate and is characterized by a nearly continuous cover of dwarf
tundra vegetation. Dominant vegetation consists of dwarf birch (Betula glandulosa),
willow (Salix spp.), northern labrador tea (Ledum decumbens), mountain avens
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(Dryas integrafolia), and ericaceous shrubs (Vaccinium spp.). Tall dwarf birch,
willow, and alder (Alnus spp.) occur on warm sites, while wet sites are dominated by
willow and sedge (Carex spp.). The terrain of the southern one-third of Victoria
Island generally slopes gently to the southwest and is composed of stratified
Palaeozoic carbonate rocks.

Extensive areas of drumlinoid ridges bring a

characteristic grain to the minor topography on the island. Turbic Cryosols are the
dominant soils, developing on a variety of smooth, undulating glacial deposits.
Deep, continuous permafrost with high ice content and abundant ice wedges are
characteristic, although an area with continuous low ice content permafrost runs
along the coast between Minto Inlet and Prince Albert Sound, west of the Shaler
Mountains ecoregion. Common wildlife includes muskox, caribou, arctic hare, arctic
fox, snowy owl, raptors, polar bear, seal, seabirds, and waterfowl (After Wiken, 1986;
Environment Canada, 2001; Environment Canada, 1995).
2.1.2 Shaler Mountains Ecoregion.
This ecoregion covers the Shaler Mountains in central Victoria Island and is
characterized by a 40-60% vegetative cover mixed with exposed bedrock materials.
The mean annual temperature is approximately -15.5°C with a summer and winter
mean of 1°C and -29.5°C respectively, with mean annual precipitation ranging from
100 to 200 mm. This ecoregion is classified as having a mid-arctic ecoclimate.
Tundra vegetation includes purple saxifrage (Saxifraga oppisitifolia), mountain
avens, and dwarf willow, along with alpine foxtail (Hordium spp.), wood rush (Luzula
confusa), and other saxifrage (Saxifraga spp.). Wet areas have a continuous cover
of sedge, cottongrass (Eriophorum spp.), saxifrage, and moss.

The Shaler

Mountains dissect Victoria Island and are composed of late Proterozoic stratified
rocks intruded by gabbro sills that form cuestas and are capped by flat-lying volcanic
rocks. The center part of the mountains reaches about 760 m ASL (above sea level).
Turbic Cryosols developed on undulating to steeply sloping glacial deposits
dominate the soils of this region, with surface bedrock common throughout the
region. Continuous, low ice content permafrost occurs throughout the ecoregion.
Common wildlife includes caribou, polar bear, muskox, arctic hare, arctic fox, snowy
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owl, other raptors, seal, whale, walrus, seabirds, and waterfowl (After Wiken, 1986;
Environment Canada, 2001; Environment Canada, 1995).
2.1.3 Victoria Island Lowlands Ecoregion.
This ecoregion includes the northern two-thirds of Victoria Island. This ecoregion is
classified as having a mid-arctic ecoclimate. The mean annual temperature is -14°C
with a summer mean of 1.5°C and a winter mean of -29°C, with mean annual
precipitation ranging from 100 to 150 mm. This ecoregion is characterized by a
discontinuous upland vegetative cover dominated by purple saxifrage, mountain
avens, and dwarf willow, along with alpine foxtail, wood rush, and other saxifrage
species such as Saxifraga tricuspidata. Wet areas have a continuous cover of
sedge, cottongrass, saxifrage, and moss.

Remaining upland areas are largely

devoid of vegetation, a distinguishing characteristic of this ecoregion. Smooth,
undulating lowlands are formed on flat-lying Palaeozoic and late Proterozoic
carbonate rocks that slope gently to the south and southwest. Extensive areas of
drumlinoid ridges impart a characteristic grain to the minor topography. Elevations
lie predominantly below 100 m ASL, except in central Victoria Island where
elevations rise to over 200 m ASL. This ecoregion is underlain by continuous
permafrost with medium to high ice content in the form of ice wedge polygons and
massive ice bodies. Turbic Cryosols with Static Cryosols are the dominant soils,
developing on a variety of smooth, undulating glacial deposits. Wetland areas are
distributed mainly along the east coast of Victoria Island along M'Clintock Channel.
These are composed of marshes, horizontal fens and low-center lowland polygon
fens with small, elevated peat mound bogs. Common wildlife includes caribou,
muskox, polar bear, arctic hare, arctic fox, snowy owl, other raptors, seal, whale,
seabirds, and waterfowl (After Wiken, 1986; Environment Canada, 2001;
Environment Canada, 1995).
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2.2

Southern Arctic Ecozone.

The Southern Arctic Ecozone primarily consists of extensive glacial deposits of soil
and rock debris often in the form of boulder moraines cut by long eskers extending
up to 100 km, with occasional surface intrusions of granite bedrock. Outwash aprons
of crudely sorted sands, gravels and raised beach ridges once forming the shorelines
of preglacial lakes, occur less frequently. Glacial carried “erratics”, or large boulders
carried by glaciers, can be found throughout this ecozone.

Permafrost occurs

continuously throughout this ecozone, which at times can be just a few centimetres
under the surface. Soils are often waterlogged or frozen, and ponds and lakes
numerous. The constant freezing and thawing separates the substrate creating celllike shapes known as patterned ground, which, as in the Northern Ecozone, cover
much of the Southern Arctic Ecozone. Within the DU caribou annual range, this
ecozone is represented by four ecoregions, the Takijuq Lake Upland, Bathurst Hills,
Queen Maud Gulf Lowland, and the Garry Lake Lowland: (After Wiken, 1986;
Environment Canada, 2001; Environment Canada, 1995) (Figure 2).
2.2.1 Takijuq Lake Upland Ecoregion.
In this ecoregion, much of the upland surface is composed of unvegetated rock
outcrops that are common on the Canadian Shield. The mean annual temperature
is approximately -10.5°C with a summer mean of 6°C and a winter mean of -26.5°C,
with mean annual precipitation ranging between 200 and 300 mm. This ecoregion
is classified as having a low arctic ecoclimate. Numerous lakes form extensive
coverage across the lowlands of this ecoregion. Vegetative cover is characterized
by shrub tundra, consisting of dwarf birch, willow, northern Labrador tea, Mountain
avens, and ericaceous shrubs. Depressions are dominated by willow, sphagnum
moss (Sphagnum spp.), and sedge tussocks. Scattered stands of spruce (Picea
glauca) occur along the southern boundary of this ecoregion. The geology of the
region consists mainly of massive Archean rocks that form broad, sloping uplands,
plateaus, and lowlands. Bathurst Hills form a prong of rugged ridges that reach
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about 610 m ASL and stand as much as 185 m above nearby lakes. Turbic and
Static Cryosols form the common soils on thin discontinuous sandy morainal and
fluvioglacial materials, and in association with rock outcrops, dominate the uplands.
Organic Cryosols are the dominant soils in the lowlands. Permafrost is deep and
continuous with low ice content throughout most of the region, although the ice
content along the west side of Bathurst Inlet is low to medium. The ecoregion has
high mineral development potential and considerable exploration activity has taken
place. Common wildlife includes caribou, muskox, grizzly bear, hare, fox, wolf,
raptors, shorebirds, seabirds, and waterfowl (After Wiken, 1986; Environment
Canada, 2001; Environment Canada, 1995).
2.2.2 Bathurst Hills Ecoregion.
This ecoregion occurs along the mainland shore of Coronation Gulf and along the
shores of Bathurst Inlet and adjacent offshore islands.

The mean annual

temperature is approximately -12.5°C with a summer and winter mean of 4°C and 28°C respectively. The mean annual precipitation ranges from 125 to 200 mm. This
ecoregion is classified as having a low arctic ecoclimate and is characterized by a
nearly continuous cover of shrub tundra vegetation. Dwarf birch, willow, and alder
occur on warm, dry sites while sphagnum moss and sedge tussocks dominate poorly
drained sites. Bathurst Hills are composed of down-faulted, folded sediments and
sills that lie within, and extend south from, Bathurst Inlet between higher upland
areas of massive granite rocks. The softer rocks, having been eroded in many
places, lie submerged beneath bays and channels, leaving the harder deposits more
than 300 m ASL. Marine silts and reworked deposits from marine sediments cover
low-lying areas along the coast. Some rugged peaks reach 610 m ASL, standing as
much as 185 m above nearby lakes. Rock outcrops and Turbic and Static Cryosolic
soils developed on thin sandy glacial tills, are characteristic of the region. Permafrost
is continuous with low to medium ice content, except in the northeastern part of the
ecoregion on the Kent Peninsula, where it has medium to high ice content in the
form of ice wedges. Common wildlife includes waterfowl, caribou, muskox, moose,
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red and arctic fox, snowshoe hare, arctic ground squirrel, masked shrew, lemming,
wolf, lynx, weasel, snowy owl, shorebirds, seabirds, raptors, seal, whale, walrus, and
polar bear (After Wiken, 1986; Environment Canada, 2001; Environment Canada,
1995).
2.2.3 Queen Maud Gulf Lowland Ecoregion.
The Queen Maud Gulf Lowland is classified as having a low Arctic ecoclimate and
is characterized by a cover of shrub tundra vegetation, consisting of dwarf birch,
willow, northern Labrador tea, mountain avens, and ericaceous shrubs. Tall dwarf
birch, willow, and alder occur on warm sites while wet sites are dominated by
sphagnum moss and sedge tussocks. Geologically the region is composed of
massive Archean rocks that form broad, sloping uplands that reach about 300-m
ASL in the south, and subdued undulating plains near the coast. The coastal areas
are mantled by silts and clay of postglacial marine overlap.

Bare bedrock is

common, and turbic and static cryosols, developed on discontinuous, thin, sandy
moraine, and level alluvial and marine deposits, are the dominant soils. Permafrost
is continuous and deep with low ice content. The Queen Maud Gulf Lowlands are
an important habitat for waterfowl and shorebirds, and the Queen Maud Gulf Bird
Sanctuary covers most of the ecoregion (After Wiken, 1986; Environment Canada,
2001; Environment Canada, 1995).
2.2.4 Garry Lake Lowland Ecoregion.
This ecoregion extends across an extensive area of massive granitic Archean rocks,
forming a broad, level to gently sloping plain that reaches about 300 m ASL. The
mean annual temperature is approximately -10.5°C with a summer mean of 5.5°C
and a winter mean of -26.5°C, while mean annual precipitation ranges between 200
and 275 mm. This ecoregion is classified as having a low arctic ecoclimate. The
characteristic vegetation is shrub tundra commonly made up of dwarf birch, willow,
and alder, on warm, dry sites, and willow, sedge, and moss on poorly drained sites.
The lowland is composed of Turbic and Static Cryosol soils developed on
discontinuous, thin, sandy moraine, with Organic Cryosolic soils on level high-centre
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peat polygons.

Permafrost is continuous with low ice content throughout the

ecoregion. This ecoregion provides breeding habitat for snow and Canada geese,
and other waterfowl. Other common wildlife include caribou, muskox, moose, red
and arctic fox, snowshoe hare, arctic ground squirrel, masked shrew, lemming, wolf,
lynx, weasel, snowy owl, shorebirds, and other raptors (After Wiken, 1986;
Environment Canada, 2001; Environment Canada, 1995).

24

Figure 2. Ecozones and ecoregions of the Dolphin and Union caribou herds fall/rut
seasonal range extents (brown dashed line) and annual range extents
(red dashed line) (Ecozones and Ecoregions after Environment Canada,
1995). Fall/rut extents based on the 100% Utilization Distribution.
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3.0 METHODS

The fall 2020 DU caribou distance sampling and double observer pair visual
abundance survey was based out of the communities of Kugluktuk, Cambridge Bay,
Nunavut, and Ulukhaktok, Northwest Territories. The survey was structured into two
main components: 1) Pre-stratification using telemetry, past survey results and IQ
collected during the pre-survey consultation process, and 2) Distance sampling
double observer pair aerial visual survey methods.
We used telemetry data from past programs ranging from 1996 to 2020, to help define
the fall/rutting period (October 13 to November 7) within which the survey was to be
conducted. Initial survey stratification used both individual telemetry points and kernel
analysis (KDE), to determine potential fall range and likely densities. Determining sea
ice crossing dates was also important and was pre-determined to be the endpoint of
survey efforts.

We also examined the general vegetative characteristics and

topography preferred by collared caribou and used the preferred habitats to help align
survey strata and determine areas not represented by telemetry that may provide
preferred habitat to DU caribou. All pre-selected fall 2020 survey strata were drafted
using all these information sources, to ensure all likely caribou habitat was included
in the survey effort. A summary of spatial methods, analysis, and results are provided
in an appended summary analysis to this report (Appendix 8.1 “Spatial Analysis”).
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3.3

Survey Area and Stratification

The establishment of the survey study area and the division of that study area into
strata (or geographic areas) of similar relative densities of caribou was achieved prior
to the October 2020 survey effort, using past aerial survey and telemetry findings, and
a spatial analysis of historical telemetry data (Appendix 8.1), merged with local
knowledge and/or IQ (Campbell et al., 2015; Roberto-Charron, 2020). The decision
to diverge from the previously effective costal survey method used in fall 1997, 2007,
2015, and 2018, was due to 3 main factors:
1- Local hunters from the communities of Kugluktuk, Cambridge Bay, and Ulukhaktok
believed the current collaring program was not representative of the entire DU fall
range, reporting a component of the DU caribou population that in recent years has
been wintering on Victoria Island. Additionally, concerns that the 2015 and 2018
mainland based collaring programs did not represent non-migratory DU caribou that
spent their entire annual cycle on Victoria Island, were also raised.
2- Only four (4) active collars were remaining from a 50-collar deployment program
initiated in spring 2018. This number is considered too small to develop robust strata
that would be reflective of the entire DU caribou fall distribution.
3- The need for the survey was considered urgent by governments and stakeholders
based on the results of a fall 2018 costal survey, which reported of a 78% decline in
abundance from the previous fall 2015 coastal abundance survey. A decision to
postpone the survey until a new collaring program could be initiated was deemed a
high risk.

We used previous year’s survey results (Leclerc and Boulanger, 2019), and collar
data to develop initial strata (Figure 3). We then used spatially explicit polygons of
the DU caribou fall/rut seasonal range, including strata based on previous surveys
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and telemetry data, as a starting point for the inclusion of IQ from Hunters and
Trappers Organizations (HTOs) representing Cambridge Bay, Kugluktuk, Burnside,
Omingmaktok, and Ulukhaktok. We planned three consultation meetings to engage
local experts and knowledge holders in the further development of survey strata
(Table 3), through the augmentation of survey and telemetry-based maps provided to
all participants, with local IQ (Roberto-Charron, 2020) (Appendix 8.2). Following
initial consultations, DOE staff amalgamated the two mapping products into several
survey strata organized into 2 main options. These refined options were further
discussed, and an agreement derived.

With an understanding that severe fall

weather, creating conditions of icing, fog, and heavy snow, would limit our total
number of consecutive flying days, the working group opted for a two-tiered approach.
Using this approach all very high (highest predicted caribou densities), high (high
predicted caribou densities), and medium (medium predicted caribou densities) strata
would be priority, with all remaining low-density (low predicted caribou densities)
strata flown if conditions, time, and budget allowed (Figure 4).
We used the double observer pair method combined with distance sampling methods
to visually assess caribou abundance across all strata. The merging of past survey
observations and telemetry data, with the mapped density distributions from
consultations, yielded 13 main survey strata including one very high density (VHD)
stratum, one high density (HD) stratum, four medium density strata (MD), and 7 low
density strata (LD) (Figure 5). Survey effort, measured as transect spacing, was then
allocated across survey strata based on the following constraints. Strata with the
highest estimated caribou densities for the proposed survey period would receive the
highest level of coverage, with survey effort for the remaining strata proportional to
derived relative densities of caribou, estimated weather windows, and budgetary
constraints. Effective strip width (up to a maximum of 1,500 meters per side of the
aircraft) could vary depending on sightability, which in turn was dependent on
measured co-variates including visibility, snow patchiness, terrain ruggedness,
percent snow cover, percent cloud cover, speed, and observer ability. Very highdensity strata received the highest survey effort with transects spaced 4 km apart
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yielding a maximum stratum coverage of 75% (assuming perfect sightability
(sightability=1) across the full 0-1500 m distance). The high-density stratum used a
5-kilometer spacing yielding a maximum coverage of 60%. Medium strata used an 8kilometer transect spacing yielding a maximum coverage of 37%; while low-density
strata used 10-kilometer transect spacing yielding a maximum coverage of 30%
(Figure 5).
Financial and logistic constraints, Dolphin and Union caribou migratory behavior, and
weather modeling of weather windows between October 15 and November 7 within
the survey study area, dictated the survey window and total number of aircraft required
to successfully complete the survey. The survey endpoint was dictated by the timing
of the Dolphin and Union caribou migration from the southern shores of Victoria Island
to the Nunavut mainland. All strata were surveyed using three high-winged aircraft
with wing struts. The aircraft deployed included two Cessna Grand Caravan single
turbine engine aircraft, and one Dehavillind twin-Otter, twin turbine engine aircraft.
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Figure 3. The initial DU fall 2020 survey stratification based solely on DU caribou
telemetry data and the 2018 DU abundance survey strata. The DU fall/rut
seasonal range extents (yellow) were developed using kernel analysis and
based on a 95% utilization distribution using combined telemetry data from
a 1997 to 2006 deployment, and a 2015 to 2020 deployment.
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Figure 4. Final strata selection based on figure 1 above, and the inclusion of
community-based IQ collected during the pre-survey consultation process.
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Figure 5. DU fall 2020 survey strata placement and transect effort relative to DU late fall
range (October 13 through November 7). Strata and transect effort based on
historic survey observations, cumulative caribou telemetry data, IQ from the
communities of Cambridge Bay, Kugluktuk, and Ulukhaktok, predicted weather
windows and budgetary constraints. The DU Fall/Rut seasonal range extents
(green) are based on a 95% utilization distribution using a kernel analysis of
combined telemetry data from a 1997 to 2006 collar deployment, and a 2015 to
2020 collar deployment.
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Table 1.

Dolphin and Union research and management consultation schedule and
participating agencies. Dolphin and Union management concerns and
survey design was discussed in meetings 1, 2, and 3. Initial survey results
and reporting schedules were discussed in meetings 4 and 5.

Date & Time

Meeting
Type

Organizations Represented

# of Attendees
&
Reference

Cambridge Bay HTO, Kugluktuk Angoniatit
Association, Omingmaktok HTO, Burnside HTO,
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board, Ulukhaktok HTC,
42 Attendees
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB), GNIn Person and virtually,
Department of Environment (DOE), Nunavut
(Roberto-Charron, A. 2020.
in Cambridge Bay
Tunngavik Inc.(NTI), Wildlife Management Advisory
September 16th, 2020
Dolphin and Union
Council (WMAC), GNWT-Environment and Natural Management Consultation.
9:00 AM to 5:00 PM
Resources (ENR), Environment and Climate
Summary report. 36 pp.)
Change Canada (ECCC), University of Calgary (U
of C), Kitikmeot Inuit Association (KIA).

1

2
October 2nd, 2020

Virtual Meeting

9:00 AM to 12:00PM

3
October 8th, 2020
9:00 AM to 5:00PM
6:30 PM to 9:30 PM

4

Cambridge Bay HTO, Kugluktuk Angoniatit
Association, Omingmaktok HTO, Burnside HTO,
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board, Ulukhaktok HTC,
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB), GNDOE,NTI, WMAC, GNWT-ENR, ECCC, U of C,KIA.

42 Attendees

Cambridge Bay HTO, Kugluktuk Angoniatit
Association, Omingmaktok HTO, Burnside HTO,
In Person and virtually,
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board, Ulukhaktok HTC,
in Cambridge Bay
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB), GNDOE,NTI, WMAC, GNWT-ENR, ECCC, U of C,KIA.

42 Attendees

In Person in Cambridge
Bay

Cambridge Bay HTO, GN-DOE, NTI, KRWB

15 Attendees

In Person in Kugluktuk

Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association, GN-DOE, NTI

17 Attendees

th

October 29 , 2020

5
th

October 30 , 2020

33
Department of Environment

Campbell et al., 2021

Dolphin & Union Caribou Abundance Survey October/November 2021

3.4

Aerial Abundance Survey

The fall 2020 Dolphin and Union caribou abundance survey applied a random,
stratified, visual method, employing both distance sampling and double observer pair
techniques (Boulanger, 2020; Boulanger et al., 2014; Campbell et al., 2012a).
Transect spacing was allocated based on proportional densities as described in
section 3.1 and flying effort allocated based on total available flying time (Heard, 1985;
Boulanger, 2020). Transects within each stratum were aligned at right angles to the
longitudinal axis of the stratum to maximize the total number of transects (N) in each
stratum.

In each abundance stratum, an initial transect was randomly placed

perpendicular to the longest stratum boundary and the remaining transects
systematically placed at regular intervals according to the allocation of survey effort
(Figure 5).

The entire aerial survey study area covered 136,889 km2 and

encompassed the known fall range extents and known migratory corridors of the
Dolphin and Union caribou herd (Figure 5). In total, the survey included 326 transects
with a mean transect length of 52.4 km, yielding 16,322 line kilometers, not including
positioning and de-positioning. Transects were created using Environmental Systems
Research Institute (ESRI) ArcMap Geographic Information System (GIS) software
and were based on the World Geographic System (WGS) 1984 coordinate system
projected into Canada Lambert conformal conic.
Visual observations were recorded using distance sampling, where five observational
strips or “bins”, were marked out on left and right fixed wing struts. The 5 distance
bins were divided across the strut into 0 to 200 meter, 200 to 400 meter, 400 to 600
meter, 600 to 1,000 meter and 1,000 to 1,500 meter strips. Bin development followed
a similar configuration used successfully during a 2014 survey of Baffin Island caribou
and based on recommended guidelines for bin intervals (Campbell et al., 2015;
Buckland et al., 1993). Total strip width was marked using attached streamers at 0
meter, and 1,500 meter strut markers, while 1/8-inch-wide black electrical tape was
34

applied against a white strut background to visually separate the remaining bins. Bins
were also numbered from 1 (0-200m) to 5 (1,000 to 1,500m) for bin identification when
an observation is being called out. Strip widths or “bins” (w) were calculated using
the formula from Norton-Griffiths (1978) (Figure 6).

w = W * h/H
Where:
W = the required strip width or “bin”
h = the height of the observer’s eye from the tarmac
H = the required flying height

Strip width calculations were confirmed by comparing bin measurements between
aircraft of the same make and model used in previous surveys where bin markers
were confirmed by flying perpendicularly over runway distance markers at survey
altitude, with strut measurements of the 2020 survey aircraft. Due to the high potential
for patchy snow conditions, and seasonally low cloud, coupled with relatively flat
terrain, the decision was made to reduce survey altitude to 92 meters (300 feet) from
the more commonly used 122 meters (400 feet), to enhance caribou sightability. All
aircraft were equipped with radar altimeters to ensure an altitude of 92 meters above
ground level (AGL) was maintained precisely. Off-transect observations were not
encouraged for the purposes of ensuring a more focused search of the demarked
distance bin visual strips. Observed caribou were not classified into age and/or sex
classes due to the potential of negatively affecting an observer ability to effectively
search his or her bins.
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Figure 6. Schematic diagram of aircraft configuration for strip width sampling (NortonGriffiths, 1978). W is marked out on the tarmac, and the two lines of sight a’ – a
– A and b’ – b – B established. The streamers are attached to the struts at a
and b, whereas a’ and b’ are the window marks (After Jolly, 1969).
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The double observer pair method used two dedicated observers on each side of the
aircraft and two additional observer/data recorders on each side of the aircraft. All
caribou (target wildlife) called by the observers included the bin/strip number in which
they were seen, an index of snow patchiness, and an index of snow cover. The
observer/recorder recorded the species and number, the observation waypoint, air
speed, percent cloud cover, an index of visibility, and an index of topographic
ruggedness.
The topography index was a general assessment of elevation variation, expressed as
a ratio of slope to ruggedness. Observers and/or data recorders assessed the overall
degree of slope within the immediate area of observed individuals/groups and
recorded these observations numerically as flat (1), moderate (2), or steep (3).
Ruggedness was assessed using a visual sweep across a 1,000 square meter area
surrounding the observation.

Ruggedness assessments were also recorded

numerically as flat (1), rolling (2), and mountainous (3) across the same area. For
example, a topography index of 1 / 2 would indicate the observation was made in a
flat area within rolling terrain.
A snow patchiness index was assessed numerically by the observers within an
estimated 500 square meter buffer around the observation. Observations made in
areas characterized by continuous ground cover received a value of one (1). Buffers
characterized by checkerboard patches of snow and open ground estimated to be 1
to 5 meters in size or less, were given a value of two (2). Areas with checkerboard
like patches 5 to 10 meters in size were recorded as a three (3), while observations
made within areas representing checkerboard patches 10 to 50 meters in size were
given a value of four (4). Finally, observations made within areas of contiguous snow
cover with no exposed ground, were assessed as a five (5). Observations yielding a
patchiness index of 2 to 4 (indicating a non-continuous snow cover) would be further
assessed using snow cover estimates recorded by the recorder/observer. Snow
cover was measured as a percentage of the ground covered by snow within an
estimated 500 square meter area surrounding the observation. Cloud cover was
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measured as a percentage of sky that obscures blue sky within an estimated 2,000
square meter area around the aircraft and observation.
The visibility index was based on the cause of the reduced visibility, and its extent.
Six main mechanisms of reduced visibility were used, and included rain (R), snow (S),
fog (F), ice fog (I), dust (D), and smoke (SM). The degree to which visibility was
reduced used 5 additional categories including: unrestricted (1), unrestricted within
visual strut markers (bins) (2), partially restricted within strut markers (3), mostly
restricted within strut markers (4), and completely obscured within strut markers (5).
For example, visibility that is partially obscured in snow, within observation strut
markers would be recorded as S/3.
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3.5 Dependent Double Observer Pair & Distance Sampling Visual
Method

The double-observer pair configuration was used within all fixed wing aircraft to maximize
sightability out of each of the left and right side of the aircraft, by adding one additional
observer to each side (Campbell et al., 2012, 2015, and 2018). Additionally, the double
observer pair configuration allowed each aircraft to maintain a minimum of two
experienced wildlife observers on each of the left and right side of the aircraft throughout
the survey, while providing training opportunities for community-based representatives
within the remaining seats. The method, as applied to the present work, involved two
pairs of observers on each of the left- and right-hand sides of the aircraft in addition to
one recorder/observer on each side of the aircraft (Figure 7). Of the dedicated observers,
one “primary” or front observer sat in the front seat of the plane with a second “secondary”
or rear observer seated immediately behind the primary. The method as it applied to the
Dolphin and Union caribou abundance survey adhered to five basic steps:
1) The front (primary) observer called out all groups of caribou (number of caribou and
location) including the observation bin number he/she saw within each of the 0 to 200,
200 to 400, 400 to 600, 600 to 1,000, and 1,000 to 1,500 meters distance bins. Front
observers were instructed to call observations just after they passed the three o’clock
(right) or nine o’clock (left) positions halfway between the front and rear (secondary)
observer (approximately at the wing strut). This included caribou groups that were
between approximately 12 and 3 o’clock for right side observers and 9 and 12 o’clock
for left side observers. The main instruction to observers was that the front observer
be given time to call out all caribou seen before the rear observer called them out:
2) The rear observer called out whether he/she saw the caribou that the front observer
saw and observations of any additional caribou groups. The rear observer waited to
call out caribou until the group observed passed halfway between observers (between
3 and 6 o’clock for right side observers and 6 and 9 o’clock for left side observer).
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3) The observers discussed any differences in group counts to ensure that they had
called out the same groups or different groups and to ensure accurate counts of larger
groups.
4) The data recorders in the Cessna Grand Caravan, one in the right seat beside the
pilot and the other on the rearmost seat on the left side of the aircraft, categorized and
recorded counts of each caribou group into “front only”, “rear only” and “both”. The
sample unit for the survey was “groups of caribou” not individual caribou. Recorders
and observers were instructed to consider individuals to be those caribou that were
observed independent of other individual caribou and/or groups of caribou. If sightings
of individuals were within proximity to other individuals, then the caribou were
considered a group. As the data recorders were also experienced observers, data
recorder observations would also be recorded. The single exception to the above
configuration involved the data recorders within the Twin Otter aircraft, both of whom
took positions within the left and right seats in front of the left and right observers, and
behind the pilots.
5) The observers switched places approximately halfway through each survey day (i.e.,
at lunch or halfway through a flight) to monitor observer ability. The recorder noted the
names of the primary and secondary observers.
The method used a combined distance sampling and mark-recapture approach to
estimate abundance for survey stratum during the DU caribou survey effort. The basic
approach involved using mark-recapture to estimate the probability of detection of caribou
at 0 distance from the survey plane, and distance sampling methods to estimate the
decrease in probability of detection at greater distances from the plane. This approach
ensured a more robust estimate than using distance sampling methods alone, which
assume that the probability of detection of caribou groups at 0 distance from the plane is
1 (Borchers et al. 1998, Buckland et al. 2004, Laake et al. 2008a, Laake et al. 2008b,
Buckland et al. 2010, Laake et al. 2012). The Huggins (Huggins 1991) mark-recapture
model in program MARK (White and Burnham 1999) was used for initial model selection
of dominant covariates that affect sightability in the vicinity of the survey plane. For this
40

analysis, observations were restricted to those that occurred within 1,500 meters of the
survey plane on each of the left and right sides.

A removal model formulation of

parameters was used to account for the dependence of front (primary) and rear
(secondary) observers.
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Figure 7. Observer and data recorder position for the double observer pair method
employed on this survey. The rear (secondary) observer calls caribou not
seen by the front (primary) observer after the caribou have passed the main
field of vision of the front observer. The hour hand on a clock is used to
reference relative locations of caribou groups (e.g., “Caribou group at 3
o’clock” would suggest a caribou group 90o to the right of the aircrafts
longitudinal axis.). See 3.5 above for exceptions within the Twin Otter
aircraft.
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The main covariates used in the analysis are listed in Table 4. The MRDS R package
(Laake et al., 2012) was used to build mark-recapture and distance sampling models.
The approach was to initially build distance sampling models with the mark-recapture
model parameters held constant and vice-versa for the double observer pair models.
A composite model was then built using the most supported covariates from each of
the component analyses. Estimates for strata were derived based on transect lengths
and strata areas for the best fitting detection model. Estimates of variance were
derived using estimators for a systematic sampling layout (Fewster, 2011).
The fit of the models was evaluated using the Akaike Information Criterion corrected
for small sample size (AIC c ). The model with the lowest AIC c score was considered
the most parsimonious, thus minimizing estimate bias and optimizing precision
(Burnham and Anderson, 1998). The difference in AIC c values between the most
supported model and other models (Δ AIC c ) was also used to evaluate the fit of
models when their AIC c scores were close. In general, any models with a Δ AIC c
score of less than 2 between them were considered to have equivalent statistical
support. Overall model fit was also assessed using goodness of fit tests (Buckland et
al. 1993; Buckland et al., 2004) as well as graphical comparison of detection functions
with histograms of frequencies of observations from the survey. Analyses were
conducted in program R (R Development Core Team, 2009) with plots being produced
using the ggplot (Wickham, 2009) R package and maps produced in QGIS (QGIS
Foundation 2020) using the simple features R package (Pebesma, 2018).

3.6

Trend Analysis

The DU caribou fall 2020 Victoria Island, mainland, and combined estimates were
initially compared to the 2018 estimate using a t-test to determine if the two estimates
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were significantly different (Gasaway et al., 1986). Confidence limits on yearly change
were estimated assuming log-normal distributions of abundance estimates. Loglinear models (McCullough and Nelder, 1989; Thompson et al., 1998; Williams et al.,
2002) were used to analyze longer-term trends. This model assumed an underlying
quassi-Poisson distribution of estimates with population change occurring on the
exponential scale. Survey estimates were weighted by the inverse of their variance
therefore giving more weight to the more precise estimates. A log-link was used for
the analysis therefore allowing direct estimates of yearly rate of change as one of the
regression β terms.
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Table 2.

Covariates used to model variation in sightability for the dependent double
observer analysis of the fall 2020 DU abundance survey results.

Covariate

Acronym

Description

Observer pair
Data recorder
observations

obs
DRpair

each unique observer pair
Pairs who were assisted by the data
recorder
Observations taken by data recorders
size of caribou group observed
Natural log of group size
snow cover (0,25,75,100)
continuous
Ordinal (1 to 6)
Ordinal
cloud cover (0,25,75,100)
continuous
Coastal strata vs inland areas

Group size
Snow cover
Snow patchyness
Visibility
Cloud cover
Coastal/inland strata

Recobs
size
Log(size)
snow
snowc
patch
cloud
cloudc
Coast
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4.0 RESULTS

4.1

Observations and Survey Coverage

Though strata development used a combination of telemetry data from 1995 to
2019, as well as IQ reported through community consultations, we wished to
assess strata coverage based on current telemetry locations of DU caribou. At
the time of the DU caribou 2020 fall abundance survey, four (4) DU caribou
collars remained active, and produced a total of 48 locations from October 23
and 24, and October 26 through 28, the interval within which all VHD, HD, and
MD strata flights were completed. All collar locations were located within defined
strata and as a result received complete coverage during the 2020 survey effort.
We found that only 5 of those 48 locations (10%) collected during this survey
period were outside of the Very High Density (VHD) strata, with 4 of the 5 (8%)
within the Medium Density West stratum, and 1 of the 5 (2%) within the Medium
density east stratum (Figure 8). Of note was the lack of any telemetry locations
within the HD stratum during the survey. It is also important to note that following
the completion of the survey, all collared caribou were located along the coast
within the VHD stratum suggesting a general movement, throughout the survey,
towards the coast. Of the 11 days taken to survey all strata, only one weather
day (October 25) prevented all aircraft from flying. The VHD and HD stratum
were completed in 1.5 days (October 26 and 27) and the MD west and MD east
completed in 1.5 days (October 27 and 28) as well (Table 5).
We observed 1,330 caribou within 202 groups, 452 muskoxen within 47 groups,
30 moose within 13 groups, 28 wolves within 10 groups, and 2 wolverines. As
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an initial step, transects in the LD central and LD East were adjusted based on
flight track logs (Figure 9). Of the strata flown, some strata did not have any
caribou observed and were not considered further in estimates (Figure 10 and
Table 6). Most caribou were observed in the High Density and Very High-Density
East strata. An estimated 97% of planned transects and associated strata were
successfully flown during the fall 2020 survey effort.
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Figure 8. Daily flight tracks compared to daily collared caribou locations throughout
the first 6 days of the fall 2020 DU abundance survey. Of the 48 locations
collected from 4 collared caribou during the survey, only 5 were outside the
VHD survey strata.

48

Table 3.

Timing of abundance survey strata flights. Note the VHD and HD strata were
flown consecutively and completed in under 2 days. Strata definitions;
MDWa and MDWb = Medium density west a & b, MDEa and MDEb = Medium
density east a & b, VHD = very high density, HD = high density, LDWC = low
density west central, LDE = low density east, LDEC = low density east
central, LDC = low density central, LDK = low density Kent Peninsula, LDSK
= low density south Kent Peninsula, LDSW = low density south west
mainland, and Recon = Reconnaissance flight.

DU-2020
Month

Aircraft & Strata
Day

GATH

FAFG

GNPS

23

MDEb

MDEa

Weather

24

LDE & LDEC

MDEa

Recon &
LDWC

25

Weather

Weather

Weather

October
November

26

VHD & MDWb VHD & MDWb

VHD

27

HD & MDWb

MDWa &
MDWb

HD & MDWa

28

LDEC

LDC

MDWa

29

LDSK

LDC

LDC

30

LDK

LDC

LDSW

31

Strata
Complete

LDC

LDSW

1

LDC

LDSW

2

LDC

Strata
Complete

3

Strata
Complete
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Figure 9

Caribou, wolf, muskox, and moose observations recorded during the
Dolphin and Union fall 2020 abundance survey.
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Figure 10. Actual flight tracks flown over delineated stratum and associated
transects of the fall 2020 Dolphin and Union survey. Lines were
shortened in the Low Density (LD)-east and LD-central strata based
on actual flight paths (VHD = very high density, HD = high density,
MD = medium density, and LD = low-density strata). An estimated
97% of all proposed survey transects and associated strata were
successfully completed.
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Table 4.

Strata

Actual strata dimensions, number, and length of transects flown, and
caribou observed on transect, for the DU fall 2020 aerial abundance
estimate.
Strata Name

Strata_Area

No

Trans

(km2)

flown

Total

Caribou

transect

Transect

observed

length

Length

on
transect

HDW

High_Density_West

8,540

50

1,709.17

1,709.17

262

VHDE

Very_High_Density_East

7,902

68

1,976.26

1,976.26

665

MDEa

Medium_Density_East_A

7,577

27

951.05

951.05

1

MDEb

Medium_Density_East_B

2,151

8

268.53

268.53

22

MDWa

Medium_Density_West_A

8,703

23

1,087.95

1,087.95

150

MDWb

Medium_Density_West_B

6,052

15

738.85

738.85

26

LDC

Low_Density_Central

40,174

40

3,732.90

4,028.41

124

LDE

Low_Density_East

11,064

15

1,028.70

1,103.42

14

LDEC

Low_Density_East_Central

14,898

22

1,506.97

1,506.97

0

LDKP

Low_Density_Kent_Penninsula

5,716

14

576.55

576.55

66

LDSK

Low_Density_South_Kent

8,248

17

807.84

807.84

0

LDSW

Low_Density_South_West

9,402

15

943.07

943.07

0

LDWC

Low_Density_West_Central

6,462

10

624.26

624.26

0

52

4.2

Distance and Double Observer Pair Data Summary

The distribution of caribou groups sighted relative to the distance bins marked
on underwing struts was lower closest to the plane then increased as the bins
moved further from the plane. Observations increased in the 200 to 400 and 400
to 600 meters bins before decreasing in the more distant bins (600 to1000 and
1,000 to 1,500 meters bin). Data recorders, especially in bins close to the plane
(Figure 11), made a large number of observations. Additionally, the distribution
of observations varied by whether strata were on the coastal or inland areas of
the survey study area (Figure 12). Coastal strata (Very High Density East
(VHDE), and High Density West (HDW)) in this case, were the two high-density
strata while Medium density (MD) – East (MDEa) and MD East-B (MDEb) strata
inland habitat and displayed fewer observations. Coastal VHD strata (VHDE)
had a higher proportion of observations near the plane whereas inland MD strata
(MDWa, MDWb, MDEa, MDEb) had a relatively high proportion of observations
in the furthest survey bin. Observer data is summarized in Table 7 by observer
pairs. In addition, data recorder observations (caribou that were missed by the
2 observers but observed by the recorder) are listed for each observer pair.
Single observer (p1x: 1-rear observer/total observations) and double observer
(1-(1-p1x)2) are listed. We note that these are for all distances rather than
observations near the plane. For double observer only data, single observer
probabilities average 0.9 with double observer probabilities of 0.99. When data
recorder observations are added, single observer probabilities are reduced to
0.74 and double observer probabilities are 0.93. The main reductions occurred
for pairs three (3), 6, and 7, which display double observer probabilities of 0.75
to 0.84 when data recorder observations are added. Most noteworthy is pair 7,
where 22 (34%) of the observations were made by the data recorder. Double
observer detection probabilities for pairs 2, 6, and 7, who accounted for 31 of the
37 additional data recorder observations, were modelled using the DRpair
covariate.
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The distributions of sightings also varied by observers with some pairs showing
the more characteristic histogram shape with the most sightings near the plane,
whereas the distribution of others was more dominated by sightings in the 200 to
400 meter bin (Figure 13). Data recorder observations occurred across all
distance bins for many observers. Group size of caribou also influenced whether
both observers sighted caribou. Once group size was greater than ten (10), both
observers were likely to see a caribou group. Single caribou or smaller groups
were more likely to be missed by single observers (Figure 14). Group size also
influenced the shape of the detection function. Detection functions for smaller
groups were dominated by higher frequencies in the closer bins to the plane
whereas larger groups occurred in the further bins (Figure 15).
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Figure 11. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from plane. Observations
are also color-coded by observation type. Observation frequencies are
adjusted based on bin widths.

Figure 12. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from plane for coastal and
inland strata. Observations are also color-coded by observation type.
Observation frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.
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Table 5.

Summary of double observer pair data; p1x is the single observer sighting
probability and p2x is the double observer probability. Data is summarized for
double observer only data and double observer with data recorder observations
(DRobs: observations where only the data recorder saw a group of caribou).
Double observer data

Pair number

Data recorder (DR) + double observer
data
DR 2x+DR Proportion p1x
p2x
obs
DR obs
3
20
0.15
0.85
0.98

front

rear

both

total

p1x

p2x

1

3

0

14

17

1.00

1.00

2

1

6

24

31

0.81

0.96

0

31

0.00

0.81

0.96

3

0

0

5

5

1.00

1.00

5

10

0.50

0.50

0.75

4

5

4

28

37

0.89

0.99

0

37

0.00

0.89

0.99

5

2

3

18

23

0.87

0.98

3

26

0.12

0.77

0.95

6

1

2

8

11

0.82

0.97

4

15

0.27

0.60

0.84

7

7

6

30

43

0.86

0.98

22

65

0.34

0.57

0.81

8

0

1

12

13

0.92

0.99

0

13

0.00

0.92

0.99

Sum/average

19

22

139

180

0.90

0.99

37

217

0.17

0.73

0.93
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Figure 13. Histograms of detections as a function of distance from the plane for observer
pairs. Observations are also color-coded by observation type. Observation
frequencies are adjusted based on bin widths.
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Figure 14. Histograms of detections as a function of group size. Observations are also
color-coded by observation type. Observation frequencies are adjusted based
on bin widths.

Figure 15. Histograms of detections as a function of group size and observation type.
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Snow cover, snow patchiness, and cloud cover were also considered as covariates. Snow
cover and snow patchiness was skewed towards high snow cover with 192 of 209
observations of caribou with snow cover over 90%, and 177 of 209 observations with snow
patchiness scores of 4 or over indicating relatively continuous snow cover. Cloud cover
was more variable with an average cloud cover 55% (s.d.=38.0, min=0, max=100, n=209).
Each covariate was tested individually as part of the model selection procedure.

4.3

Model Selection

Initial distance sampling model selection focused on the choice of a detection function with
a hazard rate function (Table 8, model 3) being more supported than a half-normal
function. The coast/inland strata (coast) and cloud covariates were more supported than
a constant model. We also considered the log-size covariate given the likelihood of size
effects in the detection function (Figure 15). It was likely that size effect may become more
relevant when double observer variation is modelled and therefore this covariate was also
considered in composite models. Other covariates such as snow patchiness, elevation
and visibility were less supported. Snow patchiness had low sample sizes in most classes
(except 6) which created model convergence issues when modelled as a factor.
Categories were pooled into low and high categories to confront this issue. In addition,
recorder observations were also considered further in unison with other covariates.
The double observer/mark-recapture model selection used a hazard rate distance
detection function with distance covariates held constant. The DRpair covariate which
accounted for observer pair/data recorder pairing, was used as a structural covariate in all
models. Observer pairs were initially modelled separately, however, this increased model
complexity.

A reduced observer pair model with the three pairs that showed higher

frequencies of missed caribou (pairs 3, 6, and 7) were pooled, which held the highest
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support of models considered (Table 9, model 1). Also supported was group size (model
2).
The most supported distance and double observer covariates were then combined into
composite models. Immediately, the combined models were more supported than models
with constant distance sampling terms (Table 10, model 6) or constant double observer
terms (model 9). The main double observer model considered was the DRpair + size
model, which gave strong support for the associated covariates (Table 9). Combinations
of the candidate distance sampling model covariates were considered with a model that
had coastal strata (coast) and the log of group size (size) being most supported (Table 10,
model 1). Models that also had cloud cover (model 2), and just coast and cloud (model 3)
were also supported.

The estimates from all 3 of the most supported models were

compared in the sensitivity analysis detailed later in this report.
The pooled detection function for model 1 (Table 10) suggests that the detection of caribou
on the line (distance=0) was 0.86 (SE=0.09) with a shoulder of constant detection to
approximately 400 meters after which it declined to 0.2 at the furthest bin (1,000 to 1,500
meters) (Figure 16). Fit of the model was marginal in the initial 0 to 200 meter bin and the
600 to 1,000 meter bin, as indicated by chi-square tests (χ2=16.2,df=0). The complexity of
the model combined with the limited number of bins meant that there were no degrees of
freedom for the distance sampling component of the chi-square test. Regardless, the
mark-recapture component of the model did display adequate fit ((χ2=16.2, df=7, p=0.21).
The overall χ2 for the model was 25.6, df=2, p<0.001). The main reason for lack of fit was
poor fit to the initial 0 to 200 meter bin and the 600 to 1,000 meter bin. The main reason
for lack of fit was most likely due to lower than expected frequencies in the 0 to 200 meter
bin which was due to less attention to bins closest to the plane. Higher frequencies in
further bins were more pronounced in the inland or medium density strata (Figure 17).
Lower detection in the closer 0 to 200 meter bin was potentially dealt with using the double
observer approach, which relaxes the assumption of perfect sightability close to the plane.
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Table 6.

Univariate model selection for distance sampling covariates. The distance
sampling detection function (DF: HR-hazard rate, HN-Half normal) is shown
along with distance and double observer models. Sample size adjusted Akaike
Information Criterion (AIC c ), the difference in AIC c between the most supported
model for each model (ΔAIC c ), AIC c weight (w i ), number of model parameters
(K), and deviance is given. Constant models are shaded for reference.

No

DF

Distance
model

MR/2x model

AIC c

ΔAIC c

wi

K

LL

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

HR

CoastStrata

constant

963.30

0.00

0.45

4

-477.6

HR

cloud

constant

965.09

1.78

0.19

4

-478.4

HR

constant

constant

966.57

3.27

0.09

3

-480.2

HR

logsize

constant

967.27

3.96

0.06

4

-479.5

HR

Recobs

constant

967.51

4.21

0.06

4

-479.7

HR

snow

constant

967.97

4.67

0.04

4

-479.9

HR

size

constant

968.01

4.71

0.04

4

-479.9

HR
HR
HR

snowpatch

constant

968.49

5.18

0.03

4

-480.1

Visibility

constant

969.49

6.19

0.02

6

-478.5

Elevation

constant

970.98

7.67

0.01

7

-478.2

HN

constant

constant

969.79

35.04

0.00

2

-482.9

Table 7.

Univariate model selection for double observer covariates. The distance
sampling detection function (DF: HR-hazard rate, HN-Half normal) is shown
along with the distance and double observer model. Sample size adjusted
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC c ), the difference in AIC c between the most
supported model for each model (Δ AIC c ), AICc weight (w i ), number of model
parameters (K), and deviance is given. Constant models are shaded for
reference.

No

DF

1

HR

2

HR

3

HR

4

HR

5

HR

6

HR

7

HR

8

HR

9

HR

Distance
model

MR/2x model

AIC c

ΔAIC c

wi

K

LL

constant

DRpair+size

938.02

0.00

0.76

5

-463.9

constant

DRpair+logsize

940.46

2.45

0.22

5

-465.1

constant

DRpair+snowpatch

947.73

9.71

0.01

5

-468.7

constant

DRpair+cloud

949.70

11.69

0.00

5

-469.7

constant

DRpair

950.42

12.40

0.00

4

-471.1

constant

DRpair+snow

951.60

13.58

0.00

5

-470.7

constant

Drpair+coast

952.42

14.41

0.00

5

-471.1

constant

observers

961.26

23.24

0.00

10

-470.1

constant

constant

966.57

28.56

0.00

3

-480.2
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Table 8.

Combined distance sampling and double observer analysis. Sample size
adjusted Akaike Information Criterion (AIC c ), the difference in AIC c between the
most supported models for each model (ΔAIC c ), AIC c weight (w i ), number of
model parameters (K), and deviance is given. Constant models are shaded for
reference.

No

DF

Distance model

MR/2x model

AIC c

ΔAIC c

wi

K

LL

1

HR

Coast + logsize

DRpair + size

934.75

0.00

0.28

7

-460.1

2

HR

Coast+ cloud +logsize

DRpair+ size

934.84

0.09

0.27

8

-459.1

3

HR

Coast + cloud

DRpair + size

935.34

0.59

0.21

7

-460.4

4

HR

RecObs + Coast+logsize

DRpair + size

936.72

1.97

0.10

8

-460.0

5

HR

Coast + logsize

DRpair + logsize

937.19

2.45

0.08

7

-461.3

6

HR

constant

DRpair + size

938.02

3.27

0.05

5

-463.9

7

HR

Coast + logsize

obs+size

946.60

11.85

0.00

13

-459.4

8

HR

Coast + logsize

size

947.68

12.93

0.00

6

-467.6

9

HR

Coast + logsize

constant

963.22

28.48

0.00

5

-476.5
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Figure 16. Fitted detection function for the most supported MRDS model.

Figure 17. Fitted detection function showing coastal (HD and VHD strata) and inland
(MD and LD) strata frequencies and observer type predictions.
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4.4

Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity analyses were conducted to evaluate and estimate sensitivity to model selection
uncertainty, fit of models to the detection function, inclusion of data recorder observers,
and use of distance sampling and/or double observer data sets (Table 11 and Figure 18).
Estimates were contrasted against the estimate of the model 1 (3,815 caribou CI=29304966). In terms of model selection uncertainly, the three most supported models (models
1, 2, and 3) displayed similar estimates with an increase in estimates when log-size was
not included in the detection function. This was likely due to the influence of larger group
sizes, which will display higher sightability, at further distances. Given the evidence of
group size sightability, the inclusion of group size was justified.
Model 1 was then run with observations from the primary (front) and secondary (rear)
observers pooled for the 3 pairs that had data recorder assistance. Therefore, a group
was only measured as a miss if both observers missed the caribou that the data recorder
observed. This scenario basically assumed that the data recorder had the same sighting
probability as the two observers combined (which was less likely). The resulting estimate
was 3,694 which was 121 caribou less than model 1 (that treated the data recorder as an
additional 2nd observer).

Model 1 was also run with the data recorder observations

removed, resulting in an estimate of 3,373. This reduction was presumably due to a loss
of observations in the higher density strata where many of the data recorder observations
occurred. The actual estimate was lower than the strip transect estimate (without a double
observer) which is unlikely.
Model 1 was then run with the right bin (1000 to 1500 meters) removed to test for the
effects of outlier observations in further bins. This increased the estimate to 4,072 caribou
which was potentially because of outlier observations inflating estimates of sightability and
therefore reducing abundance estimates. Left truncation of the left bin (0 to 200 meters),
which would remove the effect of lower sightability near the plane, had less influence on
the estimate but did reduce precision. Left and right truncation further reduced the estimate
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presumably due to a loss of data (the number of caribou sighted was reduced from 1,330
to 844 when both bins were removed).
Distance sampling only, which assumes sightability of 1 (100%) at the line, also showed a
reduced estimate even when the 0 to 200 meter bin was truncated. This result was not
surprising given that sightability on the line was estimated at 0.9 by the MRDS model. Strip
transect sampling with a double observer model for sightability (DRpair+size) resulted in a
similar estimate to model 1 but with lower precision. If the double observer model was
removed, and sightability was assumed to be 1 (100%) then the estimate was reduced to
3,599. The strip transect estimate without a double observer can be considered the most
conservative estimate, given that sightability is assumed to be 1 (100%), which is unlikely,
with no further modelling of sightability. As shown in Figure 18, all the estimates from the
sensitivity analysis fall in the general range of each other with an average estimate of 3,729
caribou. As discussed later, the best estimate is from model 1 given that it uses all the
data sources available and accounts for most sources of variation. Likely differences
between estimates all fall within the main range of confidence limits of all the estimators.
Similarity between model 1 and the double observer strip transect estimate, which is used
for most caribou surveys, is reassuring.
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Table 9.

Sensitivity analysis of the fall 2020 modeled estimates of Dolphin and Union herd abundance (Victoria Island and
Mainland) using various model formulations and data sources. Model numbers refer to the models listed in Table
10.
Analysis

Caribou
counted
Model selection uncertainty (MR models DRobs +
size)
model 1 (DS model: coast+logsize)
1330

Abundance
N

SE

Conf. Limit

CV

3,815

513.7

2,930

4,966

0.13

model 2 (DS model: coast+cloud+logsize)

1330

3,770

495.6

2,914

4,877

0.13

model 3 (DS model: :coast+cloud)

1330

4,078

553.6

3,126

5,321

0.14

model 4 (DS model: :recobs+coast+logsize)

1330

3,794

503.4

2,926

4,920

0.13

model 1: pool observers 1 and 2

1330

3,694

468.4

2,881

4,736

0.13

model 1: data recorder observations excluded

1226

3,373

510.5

2,509

4,536

0.15

Right truncate at 1000m

1079

4,072

538.9

3,138

5,285

0.13

Left truncate at 200m

1095

3,711

808.1

2,428

5,669

0.22

Both right and left truncate

844

3,542

521.4

2,650

4,734

0.15

1095

3,445

540.7

2,534

4,683

0.16

double observer (MR model: DRpair+size)

519

3,861

646.6

2,782

5,359

0.17

No double observer

519

3,599

533.0

2,689

4,818

0.15

Data recorder observations

Left and right truncation (model 1)

Distance sampling only (DS model: coast+logsize)
Left truncate at 200m
Strip transect sampling (0-400 m)
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Figure 18. Graphical representation of sensitivity analysis estimates listed in Table 11.
The estimate from model 1, used for full island estimates, is delineated by a
dashed line for comparison purposes.
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4.5

Estimates and Trend Analysis

4.5.1 Estimates
Estimates for strata from model 1 (Table 10) demonstrate that the highest densities of
caribou were found in the Very High-Density East and High-Density West coastline strata,
with moderate densities in the Medium West A (MDWa) stratum. Most other stratum had
lower densities of caribou, resulting in lower estimates of abundance (Table 12). Two
groups of caribou were sighted on the Kent Peninsula on the mainland (LDKP) resulting in
an estimate of 236 caribou for all mainland strata. The inclusion of the mainland strata
produces a total abundance estimate of is 3,815 (CI=2,930-4,966) caribou. If only the
Victoria Island caribou are used, then the estimate is 3,579 (CI=2,758-4,644).

68

Table 10. Estimates for each strata from the most supported MRDS model (DS: CoastStrata+logsize, MR:DRobs+size,
Table 10). The number of caribou counted on transect is given for each strata along with abundance estimates.
Density is the abundance estimate divided by strata area X 100.
Strata

Strata_Name

Caribou
counted

Abundance
(N)

SE

Confidence Interval

CV

Density

Victoria Island strata
VHDE

High_Density_East

665

1,487

275.3

1,034

2,139

0.19

18.82

HDW

High_Density_West

262

821

164.4

554

1,217

0.20

9.62

MDEa

Medium_Density_East_A

1

5

5.9

1

33

1.08

0.07

MDEb

Medium_Density_East_B

22

130

48.7

58

290

0.37

6.04

MDWa

Medium_Density_West_A

150

470

121.3

281

784

0.26

5.40

MDWb

Medium_Density_West_B

26

89

37.3

38

207

0.42

1.47

LDC

Low_Density_Central

124

511

140.5

297

879

0.27

1.27

LDE

Low_Density_East

14

65

41.5

19

225

0.63

0.59

LDWC

Low_Density_West_Central

0

0

0.00

0.00

LDEC

Low_Density_East_Central

0

0

0.00

0.00

1,264

3,579

476.5

2,758

4,644

0.13

2.72

174.9

57

980

0.74

4.13

Total
Mainland strata
LDKP

Low_Density_Kent_Penninsula

66

236

LDSK

Low_Density_South_Kent

0

0

0.00

0.00

LDSW

Low_Density_South_West

0

0

0.00

0.00

1,330

3,815

0.13

2.79

Victoria Island + Mainland
Total

Victoria Island + Mainland

513.7

2,930

4,966
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4.5.2 Trend Analysis
To determine the trend in Dolphin and Union herd abundance, we compared herd
estimates from the fall 2018 and fall 2020 abundance surveys.

We conducted this

comparison for both the Victoria Island + mainland estimate, and Victoria Island only
estimate, from the fall 2020 survey (mainland transects were not flown in fall 2018). While
the Victoria Island + mainland estimate may be the best representation of the Dolphin
Union herd, previous surveys only surveyed Victoria Island and therefore, it could be
argued that the best comparison for trend is the Victoria Island estimate. In both cases,
the difference between 2018 and 2020 estimates are not significant (Table 13). The ratio
of estimates between 2018 and 2020 suggests an overall reduction in herd size of 7 to
13%, which amounts to yearly changes of 4 to 7% using the two estimates of herd size for
the Dolphin union herd (Table 14). In all cases the confidence limits overlapped and
therefore the change is not statistically significant, yielding no quantitative conclusions that
herd numbers had significantly changed between 2018 and 2020.
A regression analysis of the data set suggests that a model with a trend term that
corresponds to the fall 2007-2015 survey estimates, and the fall 2018-2020 survey
estimates, with a single reduction from 2015-2018 estimates, describes the data
adequately (Table 15). The slope term for year can be exponentiated to estimate a mean
λ of 0.97. The year (2018) term describes the overall decrease in caribou abundance from
fall 2015 to fall 2018 (23%) as also indicated in Table 14, where it is estimated as a 22%
decline (Figure 19). This model suggests that the population may have declined between
2018 and 2020 at a rate similar to observed declines occurring prior to 2015. Similar results
occurred using only the Victoria Island 2020 estimate for the trend analysis.
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Table 11. Abundance estimates of the Dolphin and Union herd from fall 1997, 2007, 2015,
2018, and 2020. Both the Victoria Island + mainland (VI + Mainland) and
Victoria Island only (VI only) are listed for the 2020 estimates.
Year

N

SE

1997

34,558

4283.0

27,757

2007

27,787

3613.0

2015

18,413

2018
2020 (VI +
Mainland)
2020 (VI only)

Conf. Int

CV

df

t-test

df

p-value

41,359

0.12

38

20,250

35,324

0.13

21

-1.21

58.09

0.2318

3133.8

11,644

25,182

0.17

55

-1.96

53.02

0.0553

4,105

694.8

2,931

5,750

0.17

54

-4.46

60.39

0.0000

3,815

513.7

2,930

4,966

0.13

326

-0.34

123.08

0.7377

3,579

476.5

2,758

4,644

0.13

379

-0.62

113.18

0.5337

Table 12. Estimates of overall change and yearly change (λ) in Dolphin Union estimates.
Year

Overall

SE

Conf. Int.

Yearly change

SE

Conf. Int.

(λ)

change
2007

0.80

0.15

0.57

1.14

0.98

0.02

0.94

1.01

2015

0.66

0.14

0.43

1.00

0.95

0.03

0.90

1.00

2018

0.22

0.06

0.14

0.36

0.61

0.05

0.52

0.71

2020 (VI + Mainland)

0.93

0.21

0.61

1.42

0.96

0.10

0.78

1.19

2020 (VI only)

0.87

0.19

0.58

1.33

0.93

0.10

0.76

1.15

Table 13. Regression trend analysis using log-linear regression methods. Results are
given for analyses using the 2020 Victoria Island + Mainland estimate, and the
Victoria Island only estimate.
Regression terms
Term (β)

β

SE

Conf. Int

Estimates of change

Significance

change

statistic

Conf. Int

pvalue

2020 Victoria Island +mainland estimate
(Intercept)

10.49

0.07

10.35

10.63

year

-0.03

0.01

-0.05

-0.02

Year (2018)
-1.45
0.09
-1.62
2020 Victoria Island only estimate

-1.27

(Intercept)

10.51

0.10

10.31

10.70

year

-0.04

0.01

-0.05

Year (2018)

-1.46

0.13

-1.71

1this

148.09

0.0000

0.95

1.01

-5.88

0.0278

1

0.20

1.10

-15.92

0.0039

105.30

0.0001

-0.02

0.96

0.01

0.95

-4.39

0.0482

-1.20

0.23

0.13

0.18

-11.25

0.0078

0.97
0.23

is an estimate of overall change from 2015-2018
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Victoria Island + mainland 2020 estimate

Figure 19.

Victoria Island only estimate

Population estimates and estimated trends for the Dolphin Union caribou herd using the 2020 Victoria Island
+ mainland estimate (left) and the Victoria Island only estimate (right).
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5.0 DISCUSSION

5.1

Population Demography & Threats

The results from this survey validate the decline concluded from the 2018 Dolphin and
Union survey and support the conclusion that the population declined substantially
between 2015 and 2018. Although this survey used a different methodology without
reliance on collared caribou, it arrived at a similar estimate, suggesting that the overall
estimate is robust to methodologies employed. The implications of this decline are
serious as the herd is of significant importance for Inuit subsistence and cultural needs
for several communities in the western Kitikmeot and in the northeastern extent of the
Beaufort Delta.
Similar declining trends have been observed in other caribou herds in Northern
Canada and Alaska. For example, Bathurst herd has declined from an estimated
470,000 animals in the 1980s to an estimated 8,210 animals in 2018 (Adamczewski
et al. 2019), and the Bluenose East herd has declined from an estimated 121,000 to
123,000 in 2010 to an estimated 19,160 in 2018 (Boulanger et al. 2019). Traditional
Knowledge and scientific research indicate that caribou populations have historically
experienced cycles of highs and lows, however, these widespread declines are
concerning, particularly in the context of global change and local access to healthy
country food.
Reasons for these declines are unclear but may be linked to natural and human
factors, some of which may be exacerbated by climate change. Specifically, natural
factors such as predators, hydrological shifts, insect harassment, stochastic weather
events, changes in wildfire regime, and extreme temperature fluctuations, all
represent threats to barren-ground caribou populations. Research conducted on the
Bathurst and Bluenose East herd has indicated that very high drought and warble fly
indices in 2014 resulted in low percentages of breeding females in June 2015
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(Boulanger and Adamczewski 2017). Anthropogenic factors, including changes in
harvesting practices, ice breaking practices, habitat fragmentation through landscape
modification, and other effects of industrial activities, also have a detrimental impact
on caribou movement and behavior (Dumond and Lee, 2013). Recent research
conducted by Wilson et al. (2016) and Boulanger et al. (2020) has demonstrated the
aversion of barren-ground caribou to road crossing. Additionally, these threats may
be having cumulative effects, and may synergistically be having negative impacts on
barren-ground caribou productivity and long-term viability.
Dolphin and Union caribou are facing many of the same threats as barren-ground
caribou, as well as population specific threats. Due to their migration across the
Coronation Gulf, the Dease Strait, and Queen Maud Gulf, to winter range on the
mainland of Nunavut, Dolphin and Union face unique threats. Most notably, DU
caribou are reliant on sea ice (Poole et al. 2010, COSEWIC 2017; Hanke and Kutz,
2020).

Ice breaking practices and declining periods of ice cover, cause

unpredictability in sea ice condition and connectivity for this species’ unique sea ice
migrations in the fall and spring. Due to the DU herds reliance on sea ice, climate
change may also pose a serious threat to Dolphin and Union caribou (Poole et al.
2010, COSEWIC 2017). Another threat to the herds status is possible emigration
events into neighboring barren-ground caribou herds on the Nunavut mainland. In
recent years, traditional knowledge has reported that Dolphin and Union caribou are
being seen with barren-ground caribou year-round, and outside of their known annual
range extents. Additionally, small groups of DU caribou have been observed joining
larger barren-ground caribou herds during fall migration. It is unclear how regularly
this may occur, and if DU caribou are also joining barren-ground caribou on their
rutting grounds, which if confirmed, suggest these emigrants are no longer
reproductive members of the DU herd, but rather of the Barren-ground caribou herd
within which they are mixing.

Traditional Knowledge also indicates that during

previous population lows, the herd ceased migration, an observation consistent with
both recent reports, and current population declines. It is unclear how any, or all of
these possible behavioral shifts could impact the health or survival of individuals into
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the future. The factors driving the current declines in Dolphin and Union caribou need
further investigation to effectively quantify decline mechanisms to model and manage
the population effectively into the future.

5.2

Survey Methods and Challenges

One challenge with this analysis was the higher proportion of data recorder
observations. These observations do not fall into the usual double observer model
framework and therefore had to be further considered. We addressed this issue by
pooling the second recorder and data recorder observations into a single observer for
the pairs that had substantial data recorder observations. We then modeled the
double observer probabilities for the pairs of observers that had data recorder
assistance separately, then modeled the other observers (without data recorder
assistance) using the DRobs covariate. This allowed the inclusion of the substantial
data recorder observations in the analysis, where and when they occurred. We further
tested the sensitivity of treating the data recorder as a third observer by running a
sensitivity analysis where observations from the front and rear observers were pooled
as a single session, and the data recorder observations treated as a second
observer/session. The resulting change in the estimate was minimal (121 caribou)
suggesting that the analysis was robust to how observations from the data recorder
were treated. We note that if these observations are not used, then the estimate of
abundance from the MRDS model is less than that from strip transects (that are likely
biased low due to low sightability near the plane). It would be possible to model data
recorder observations more directly as a third observer; however, this capability is not
included in the MRDS package. To develop a new triple observer estimator for a third
data recorder observer, would require substantial programming likely using a
Bayesian MCMC approach (Kery and Schaub, 2012) and is beyond the scope of the
current effort. It is likely that the amount of change in estimates due to differences in
how data recorder observations are modelled, would not be substantial in the context
of the overall range of estimates produced by the sensitivity analysis (Figure 18).
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The dependent double observer pair method assumes equal sightability between
observers as well as reasonably high individual sighting probabilities, to be effective
as an estimator of sightability. If individual sighting probabilities become too low so
that a substantial proportion of caribou are missed, it is likely that the double observer
estimator will be biased low due to inefficiencies of the removal estimator used for
modelling dependent observers. An independent observer method (where the two
observers do not communicate) is more effective and efficient but more difficult to
implement (Buckland et al. 2010) when observer probabilities are variable and lower
(Laake et al. 1997, Laake et al. 2008a, Laake et al., 2008b). We suggest that in future
surveys, observer pairs who have many data recorder observations, are moved or
separated throughout the survey to avoid the additional assumptions of inclusion of
data recorder observations in the analysis. If this is not possible, then independent
observer methods, which are more robust to these issues, should be implemented if
the wildlife being observed is of a low enough density as to provide consistently
independent groupings geographically.
Distance sampling allowed the inclusion of observations that were further from the
usual 400-meter strip width. This was advantageous for some strata (Kent Peninsula
and low density east) where all the observations were beyond 400 meters and
therefore, the estimate for these strata using strip transects was 0. However, the
challenge of distance sampling is ensuring that data is collected to meet the general
assumptions of the method.

The main assumption is that observer attention is

focused on bins closest to the plane so that detection in these bins is close to 100%.
The shape of the detection function suggested that observers were not adequately
sighting caribou in the first survey bin at 0 to 200 meters, which would bias the
distance sampling analyses. One potential reason for lower detections near the plane
could have been the lower survey altitude (300 feet) that reduced the size of the front
to back survey window and subsequent time that surveyors had to spot caribou closer
to the plane. Other distance sampling surveys on Southampton Island (Campbell et
al., 2020) and Baffin Island (Campbell et al., 2015) that flew at the usual higher survey
altitude (400 feet) did not have reduced observations in the closer survey bin with
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higher (>0.95) estimated sighting probabilities in the first (0 to 200 meters) bin. The
double observer method helped account for this issue by estimating the probability of
sighting caribou in the 0 to 200 meter bin at 0.86. Comparison of the standard strip
transect estimate (assuming sightability of 1) of 3,599 compared to the strip transect
double observer estimate of 3,861 (Table 10 and Figure 19) indexes the relative
sensitivity of estimates to sightability near the plane. Flying at the lower survey
altitude for the Dolphin Union survey had the advantage of being less affected by
cloud cover and therefore it was an advantageous method. However, we suggest
that if this method is employed again, a double observer method is used to estimate
sightability to account for lower sighting probabilities in areas closer to the plane.
The other potential issue was caribou in the further bin being called as on transect
when they were off-transect, due to difficulties of calling caribou at the furthest,
narrowest (by way of observer perspective) bin. If this occurred, then the estimate
might show a negative bias of a few hundred caribou as indicated when the furthest
bin is reduced. Because fixed-wing distance sampling data is typically binned, it is
not possible to trim off smaller amounts of data at further distances such as in usual
distance sampling analyses, that records all observations, and then measures all
observations from the transect line to the observation or group. We suggest that if
distance sampling is to be used in fixed wing platforms that do not measure group
distances from the transect, it should be, as in the present work, accompanied by
double observer methods to allow estimation of sightability on the transect.
The 2020 survey did not use satellite collared caribou to identify areas of high
aggregation and instead conducted an extensive survey of all areas that were likely
to have caribou. The similarity of estimates between the fall 2018 and fall 2020
surveys suggests that the coastal survey method, when in concert with a collaring
program of between 25 and 50 collars, was and remains a robust survey method.
However, evidence of caribou outside of the coastal strips typically used during the
coastal surveys, were reported by local hunters from the communities of Cambridge
Bay, Kugluktuk, and Ulukhaktok, and verified by the fall 2020 survey effort, suggesting
that future coastal survey efforts should ensure that more inland strata are sampled,
77
Department of Environment

Campbell et al., 2021

Dolphin & Union Caribou Abundance Survey October/November 2021

regardless of collar distribution. During the fall 2020 survey effort, inland strata and
associated transects, including areas that have never been sampled using the coastal
survey method, made up an estimated 30% of all on transect observations of caribou
(403 caribou). Though there were only 4 active collars during the 2020 survey effort,
only one was outside of high-density survey strata.

5.3

Recommendations

Future research on the Dolphin and Union herd should be focused on identifying
mechanisms for the observed trends so that the causal factors can be addressed to
aid in the effective management of the herd.

Population abundance should be

carefully monitored, and the frequency of surveys should remain high when the
population is in the declining phase. Additionally, obtaining accurate predator and
human harvest rates and other forms of anthropogenic mortality, will be key to the
effective modelling of herd specific mortality and its effects on abundance trends
(Boulanger et al. 2019).

This information will be necessary to confirm the

effectiveness of current management actions.
The collaring of animals is also a key requirement to effective abundance survey
stratification, as well as the monitoring of possible changes in movement related
behavior and seasonal range use. Future surveys should also be expanded beyond
the historically conducted coastal survey to, at minimum, include both inland and
mainland strata. Although not statistically significant, the inclusion of the mainland
strata in the 2020 survey effort did find caribou aggregations on the mainland
consistent with community observations, suggesting that this could be something
more pervasive in the future and for this reason alone, should be monitored.
Additionally, given the number of observations made further inland, future surveys
should at minimum consider areas 50 to 100 km inland from the south central and
south western coast of Victoria Island, and/or as collars indicate.
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5.4

Public Confidence

During the September and October stakeholder consultations, it became evident that
community-based wildlife management organizations were unsatisfied with efforts to
include IQ into caribou research planning and deployment. This is an issue that has
challenged biologists, managers, and Inuit Organizations alike across the Territory.
Though we are all working hard to come together to find a way of improving this
situation, much work remains to be done. The DU caribou fall 2020 survey findings
confirmed that HTO concerns that DU caribou fall distributions went beyond the
constraints of the previously surveyed narrow coastal strata characteristic of the
telemetry driven coastal survey method, were valid. Additionally, considering the
history of the DU caribou Herd having halted their mainland migration from Victoria
Island during times of low abundance in the 1970s, we suggest that hunter
observations of overwintering DU caribou on Victoria Island coupled with the current
declines estimated in recent years is consistent with this possible change in migratory
behavior, and should be considered in any future research planning (RobertoCharron, 2020; Hanke and Kutz, 2020). These observations can have far reaching
implications to the effectiveness of research programs. DU caribou overwintering on
Victoria Island would have important implications for effective and representative
collar deployment. A split in collar deployment between the mainland and Victoria
Island would provide better overall representation of the herds contemporary use of
its range, and therefore should be factored into any future collaring program.
Furthermore, hunter observations of DU caribou in the Contwoyto Lake area, well
outside of their known annual range, also raises concerns that the DU herd may be in
flux. These extralimital observations could explain possible mechanisms governing
the dramatic decline observed between 2015 and 2018 and should be explored
further. We suggest that future research in Nunavut would greatly benefit from a more
shared approach to the development of research programs through a more effective
and meaningful inclusion of IQ in research planning. In the case of the fall 2020 DU
caribou abundance survey, the inclusion of IQ into the survey plans was pivotal in the
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successful completion of the survey. Working together to better understand the
complex relationships between caribou and their environment will lead to better
research results, and more effective management of this species.

Through

collaborative work, we can improve the scientific, political, and public confidence in
research results, and in turn, the effectiveness and acceptance of the management
actions developed, by all stakeholders.
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8.0 APPENDIX

8.1

Consultation Maps

Figure 20. A map of the 2020 fall DU caribou survey area and probable caribou
distributions based on submissions from Ulukhaktok, NWT.
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Figure 21. A map of the 2020 fall DU caribou survey area and probable caribou
distributions based on submissions from Ulukhaktok, NWT.
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Figure 22. A map of the 2020 fall DU caribou survey area and probable
caribou distributions based on submissions from Cambridge Bay
and the Ekaluktutialik HTO, NU.
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Figure 23.

A map of the 2020 fall DU caribou survey area and probable
caribou distributions based on submissions from Kugluktuk, NU.
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Figure 24. A map of the 2020 fall DU caribou survey area and probable caribou
distributions based on submissions from Burnside HTO, NU.
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Figure 25. A map of the 2020 fall DU caribou survey area and probable caribou
distributions based on submissions from Omingmaktok, NU.
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Figure 26. A map of the 2020 fall DU caribou survey area and probable caribou
distributions based on submissions from DOE, Wildlife Officer Report,
Cambridge Bay, and Kugluktuk.
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Figure 27. A map of the 2020 fall DU caribou survey area and probable caribou
distributions based on submissions from Ulukhaktok, NWT.
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1.0

DATA AND METHODS.

The following sections describe the data incorporated into the landscape stratification
analysis along with the methods applied.

1.1

Caribou Telemetry Data

Telemetry points were collected from three telemetry programs, the first deployed
between 1987 and 1989 maintaining a mean of 6 collars annually, the second between
1996 and 2006 maintaining a mean of 11 collars annually, and the third between 2015
and 2020, maintaining a mean of 27 collars annually (Table 1). The GPS locations from
these programs were imported into an Access database, normalized into a common data
structure, and attributed based on previously developed seasonal range date extents
(Campbell et al., 2014) for the analysis. All pre-deployment and post-mortality locations
were removed from the data, along with any collars deployed on non-Dolphin and Union
caribou (determined through genetic analysis of captured caribou).

1.2

Annual Range Analysis Methods

Data were split into two groups for the annual range analysis: telemetry locations collected
between 1996 and 2006 and current telemetry locations collected between 2015 and
2020. Data from 1987-1989 were excluded from the annual range analysis as sample
sizes of collared caribou were relatively low. The annual range for 1996 to 2006 pooled
data across years and used kernel density estimation (KDE) to generate a utilization
distribution characterizing annual range use for that period. The bandwidth applied in the
KDE (i.e., 29 km) was estimated using reference bandwidth (href) approach and the range
boundary defined as the 95% utilization distribution contour (Calenge 2011).
The annual range boundaries for the current telemetry data, were defined on a year-toyear basis rather than as a pooled dataset due to the large sample sizes available.
4
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Utilization distributions were generated for each year using KDE and the 95% contour
used to define the range boundaries. The bandwidth used to generate the utilization
distributions (i.e., 28 km) was calculated by averaging the href estimated for each year.

To generate an annual range boundary that captured both historical and current range
use, the 95% utilization distribution polygons for each period (i.e., 1996-2006, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018, 2019, and 2020) were merged and any overlapping boundaries dissolved.

1.3

Seasonal Range Analysis Methods

Seasonal range boundaries were generated for both low movement and high movement
seasons using a similar approach to the annual ranges. Telemetry locations for all years
were attributed with the seasonal date ranges defined by Nagy 2011. For each low
movement season, data were pooled across years and a utilization distribution was
generated using KDE with a seasonally specific bandwidth estimated using the href
method (Table 2). The seasonal range boundaries were defined as the 95% utilization
distribution contour.

For the high movement seasons, yearly migration corridors were derived from transect
kernel densities for each of the migration seasons. The bandwidth for the corridor analysis
was 20 kilometers. To bring the individual migration density layers to a common scale,
they were reclassified into the utilization distribution classes 50%, 80%, 90%, 95%, and
100%. The reclassified corridor layers were weighted according to the number of collars
for each year giving more weight to years with more collars. The layers were added
together to identify consistently high use areas year to year. These consistently used
areas were used to define the extent of the migration corridors.
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Table 14. Summary of telemetry data available for the annual and seasonal range
analyses.
Year

Number of
Collars

1987

6

1988

7

1989

5

1996

3

1997

1

1998

1

1999

19

2000

20

2001

18

2002

12

2003

20

2004

14

2005

9

2006

3

2015

17

2016

29

2017

16

2018

44

2019

33

2020

20
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Table 15. Estimated bandwidth radii for low movement seasons.
Season

Bandwidth Radius
(km)

Calving

24

Post- Calving

28

Summer

25

Late Summer

29

Rut

22

Winter

17
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1.4

Landscape Stratification Methods

A land cover classification for Victoria Island was completed to support survey planning
for the Dolphin and Union subpopulation. The classification was based on a fused 20
metre Landsat and Sentinel 2 best pixel composite satellite image generated from
imagery collected between July 1 to August 31, 2017 to 2020 (Figure 1). The classification
was performed using a supervised classification method based on visual interpretation.
Training sites were collected for ten classes based on a previous ecological landcover
classifications completed for the Kivalliq region: water, wet graminoid, graminoid heath
tundra, heath upland, rock/heath upland, sand/gravel, boulder, rock, and snow/ice
(Campbell et al. 2012). The resulting classification was intersected with caribou telemetry
locations collected between 2015 and 2020 to investigate seasonal land cover use
patterns demonstrated by caribou on Victoria Island.
Additionally, a topographic position index (TPI) surface was generated using the Arctic
HRDEM (20 metres) obtained from Natural Resources Canada. TPI is calculated by
comparing the elevation for a given cell in a DEM to the mean elevation calculated over
a specified spatial neighbourhood (Weiss 2001).

As TPI is scale dependent, we

calculated surfaces for three spatial neighbourhoods: 500 metres, 1500 metres, and 3000
metres. Smaller neighbourhoods highlight extreme terrain changes (e.g., narrow ridge
lines and narrow valley bottoms) while larger spatial neighbourhoods provide a more
generalized characterization of landform features. Dolphin and Union telemetry locations
were intersected with the TPI results and summarized by season to explore terrain feature
use patterns for caribou on Victoria Island.
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Figure 28. Landsat and Sentinel 2 Fused Satellite image covering Victoria island.
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2.0

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The following sections describe the results of the landscape stratification analysis in
relation to the survey strata, telemetry locations and caribou observations from the survey.
2.1

Annual Range

The annual range boundaries generated for this project closely resemble those proposed
by Nagy 2011. The Dolphin and Union annual range boundaries encompass the majority
of Victoria Island and extend south to the mainland covering the areas around Bathurst
Inlet, Umingmaktok, and the Kent Peninsula (Figure 2).
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Figure 29. The Dolphin and Union (DU) annual range.
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2.2

Seasonal Ranges

The seasonal range boundaries generated for Dolphin and Union reflect the variation in
habitat use driven by annual biological and ecological cycles. Spring migration corridors
are located between the mainland coast and Victoria Island with the highest use areas
falling across the Kent Peninsula and to the West of Bathurst Inlet. The location of these
corridors capture the movement of the caribou from their winter ranges on the mainland
to the calving and summer ranges located on Victoria Island (Figure 3).
The calving, post-calving, summer and late summer ranges all occur primarily on Victoria
island with the highest use areas located in the southwest and south-central portions of
the island (Figure 4– Figure 7). Scattered pockets of high use also occur in the northcentral region of the island, around Cambridge Bay, and on the Kent Peninsula. There is
a slight shift north by Dolphin and Union caribou throughout the snow free months
resulting in no range use occurring on the mainland or Kent Peninsula for collared DU
caribou after the calving season has finished.
Movement corridors associated with the pre-breeding period of the fall migration reflect
the movement of caribou towards the southern coastline of Victoria Island (Figure 8).
The rut occurs primarily along the southern coast of Victoria Island, as the caribou wait
for suitable ice conditions to return to the mainland for the winter (Figure 9).
The post-breeding fall migration corridors are located between Victoria Island and the
mainland coast with the highest use areas falling across the Kent Peninsula, mouth of
Bathurst Inlet, and in the region west of the Inlet. The location of these corridors reflects
the timing of caribou movements from Victoria Island across the sea ice to their winter
ranges on the mainland (Figure 10).
The Dolphin and Union winter range is located south of the Kent Peninsula, around
Umingmaktok, and to the west of Bathurst Inlet. High use areas occur primarily in the
region between Kikerk Lake and Bathurst Inlet (Figure 11).
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Figure 30. The Dolphin and Union (DU) annual range and spring migration seasonal
range.
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Figure 31. The Dolphin and Union (DU) annual range and calving seasonal range.
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Figure 32. The Dolphin and Union (DU) annual range and post-calving seasonal range.
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Figure 33. The Dolphin and Union (DU) annual range and summer seasonal range.
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Figure 34. The Dolphin and Union (DU) annual range and late summer seasonal range.
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Figure 35. The Dolphin and Union (DU) annual range and fall migration, pre-breeding
seasonal range.
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Figure 36. The Dolphin and Union (DU) annual range and rut/breeding seasonal range.
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Figure 37. The Dolphin and Union (DU) annual range and fall migration, post-breeding
seasonal range.
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Figure 38. The Dolphin and Union (DU) annual range and winter seasonal range.
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2.3

Land Cover

Since Dolphin and Union caribou spend much of the snow free months located on Victoria
Island, the land cover classification was focused mainly on Victoria Island (Figure 12). As
such, the survey strata located on the mainland do not have complete coverage and are
not included in the summary of results.

When considered as a whole, the principal land cover types present on Victoria Island are
heath tundra and heath upland with graminoid, wet graminoid, and water making up a
much smaller proportion of the total (Table 3). However, the results of the classification
show considerable north-south variation in land cover types with less variation east to
west. The southern coastline of the island is dominated by the graminoid class and lakes
with smaller areas of both the heath tundra and upland classes. Heath upland becomes
the dominant land cover type in the central region, while the graminoid and heath tundra
classes are present but only in small discrete patches. The central area also has large
sandy regions and many lakes. The northern portion of the island is characterized by the
presence of large rocky areas of heath upland with some patches of wet graminoid and
graminoid classes occurring in the northwest. Unlike the other two regions of the island,
the northern portion has only a small number of lakes.

The land cover composition for the individual stratum mirror the north-south variation
observed. Strata along the southern coastline have a large graminoid content, but as the
strata get further from the coast, they become increasingly dominated by heath upland
and heath tundra classes (Table 3). As such, the very high density and high density strata
are characterized by high levels of the graminoid classes (Figure 13) and medium and
low density strata by lower levels of graminoids and increasing levels of heath tundra and
upland cover types (Figure 14 – Figure 15). The areas of Victoria Island not covered by
strata are similarly composed of high levels of heath tundra and heath upland classes
along with a higher proportion of rock, sand, and gravel than evident within stratified areas
(Figure 16).
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Figure 39. Land cover classification for Victoria Island.
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Table 16. Land cover summary for Victoria Island and survey strata.
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Figure 40. Land cover class percentages for very high and high density strata

Figure 41. Land cover class percentages for the medium density strata
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Figure 42. Land cover class percentages for low density strata

Figure 43. Land cover class percentages for areas of Victoria Island not covered by the
strata
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2.4

Topographic Position Index (TPI)

Generally, there exists very little variation in terrain on Victoria Island with the majority of
the region being flat with rolling hills. However, similar to land cover, there appears to be
a change in terrain type as you move north across the island. The south and central
portions of the island are characterized by relatively flat terrain with occasional areas of
higher elevation; while the north, has a distinct band of rough terrain and higher elevation
that separates it from the rest of the island (Figure 17).

The TPI results highlight these trends by classifying terrain types into four general classes:
ridges, slopes, valleys, and flat areas. Changing the scale of the TPI analysis did not
change the spatial patterns present in the results, but did generalize terrain features as
the spatial neighbourhood size increased (Figure 18). Across all analysis scales, large
ridges and valleys were far more prevalent on the northern part of the island than in the
central or southern areas; while the central and south were characterized by large flat
areas interspersed with smaller ridge and valley features (Table 4).

The terrain for the individual strata is fairly consistent between survey areas with the
flatland class being dominant across all three density designations (Figure 19 – Figure
21). The percentages for the four terrain classes were much more balanced for the areas
of Victoria Island outside the survey strata, as these were generally located in the north
where there exists much more natural terrain variation (Figure 22).
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Figure 44. TPI for Victoria Island
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Figure 45. TPI results at the three analysis scales: 500m, 1500m and 3000m
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Table 17. TPI summary for Victoria Island and survey strata
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Figure 46. Terrain class percentages for the very high and high density strata

Figure 47. Terrain class percentages for the medium density strata
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Figure 48. Terrain class percentages for the low density strata

Figure 49. Terrain class percentages for areas of Victoria Island not covered by the
strata
32
Kite et al., January 2021

Landscape Stratification Analysis – Methods and Results Summary

2.5

Land Cover Summaries for Telemetry Locations.
2.5.1 Vegetation

Intersecting the telemetry locations for Dolphin and Union caribou with the land cover
classification revealed that the graminoid class appeared to be the preferred land cover
class across all seasons, except for calving when the heath upland class was preferred
(Figure 23). The heath tundra and heath upland were important classes during the spring
and summer seasons (Figure 24); however, they became less important through the fall
and winter (Figure 25). These results supported the density designations assigned to the
breeding season survey strata as the high density areas were dominated by the preferred
graminoid class; while low density areas were dominated by the less preferred heath
tundra and upland classes.

The caribou observation data collected during the Fall 2020 survey were also intersected
with the land cover classification to further validate the seasonal habitat preferences
determined using the telemetry data. According to both data sources, the graminoid class
was preferred during the breeding season while heath tundra and upland classes were
less preferred (Figure 26). One notable difference is the apparent higher use of water
indicated by the observation data. The increase in the water class could be due to a few
factors: the resolution of the land cover classification versus the resolution of the GPS
devices used to capture the field coordinates, or differences in lake ice conditions between
the telemetry collection period (2015-2019) and the survey (2020).
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Figure 50. Landcover classification of the DU fall/rut range into 10 cover types.
Telemetry data collected between 2015 and 2020 were used to assess
habitat use. It is noteworthy that the survey extents cover much of the
graminoid classification extent
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Figure 51. Land cover summaries by season for telemetry locations (Spring- Late
Summer)
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Figure 52. Land cover summaries by season for telemetry locations (FallA- Winter)
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Figure 53. Comparison of land cover class use from telemetry and observation data.

37
Kite et al., January 2021

Dolphin & Union Caribou Abundance Survey October/November 2021

2.5.2 Topography
Summarizing telemetry locations by TPI also revealed seasonal trends in terrain use with
flatlands being preferred in all seasons (Figure 27).

During the post-breeding fall

migration and winter seasons, flatlands appeared to be preferred, however, not as
strongly as in the other seasons (Figure 28 – Figure 29). This decrease in use may be
related to differences in terrain types on the mainland, as Dolphin and Union caribou have
returned or are returning to their wintering range during these time periods.

The

observation data also showed similar trends in terrain use to the telemetry data during the
rut (Figure 30). According to both data types, flatlands are preferred followed by slopes.
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Figure 54. Topographic classification of the DU fall/rut range into 4 general topographic
features characteristic of the range. Telemetry data collected between 2015
and 2020 were used to assess use of ridged, sloped, and flat topographic
features as well as valleys.
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Figure 55. TPI summaries by season for telemetry locations (Spring- Late Summer)
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Figure 56. TPI summaries by season for telemetry locations (FallA- Winter)
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Figure 57. Comparison of terrain use from telemetry and observation data
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ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐆᒧᖓ: ᒥᑦᔅ ᑳᒻᐳᓪ
ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑎ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖓ 120
ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, X0C 0E0
ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑦ: (867)857-3171/ᓱᒃᑲᔪᒃᑯᑦ: (867)857-2986

ᑖᓐᓇ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᙵᕈᒻᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐅᓯᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ,
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖑᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᖅᑳᓚᐅᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᑎᖅᑐᒥᒃ.

– ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ (DU)
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒥ/ᓄᓕᐊᕐᓂᖅ (ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 13−ᒥ
ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 7−ᒧᑦ) ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓ;
1997-2006 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2015-2020.

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᑦ
– ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ (DU) ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒥ 2020

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖁᓕᕇᖑᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᒻᒪᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ (DU) ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ
(DU) ᐊᒥᒐᖏᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧ ᖁᓕᕇᖑᔪᓂᒃ.

– ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖁᓕᕇᓂᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᓯᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ (IQ) ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ−ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᑐᓴᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗ.

− ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ
(DU) ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒥ 2020 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ
ᖁᓕᕇᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑲᑑᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ (DU)
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋ ᐅᑭᐅᙳᓕᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ (ᐆᔭᐅᔭᓂᒃ
ᑕᖅᓴᓕᒃ).
− ᖁᓕᕇᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑑᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᑕᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ,
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ (IQ) ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᒥ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᓗᒃᕼᐊᖅᑑᖅ, ᓇᓚᐅᖅᑖᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐱᕕᓴᓕᐊᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᒃᓴᓕᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ
ᑐᓗᖅᑕᕈᑎᓂᒃ.

− ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖓᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᒡᓗᒌᑦ/ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒥ ᐆᒃᑑᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᖅ.

− ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ
ᖃᖓᑦᑕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᔾᔭᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᔪᓕᐊᕆᓪᓗᒋ ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ
ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᑦ
6 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ
ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᒥ 2020 ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ (DU)
ᐊᒥᒐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ.

ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ

– ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ (DU)
2020 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ
ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ

Strata

Strata_Name

Caribou
counted

Abundance
(N)

SE

Confidence Interval

CV

Density

Victoria Island strata
VHDE

High_Density_East

665

1,487

275.3

1,034

2,139

0.19

18.82

HDW

High_Density_West

262

821

164.4

554

1,217

0.20

9.62

MDEa

Medium_Density_East_A

1

5

5.9

1

33

1.08

0.07

MDEb

Medium_Density_East_B

22

130

48.7

58

290

0.37

6.04

MDWa

Medium_Density_West_A

150

470

121.3

281

784

0.26

5.40

MDWb

Medium_Density_West_B

26

89

37.3

38

207

0.42

1.47

LDC

Low_Density_Central

124

511

140.5

297

879

0.27

1.27−

LDE

Low_Density_East

14

65

41.5

19

225

0.63

0.59

LDWC

Low_Density_West_Central

0

0

0.00

0.00

LDEC

Low_Density_East_Central

0

0

0.00

0.00

1,264

3,579

476.5

2,758

4,644

0.13

2.72

174.9

57

980

0.74

4.13

Total
Mainland strata
LDKP

Low_Density_Kent_Penninsula

66

236

LDSK

Low_Density_South_Kent

0

0

0.00

0.00

LDSW

Low_Density_South_West

0

0

0.00

0.00

1,330

3,815

0.13

2.79

Victoria Island + Mainland
Total

Victoria Island + Mainland

513.7

2,930

4,966

ᐊᒥᒐᖏᓐᓂᖏᑕ
ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ

− ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᕆᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 1997 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2020 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᓂ.

− ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ
(DU) 2020 ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ.

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ (RWO),
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (HTO), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕝᕕᐅᖃᑎᒌᑦ
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋ, 20 ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥᒃ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᒃᕼᐊᖅᑑᒥᒃ. ᐊᒃᓱᐊᓗᒃ ᖁᔭᓕᓂᖅᐳᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᙵᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᑎᐊᒥ
ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᒦᐳ ᐊᖑᕼᐊᐃᒃᑐᖅ, ᕆᑦᓱᑦ ᐃᒃᐸᑯᕼᐊᒃ, ᔪᐊᔾᔨ ᕼᐊᑯᖓᒃ, ᔨᒥ
ᕼᐊᓂᓕᐊᒃ, ᐋᓚᓐ ᑲᐳᓚᒃ, ᐲᑕ ᑲᐳᓚᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒋᐅᕆ ᒪᒃᓴᒐᒃ; ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᒥ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᕇᒐᓐ ᐊᔾᔪᓐ, ᐃᐅᐳᑦ ᐊᓇᕕᓗᒃ, ᐆᔩ ᐴᓐᕼᐊᐅᑦ, ᑎᐅᕆᔭᓐ ᐃᕝᔭᒍᑕᓕᓚᒃ, ᔭᕗᕇ ᓂᑉᑕᓇᑎᐊᒃ,
ᔮᓇᑕᓐ ᓂᑉᑕᓇᑎᐊᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᑐᐃᓐ ᓂᕕᖓᓗᒃ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᒃᕼᐊᒃᑐᒃ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᐸᑐᕇᓴ ᐊᒃᕼᐊᐃᒃᑕᒃ, ᑎᕕᓂ ᐊᒃᕼᐊᐃᒃᑕᒃ, ᑖᒻ ᕼᐊᐅᕕ, ᔮᒃ ᑲᑐᐊᔪᒃ, ᓲᓯ ᒥᒧᒐᓇ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐋᓚᓐ ᐳᒍᑕᒃ. ᖁᔭᓕᔪᒪᒋᕙᕗᑦ ᐊᒫᓐᑕ ᑐᒪᓐ (ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓂᐊᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᔾᔪᓐ (ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓂᐊᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ), ᐹᐱ ᒍᕇᓐᓕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᕗᓕ ᒪᒃᓴᒐᒃ
(ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ), ᑳᓂ ᑲᐳᓚᒃ (ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ), ᐸᓯ ᐃᓄᒃᑕᓕᒃ
(ᐅᓗᒃᕼᐊᖅᑐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ), ᕉᔅᒥᓐ ᓇᑦᕼᐆ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓇ ᐳᕌᓂᒐᓐ (ᓄᓇᑦᒥᐊᕐᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ).

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᑦ
• ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2020−ᒥ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ (DU) ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐳᑦ
ᑲᑕᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ 2015 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2018 ᐊᑯᓐᓂᓂ ᐊᒥᒐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ.
• 2020 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᖃᐅᔨᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ (IQ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᖁᓕᕇᖑᔪᓂᒃ.
• ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᓂᖅᓴᒥ, ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ (IQ) ᐸᕐᓇᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᕙᓪᓕᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋ, ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᖢᓂᓗ 2020ᔾᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ.
• ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒥᒐᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐊᑯᑦᑐᓂᖏ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᖏᓐᓇᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ.

• ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖕᓄ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᑐᖁᕋᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᒻᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᑐᖃᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ.
• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒥᒐᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧ ᖃᓕᕇᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᑦ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖏ.
• ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᓇᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓗᒃᑖᑦ.

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ?

Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik Tuktunik
talvanilu Ahiak Tuktu Amihuuningit
Ilitquhingit
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Titiraqaqvia 120
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Hamna ilulilgit takugakhaujut ilaliutilik titirainnaqhimajut kiuviniit
Uqaqhimanngittullu, makpiraaliuqhimaittut tunijauhimanngittulluuniit
titiraqhimaittumik angiqtaulaittuq Titiraqtiujumik.

– Una Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik Tuktunik talvanilu
Ahiak (DU) tuku ukiunnguraangat unalu
ukiakhami/mitquijaliraangat (October 13 uvunga
November 7) talvanngaanit; 1997-2006 unalu 2015-2020.

Atugakhanik
– Una pilluaqhimajangit Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik Tuktunik talvanilu
Ahiak (DU) ukiakhami 2020 nalunaijaijut ilittuqhaijut kigliliuqhugit haffumani
nalunaijainingit Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik Tuktunik talvanilu Ahiak
(DU) tuktu ihivriurningit naunaijainiq unalu kinguani Taryumi Tunungani
Kikiktautainik Tuktunik talvanilu Ahiak (DU) amihuuningit naunaijaijut
ilitturningit.

– Kinguani naunaijainingit tikkuaqhimajaat ukunanngat ilagijaujut nunalingnikigligutaujut Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) kititiqhimajaat uvani
nalunaijaitinnatik katimavigijaat piliriakhanut.

– Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik
Tuktunik talvanilu Ahiak (DU)
ukiakhami 2020 naunaijainingit
iniliugait unalu avvautingit
havaangit ilagivluniuk Taryumi
Tunungani Kikiktautainik Tuktunik
talvanilu Ahiak ukiami talvanngat
(hungajaaqtuq tautungnaqtut).
– Qaliriirningit avvautingillu
kiglugutaanit haffumani
pitquhituqangit nalunaijaijut
tautukhimaningit,
amigaitpalliajuniglu tuktu
nalunaijaijut naunaiqhiiningit, Inuit
Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) uvanngat
nunaliit haffumani Iqaluktuuttiaq,
Kugluktuk, unalu Ulukhaktok,
kangiqhijauvlutik hilaup
qanurilinganingit unalu
kiinaujatigut akihautingit.

– Hamna Malruiqtaqtut
Tautuktiujuk/ungahingningit
ihivriuqhijut Maligautingit.

– Ubluq tamaat tingmiakkuuqtut
naunaiqhimajaat tautukhutik
tuktu najugaat tamainnut
hivulliqpaat 6 ublunganit
ukiakhami 2020Taryumi
Tunungani Kikiktautainik
Tuktunik talvanilu Ahiak (DU)
amihuuningit naunaijaijut.

Qanuritnit

– Taryumi Tunungani
Kikiktautainik Tuktunik
talvanilu Ahiak (DU) 2020
nalunaijaijut tautukhimajut.

Strata

Strata_Name

Caribou
counted

Abundance
(N)

SE

Confidence Interval

CV

Density

Victoria Island strata
VHDE

High_Density_East

665

1,487

275.3

1,034

2,139

0.19

18.82

HDW

High_Density_West

262

821

164.4

554

1,217

0.20

9.62

MDEa

Medium_Density_East_A

1

5

5.9

1

33

1.08

0.07

MDEb

Medium_Density_East_B

22

130

48.7

58

290

0.37

6.04

MDWa

Medium_Density_West_A

150

470

121.3

281

784

0.26

5.40

MDWb

Medium_Density_West_B

26

89

37.3

38

207

0.42

1.47

LDC

Low_Density_Central

124

511

140.5

297

879

0.27

1.27 –

LDE

Low_Density_East

14

65

41.5

19

225

0.63

0.59

LDWC

Low_Density_West_Central

0

0

0.00

0.00

LDEC

Low_Density_East_Central

0

0

0.00

0.00

1,264

3,579

476.5

2,758

4,644

0.13

2.72

174.9

57

980

0.74

4.13

Total
Mainland strata
LDKP

Low_Density_Kent_Penninsula

66

236

LDSK

Low_Density_South_Kent

0

0

0.00

0.00

LDSW

Low_Density_South_West

0

0

0.00

0.00

1,330

3,815

0.13

2.79

Victoria Island + Mainland
Total

Victoria Island + Mainland

513.7

2,930

4,966

Amihuuningit
kangiqhimajujut

– Amihuuningit kangiqhimajaujut kangiqhijauhimajungnaqhijut ingilraningit haffumani Taryumi Tunungani
Kikiktautainik Tuktunik talvanilu Ahiak tuktu amihuarjuit uvanngat 1997 unalu 2020.

– Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik
Tuktunik talvanilu Ahiak (DU)
2020 Tuktu nalunaijaijut
tautuktiujut.

Aviktuqhimayumi Anngutighaliqiyit Katimayiit (RWO), Anguniaqtit
Naniriaqtuqtillu Katimayiinik (HTO), unalu ilagijaujut
atanniqtuiningit Ilauqatauhimajut
Atauttimuuqhimajut, 20 inuit kivgautijangit nunaliit haffumani Iqaluktuuttiaq, Kugluktuk, unalu Ulukhaktok
tautukhimajut nalunaijaivlutik havaangit. Qujagilluaqhimajavut uvunga Iqaluktuuttiaq tautukhimajut ilagijaujut
Mable Angohiaktok, Richard Ekpakohak, George Hakongak, Jimmy Haniliak, Allen Kapolak,
Peter Kapolak, unalu Gary Maksagak; unalu Kugluktuk Tautuktiujut ilagijaujut Regan Adjun,
Albert Anavilok, OJ Bernhardt, Darian Evyagotalilak, Jeffery Niptanatiak, Jonathan Niptanatiak,
unalu Antoin Nivingalok; unalu Ulukhaktok tautukhimajut ilagijaujut Patrick Akhiaktak, Tiffani Akhiaktak,
Tom Harvey, Jack Kataoyak, Susie Memogana, unalu Allen Pogotak. Qujagijakhavuttauq
Amanda Dumond (Kugluktuk Angoniatit Katimayiit), unalu Larry Adjun (Kugluktuk Angoniatit Katimayiit),
Bobby Greenley, unalu Beverly Maksagak (Ekaluktutiak HTO), Connie Kapolak (Qingauk HTO),
Bessie Inuktalik (Olokhatomiut HTC), Rosemin Nathoo unalu (WMAC), unalu Marsha Branigan (GNWT).

Iniktikgutait
• Kiuviniit haffumani 2020 Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik Tuktunik talvanilu Ahiak (DU) tuktu nalunaijaijut
aturaaqpagaat hivitujumik nungutpallialiqhutik ilittuqtauhimajut uvanngat 2015 unalu 2018 amigaitpallaarningit
naunaijainingit.
• Una 2020 nalunaijaijut nanihimajaat aturaaqtakhait ukunanngat Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) kiujakhaallu hivunikhanut
nalunaijaijut angiklijuummiqtukhat qulaanngat hinaagut nalunaijaijut uuktuqtangit, ilagilugillu tamarmik nunap iluani
unalu ahiarmi nalunaijaijut.
• Hivunikhanut qaujiharniq ilagijaujukhat iniqpiaqtumik, ihuaqtumik, tutqittiarnaqtumik ilagijakhaat haffumani Inuit
Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) upalungaiqhimalutik pidjarikhiktumik nakuuqpiaqtumik kiuvikhangit, ilittuqhimajaujut uvani
2020 qaujihaqtuqtumik havakhutik.
• Amihuuningit amigainningit qajagilugit qanilrukkut munaqtaujukhat, nalunaiqhiiqattarlutik ihumagikhakhaujut
naahautingit ikittuuvlutik.
• Qanilrukkut ihivriuqhiijut niqikhaqhiuqtunut unalu inungnut anguniaqtangit uuktuutigijangit aahiillu ilitquhikhanut
hilaup aallannguqtiqtauningit tuqutaujut ihumagijakhaujut ihuaqtumik aturaaqtakhainit munaqtiuqatigiiktunut.
• Qaritaujakkunnuat nipiliugait aturnaqtut ihuaqtumik amihuunikhanut naunaijaijut hamnalu qanilrukkut ihivriuqhiijut
aallannguqtirumik ingilraningit, ilitquhingit, unalu hilaqutitigut mikhaagut atuqtangit.
• Hivunikhanut qaujihaijut tautukhimajakhaat nalunaiqhiijakhainit haffumani tautukhimajaat nungutpalliajunut.

Apirhuutit?

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
Department of Environment
Avatiliqiyikkut
Ministère de l’Environnement

DOLPHIN AND UNION CARIBOU
2021 Collaring, Kugluktuk – April 14-26

Field Report

Amélie Roberto-Charron, Kitikmeot Regional Biologist
Department of Environment
Government of Nunavut
Kugluktuk, NU

Executive Summary
Steady declines to the Dolphin and Union Caribou (Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus x pearyi)
calls for increased monitoring, and additional research on threats and their impact on long-term
conservation and recovery of this population. As this caribou herd is central to Inuit subsistence
and culture in several communities in Nunavut (Kugluktuk, Cambridge Bay, Bay Chimo and
Bathurst Inlet) and the Northwest Territories (Ulukhaktok and Paulatuk), a better understanding
of this population is key to informing collaborative decision-making processes and adaptive
management of this herd.
To effectively manage the herd, critical information is required regarding habitat selection,
calving, and movement patterns, to better assess potential threats. Real-time location data is
required to inform abundance and composition surveys. Also, individual health, stress levels,
pregnancy rates, and parasite loads need to be monitored to ensure a complete understanding of
factors impacting the herd. To accomplish this, Between April 14th to April 26th, 2021, Dolphin
and Union caribou cows were collared along their spring migration in the Kitikmeot region of
Nunavut, CA, with Telonics, TGW-4577-4 collars. A total of 36 collars were deployed during
the project. During the collaring, samples were taken including blood, feces, and hair samples.
Samples from the collaring program will be analyzed for parasites, stress, trace minerals, disease,
and pregnancy. Additionally, photos of the body, teeth, antler, and eyes of the animals were
taken to compare phenotypic differences, to obtain an approximate age and to ascertain the
health of the individual.
Following collar deployment, each cow was monitored remotely for 72 hours to identify any
potential issues or adverse effects. No issues were detected during the post-collaring monitoring
period. Unfortunately, during collaring, three cows were injured and needed to be euthanized. A
fourth cow had a heart attack. Resuscitation was attempted but was unsuccessful. For all four
cows, the affected HTO was notified immediately, and the meat was brought to the nearest
community (Kugluktuk, NU) and tags were removed from the community’s Total Allowable
Harvest (TAH) allotment. One cow was harvested by a harvester following the collaring and
another cow died due to natural causes.
Data received from these collars is anticipated to continue for three years. Pre-programming of
data transmission coincides with a three-years battery lifespan, with the collar release mechanism
activating in April 2024 to drop the collar without recapture. Collar data distribution will be used
to study change in distribution, habitat selection, and seasonal ranges.
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1.0 Purpose and Objectives
1.1 Rationale
Throughout the coastal survey history of the Dolphin and Union caribou population, the overall
trend has indicated a statistically significant and steady decline. The cause of which is largely
unknown.
Dolphin and Union caribou herd abundance has declined from 34,558 (95% CI = 27,757 to
41,359; CV = 12%) in 1997 to 4,105 (95% CI = 2,931 to 5,750; CV = 17%) by 2018. These
results indicate a considerable drop in population over a relatively short period of time. The
results from the most recent 2020 survey (3,815 caribou (95% CI = 2,930–4,966, CV= 13%))
confirmed that a significant decline had indeed taken place but indicated that no significant
decline has taken place since 2018 (Campbell et al. 2020, Figure 1).
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Figure 1- Population estimates and estimated trend for the Dolphin and Union caribou
herd. Error bars represent 95% Confidence Intervals.
Collecting information on movements and population trends addresses concerns expressed by
communities in both Nunavut and the Northwest Territories. This work will identify any changes
in location and timing of migration, in distribution range, and in habitat selection. Furthermore,
with increasing anthropogenic disturbance, it is essential to monitor how these factors will
impact the herd to mitigate any possible impact.
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By directly tracking caribou, we can provide information for real-time management to take
place. Furthermore, having collared individuals will reduce overall cost and ensure the reliability
and efficiency of abundance survey efforts. Having proportional representation of collared
individuals will serve as a guide for where to focus future surveying efforts and will confirm that
areas surveyed include the majority of the population. As we continue to monitor the population
trend of this herd, having reliable survey information is essential.
Collaring of Dolphin and Union caribou allows for the improved understanding of the areas and
time windows that caribou should be protected year-round. Additionally, this knowledge will
support decisions made on climate change adaptation and habitat preservation.

1.2 Objectives
The objectives of this project were to:
1. Study the movement patterns of Dolphin and Union caribou over a multi-year program
and in a changing climate,
2. Support the deriving of population estimates and trends for the herd,
3. Identify priority and sensitive habitat, and
4. Investigate non-migratory Dolphin and Union caribou that remain on Victoria Island yearround

1.3 Application of the Anticipated Results
The results of this study will be directly applicable to the Nunavut communities of Kugluktuk,
Cambridge Bay, Bathurst Inlet, and Bay Chimo, and to the Northwest Territory communities of
Ulukhaktok and Paulatuk. This study will provide insight into any changes in movement
patterns, in migratory behaviors and migratory routes, and distribution range exhibited by
Dolphin and Union caribou. These knowledge gaps have been identified for Dolphin and Union
in the management plan and will be addressed by this research.
With the recent implementation of a Total Allowable Harvest (TAH) on Dolphin and Union
caribou, it is important to have a thorough understanding of changes in the behavior in the herd,
as well as possible threats. Following the 2018 Dolphin and Union survey, a TAH of 42 caribou
was set in September 2020. The TAH was increased to 105 based on concerns raised by
community members at the October 2020 Dolphin and Union caribou consultation. During this
consultation, Hunter and Trapper Organizations (HTOs) brought up concerns that only a subset
of the herd has been monitored, and that attention must be paid to non-migratory individuals to
ensure information is being garnered for the herd as a whole. Collaring individuals across the
species’ range ensures that the entire population is being monitored. And by monitoring both
migratory and non-migratory individuals it is possible to ascertain behavioral differences
between the two, identify habitat use for both groups, and detect possible threats and their
potential effect on the population.
To make decisions addressing any conservation concerns, detailed information on population
abundance, range, behavior, and threats of Dolphin and Union caribou are required. By collaring
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individuals, we'll be able to garner key information on the entire herd, providing insight on how
best to manage Dolphin and Union caribou. This project will aid in future abundance surveys and
provide vital information on the population.

2.0 Project Personnel
Project Lead:
Amélie Roberto-Charron, GN, Department of Environment, Kitikmeot Regional Biologist
Capture Crew:
Glen Sibbeston, Helicopter Pilot
Gord Carl, Net Gunner
HTO Representatives and Handlers:
Albert Anavilok, Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association
Regan Adjun, Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association

3.0 Materials and Methods
3.1 Study Area, spring 2021
To identify the study areas for the 2021 collaring program, a figure with deployment options was
distributed to all the affected HTOs (Hunter and Trapper Organizations) or HTCs (Hunter and
Trapper Committees), including Kugluktuk, Cambridge Bay, Bay Chimo, Bathurst Inlet,
Paulatuk and Ulukhaktok HTOs and HTCs.
The organizations were asked to provide input on what key areas they were interested in seeing
collars deployed and encouraged to provide alternative options. Areas selected by the most
organizations were deemed the highest priority for deployment locations, and the remaining
areas were ranked accordingly. The proposed areas were derived by reviewing past collaring
locations and past collaring data; however, the organizations were encouraged to suggest any
additional locations, which were added as potential deployment areas. Five areas on the
mainland were identified (ML-1 to ML-5) and four areas on Victoria Island were identified (VI-1
to VI-4) as possible deployment options (Figure 2). Although previous collaring has not taken
place on Victoria Island, one of the objectives of this project, in response to community
concerns, was to collar on the island as well as on the mainland.
Input was received and incorporated from Kugluktuk, Cambridge Bay, Bay Chimo, Bathurst
Inlet, and Ulukhaktok HTOs or HTCs. No response was received from Paulatuk. Three
additional areas were added based on suggestions from Bathurst Inlet and from Ulukhaktok,
adding two deployment areas in NWT (NWT-1 and NWT-2) and a sixth on the mainland (ML6).
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Figure 2- Options selected by affected HTOs and HTCs to identify study locations for the
2021 collaring program. Locations were derived from past collaring locations and collar
data (ML-1 to ML-5 and VI-1 to VI-4) or were suggested by HTOs and HTCs (NWT-1,
NWT-2, and ML-6). The areas were prioritized by the number of HTOs and HTCs that
selected the area.

3.2 Project Design
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The areas selected by the highest number of HTOs and HTCs were the highest priority for
collaring locations, however, weather conditions and permitting constraints were considered in
daily planning. Permits in place to collar in the Northwest Territories were only valid until April
15th, making entry into the territory time sensitive. Unfortunately, it was only possible to spend
one day in the territory due to adverse weather conditions. A second day was spent surveying to
the south on Victoria Island, but no Dolphin and Union caribou were observed or collared.
The intent of the project was to be based out of Kugluktuk and Cambridge Bay, NU, during an
equal amount of time during the program to allow the participation of HTO observers from all
the affected Nunavut HTOs. Due to Covid-19 restrictions, it was not possible to have contact
with residents from the Northwest Territories. Unfortunately, due to logistical constraints,
including poor weather, delayed start, and changes in Covid-19 restrictions during the project, it
was not possible to reposition in Cambridge Bay, NU. As such, the entire project was run out of
Kugluktuk, NU.

3.3 Methods Overview
Forty-two caribou were captured following the capture methods involving tangle net and
helicopter net gunning team (TAEM, 1996), and thirty-six were collared using Telonics, TGW4577-4 collars, equipped with a collar release mechanism that will activate in April 2024 to drop
the collar without recapture. Pursuit and capture occurred on smooth, open terrain with good
footing, and, whenever possible, in deep soft snow. Final, close pursuit was kept short (less than
one minute of strenuous running) and was terminated when the target animal showed signs of
fatigue (e.g., panting, stumbling, etc.). Capture took place at temperatures above -25°C. Chases
per herd were limited to no more than two chases per group, and a herd was given a rest period
of an hour or longer prior to a second chase being attempted.
Once a caribou was immobilized, sex was confirmed as female, samples were taken, and a body
condition score was given according to CARMA’s Rangifer Health and Body Condition
Monitoring Protocol Level II, section 3 for live animals (CARMA, 2008). Handling times were
kept short, less than 15 minutes, and sampling was done quickly and quietly. The samples taken
included hair samples from two different body locations (shoulder and hip), feces, blood, and
photographs were taken of the body, eyes, and teeth. A maximum of 35 mL of blood was taken
from the carotid artery and divided into up to 4 tubes and up to three filter papers. Hair samples
were taken from the rump and the neck and were placed in a coin envelope. When available,
fecal samples were collected and placed into a plastic bag. Following collaring, the samples were
processed and sent for analysis. Samples were sent to be analyzed for trace minerals, disease,
parasites, pregnancy, stress, and genetic testing to confirm the caribou as Dolphin and Union. All
the samples collected were subsampled, kept frozen and were sent to specialized laboratories for
subsequent analyses.
Photos of the full body, antlers, animal, incisors, and anything unusual were taken. These photos
will provide some insight into the health and age of each animal. Eyes were checked for
bensoitia and other disease (das Neves et al., 2010). Photos of the eyes were taken to monitor
possible disease outbreak.
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Following the Rangifer Health and Body Condition Monitoring Protocol (CARMA, 2008),
animals were palpated during collaring as a measure of the body condition of the animal. The
ribs, shoulders and hip/spine areas were felt using bare hands to determine the overall fatness of
the animal for those areas. Animals were scored on a scale of one through four for each area,
with a value of one considered very bony and four considered healthy, fat, and well padded. The
values for each key area were then summed to provide an overall score for the individual
Any animal in the field that was injured with an irreversible injury was humanely euthanized via
a gunshot to the brainstem. Of the forty-two captured, thirty-six were collared. Of the six caribou
that were captured that were not collared, three were euthanized due to injuries that were
sustained during pursuit, one sustained a heart attack and two were released without collars due
to lengthy handling time during detangling, which did not allow time to collar the animal within
the 15-minute handling limit. The caribou capture work was performed by an experienced
capture crew, and an HTO representative was present for every capture.

4.0 Project Schedule
The project start was intended to commence on April 1st but was delayed by two weeks due to
adverse weather, which prevented the capture crew from positioning in Kugluktuk to start the
program. During the collaring program, weather continued to be an issue, with several days with
poor visibly and high winds. The collaring program took place over 12 days, four of which were
unflyable weather days, and three were partial weather days where a half day was flyable.
The HTO and community consultations started September 2020, prior to the start of the program.
HTOs and stakeholders were updated daily throughout the program, and an update on the
program was provided at the July Dolphin and Union caribou user-to-user meeting. Further
consultation is scheduled to take place September 2021, and collar data sharing with HTOs is
ongoing and will continue through to the end of the program in 2024.
Table 1: Project schedule for the Dolphin and Union 2021 collaring program.

Item
HTO Consultation
Collaring
HTO Consultation
Collar Data Analysis
Distribution of Collar Data

Starting Date
September 2020
April 2021
September 2021
April 2021
August 2021

End Date
May 2021
April 2021
September 2021
April 2024
April 2024

5.0 Preliminary Results and Discussion
5.1 Deployment Locations
Two out of the ten areas that were selected by an organization were not visited during the 2021
collaring program (Figure 3). The other eight sites were all visited at least once. Collars were
deployed in four of the ten areas (Figure 3).
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Figure 3- Dolphin and Union caribou 2021 collaring program deployment locations and
daily tracks within the survey areas selected by affected HTOs and HTCs. Collar
deployment locations are indicated by white circles.

5.2 Deployment Schedule
The project took place over twelve days. Four days of the program were unflyable weather days,
and three were partial weather days where a portion of the day was flyable.

9

On April 14th, 2021, the project commenced, and due to permitting constraints allowing entry
into the Northwest Territories until April 15th, NWT-1 was prioritized. The area was surveyed,
but no caribou or tracks were spotted. On April 15th, 2021, the weather did not permit return to
the Northwest Territories, and the weather was unfavorable along the coast of the Coronation
Gulf. Areas that were of interest to the south where weather was favorable, near the north of
Contwoyto Lake, were investigated as numerous observations of Dolphin and Union caribou
intermixing with barren ground caribou were reported by the Kugluktuk Angoniatit Association.
When the weather improved, searching resumed in higher priority areas (ML-3 and ML-2). A
cow was collared in ML-3. Weather on April 16th, 2021, rendered it unflyable. Due to
unfavourable weather over Bathurst Inlet, on April 17th, 2021, VI-1 on Victoria Island was
surveyed. No caribou were observed. The weather improved on April 18th, 2021, a half day was
flyable, and two caribou were collared in ML-1. On April 19th, 2021, weather remained good, a
full day was flyable, and ten caribou were collared in ML-1 and ML-3. Weather on April 20th,
2021, was marginal, and a half day was flyable. Four cows were collared in ML-3. April 21st to
April 23rd, 2021, were weather days and were unflyable. On April 24th, eight caribou were
collared in ML-3. On April 25th, another four caribou were collared in ML-4 and ML-6.
Although Kent Peninsula (ML-5) was searched, no caribou were observed. On April 26th, the
final day of the program, a half-day was flyable, and 6 caribou were collared in ML-3.
Although the intent was to relocate to Cambridge Bay half-way through the program to access
sites to the east and to involve observers from the other affected HTOs, this was not possible due
to pandemic restrictions. The Minister of Health announced on April 21st that any non-essential
travel was not supported due to the escalating Covid-19 situation.

5.3 Body Condition
The mean body condition score was high, with a mean health index of 9.5. The body condition
index is not normally distributed, with a left skew indicating a high proportion of caribou with a
higher health index (Figure 4). Although this measure is a good indication of the health of the
herd, this factor is also biased by sampling. The individuals that were selected during the
collaring program were fatter and seemingly fitter animals. No caribou with a health index lower
than seven were captured during this program (Figure 4). Figure 4 shows the body condition
index for 40 caribou that were captured (including the 36 collared, and the four mortalities).
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Figure 4- Average body score condition displayed as a frequency of occurrence (%) of the
36 captured caribou. The health index is scored on a scale of 3 to 12, with three indicating a
bonier animal and twelve a very fat and healthy caribou.

5.4 Sample Analysis
Pregnancy rates were derived from progesterone levels from fecal samples. The progesterone
thresholds were 20-200 ng/g feces non pregnant and >600 ng/g feces pregnant. The pregnancy
rate for 2021 was as expected at 87.2%. The 2021 rate was calculated for the 36 animals
collared, and the 4 mortalities that occurred during collaring.
Pregnancy rates from genetically confirmed Dolphin and Union caribou collared in 2015, 2016
and 2018 were 87.5%, 100%, and 92.1% respectively (Table 2) and were compared between
years using a Pearson's chi-squared test (χ2) in R (R Core Team, 2021). No significant difference
was observed in pregnancy rates between years (2015, 2016 and 2018), χ2 (2, N = 62) = 1.1278, p
= 0.569.
Pregnancy rates from all caribou that are assigned to the Dolphin and Union caribou herd were
also compared using a Pearson's chi-squared test (χ2) in R (R Core Team, 2021). This included
individuals that were genetically confirmed and matched the behavioral and physical attributes of
Dolphin and Union caribou. Caribou from previous collaring programs (2015, 2016, 2018) were
inferred to be from the Dolphin and Union herd based on physiological and behavioral
characteristics when no genetic information was available (L. Leclerc 2021, personal
communication, September 10). During the 2021 collaring program, samples were collected and
submitted for genetic analysis, however, the results are not yet available. Prior to the receipt of
the results of the genetic analysis, the 2021 animals have not been genetically confirmed as
Dolphin and Union caribou; however, they were all assigned as Dolphin and Union caribou by
HTO observers, Albert Anavilok and Regan Adjun. No significant difference was observed in
pregnancy rates between years for all animals that were identified as Dolphin and Union caribou
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based on genetics and/or assignment (based on physical appearance, or behavior) (2015, 2016,
2018, and 2021), χ2 (3, N = 118) = 1.2516, p = 0.741.
Additionally, a logistic regression with a binary response (pregnant or not pregnant) and multiple
categorical predictors (year and herd assignment method) was conducted with a binomial
distribution to determine whether there was a significant difference in pregnancy rate between
the genetically confirmed and otherwise assigned Dolphin and Union caribou. Pregnancy rate did
not vary between Dolphin and Union caribou that were genetically confirmed and identified by
physical and behavioral characteristics (GLM: 1, N=118, p=0.755) and no difference was
detected between years (GLM: 3, N=118, p=0.638).
Table 2: Pregnancy rates from collaring programs in 2015, 2016, 2018 and 2021 for
genetically confirmed Dolphin and Union caribou and caribou identified as Dolphin and
Union through behavioral and physical characteristics.

Herd Assignment Method
Genetically Confirmed Dolphin and Union
Caribou
Identified as Dolphin and Union Caribou
through Behavioural or Physical
Characteristics
Both Genetically Confirmed and Assigned
Dolphin and Union Caribou

Status
Not Pregnant
Pregnant
Pregnancy Rate
Not Pregnant
Pregnant
Pregnancy Rate

2015
2
14
87.5%
0
1
100.0%

Not Pregnant
Pregnant
Pregnancy Rate

2
15
88.2%

Year
2016
2018
0
3
8
35
100.0%
92.1%
2
0
6
9
75.0% 100.0%
2
14
87.5%

3
44
93.6%

2021
5
33
86.8%
5
33
86.8%

Additional samples were collected to assess the presence of trace minerals, disease, and
parasites. These samples are still being processed; however, the results will be made available
when possible.
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5.5 Collaring tracks
Location data from all collared Dolphin and Union caribou, from deployment to mid-July, were
mapped to visualize the migration routes taken and the timing of migration (Figure 6). One
caribou was harvested on April 25, 2021 (indicated on the figure with a red ‘x’). A second
caribou died of unknown natural causes on August 13, 2021. This mortality is not visualized on
this figure as the mortality occurred following the mid-July limit.

Figure 6- Locations and migration timing of 36 collared Dolphin and Union caribou cows
from collar deployment (April 14th to April 26, 2021) to July 15, 2021.
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5.6 Mortalities
Four mortalities took place during the collaring program, and one collared cow was harvested
after being collared. Of the four mortalities that took place during the program, three were
euthanized following unrecoverable injuries, and the fourth animal had a heart attack during
capture. Resuscitation was attempted, but the animal did not survive. All four animals died closer
to Kugluktuk, NU, and the HTO was notified immediately. The animals were field dressed,
quartered, sampled, and brought to the HTO for distribution. The animals were counted towards
the Kugluktuk TAH for the Dolphin and Union caribou herd.
Table 3- Summary of mortality events during and after the 2021 Dolphin and Union
caribou collaring program
Identification
Number
DU-M1-21
DU-M2-21
DU-M3-21
DU-M4-21
DU-206-21
DU-218-21

Mortality Date

Mortality Type

Cause

April 19, 2021
April 20, 2021
April 24, 2021
April 24, 2021
April 25, 2021
August 13, 2021

During Pursuit
During Capture
During Capture
During Capture
Harvested
Natural

Euthanized, broken leg
Euthanized, injured hip
Heart attack
Euthanized, broken neck
Harvested
Unknown

5.7 Program Limitations, Future Recommendations and Next Steps
This program was severely impacted by adverse weather. The program started two weeks later
than anticipated due to poor weather. Additionally, 33% of the days during the program were
unflyable, and an additional 25% were partial weather days. Poor weather impacted areas that
could be surveyed and limited the time available to search.
A major program limitation is that only caribou on the mainland were collared, and only from a
concentrated area. It was not possible to collar any individuals on Victoria Island due to logistic
constraints. Future collaring programs should focus on distributing collars more evenly,
including deployment in Northwest Territories and on Victoria Island on non-migrating Dolphin
and Union caribou. As a subset of the population is being monitored, individuals that are on
Victoria Island year-round are not being effectively monitored through this program at present.
Future programs should focus on addressing this deficit.
Another project shortfall was the number of collars deployed. Only 36 were successfully
deployed from the fifty collars that were proposed to be deployed. Having more collars deployed
is beneficial in monitoring a higher proportion of the population.
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Future collaring programs should continue involving HTOs and HTCs in determining possible
deployment locations. On the ground surveys prior collaring have been identified by
stakeholders as a possible method to improve collaring efficiency by identifying locations where
Dolphin and Union caribou are present, particularly on Victoria Island where limited information
is available on the distribution of non-migrating individuals.
Consultations will take place mid-September in Kugluktuk, NU, to discuss this collaring
program. Data will be disseminated to co-management partners until the completion of the
project in April 2024.
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1

Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik Tuktunik
talvanilu Ahiak Qunguhirmiaqtuijut Havaangit
Avaaghat inirumayait:
• Naunaijaijut ingilrajunit ilitquhingit haffumani Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik
Tuktunik talvanilu Ahiak (DU) tuktu qaangiqhimalugit amihuujut ukiukhamut havaangit

• Ikajuqhimalugit angiklijuummiqtut amihuuningit kangiqhimajujut unalu ingutaarningit
haffumani amihuarjuit
• Naunaiqhimalugit hivulliujukhat unalu qajagijaujut nunamiuttat huraat najuqpagait
• Qimilrurlugillu ingilrajuittut hapkuat Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik Tuktunik talvanilu
Ahiak tuktu aulajuittut uvani Kiillinirmi Qikiqtaq ukiuraalungmi

Tukhiutauhimajut Hulijakhat
• April 1 uvunga April14, 2021-mi
• Qunguhirmiqtuilutik 50 kulavaq Taryumi
Tunungani Kikiktautainik Tuktunik
talvanilu Ahiak (DU) tuktu ahiarmi unalu
Kiillinirmi Qikiqtaq munariniaraat
ilihimattiaqtut angulaaqtangit
qunguhirmiaqtuijut havaktut
• Ilagilugit Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu
Katimayiinik (HTO)/Anguniaqtit
Naniriaqtuqtillu Timiujut (HTC)
uqaqhimajaat haffumani
qunguhirmiaqtuijut najugaanit
• Ihivriugainillu havaglugit (auk, anangit
unalu mitquit), qimilrurlugit timingat
qanuriningit piksaliurlutik
(tamatkiumalugit timingit, nagjuit,
iijit, kigutiit)

Hannaijariiqhimajuq
Qunguhirmiaqtuijut Nunanganit

Nunaujaliurlugit ilitturnaqtuq qunguhirmiaqtuijut najugait ilittuqtauhimajut uvunga ihuiluutauhimajut
Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu Katimayiinik (HTO)/Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu Timiujut (HTC),
unalu Nunavut Tunngavik Timiqutit (NIT) ihumagijainnit.

Tikkuaqtauhimajut
Qunguhirmiaqtuijut Nunanganit

Ihumagijainnit tunijaujuq uvanngat Kugluktuk Angoniatit Katimajit, Ekaluktutialik Anguniaqtit
Naniriaqtuqtillu Katimayiinik, Omingmaktok Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu Katimayiinik, Burnside Anguniaqtit
Naniriaqtuqtillu Katimayiinik, unalu Olokhaktomiut Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu Katimayiinik.

2021 Qunguhirmiaqtuijut
• Havalihaaqhimajut kinguvaqtaujuq hilarlukkami
• Qunguhirmiaqtuijut uvani April 14 uvunga April 26, 2021
• 8 iningit tikkuaqtauhimajut ukunanngat Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu Katimayiinik
(HTO)/Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu Timiujut (HTC) pulaaqtauvlutik havaktillutik
• 36 anngutikhat qunguhirmiaqtaujut, 42 angujaujut
• Ihivriugainillu havaglugit (auk, anangit unalu mitquit), qimilrurlugit timingat
qanuriningit piksaliuqtauvlutik
• Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu Katimayiinik (HTO)/Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu
Timiujut (HTC) naunaiqtauvlutik qaritaujakkut ubluq tamaat nalunaiqhiivlutik havaanut
• Una Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu Katimayiinik (HTO) munaqhaivluni ilauhimajuq
anguniaraangat

Qunguhirmiaqtuijuq Havaktaujut Najugaat

Timingat Qanurilinganingit
• Malikhugit CARMA’p Rangifer Inuuhiq unalu
Timingat Qanurilinganingit Munaqhaivlutik
Malikhimajaat
• Inuuhirnut naunaijaijut uuktuutigijangit haffumani
3 uvunga 12
• Tulimaat, tuit unalu hilviaq/qimirluk naunaijaijut
unalu avvautingit
• Tukinga inuuhiagut naunainingit 9.5 haffumani 2021

Hingainirnut
• Anarniit ihivriugait nalunaiqhimajaat
haffumani hingairnigut qaffiuningit
ihumaliuqhugit hingainirnut qaffiuningit
• Hingailihaarniq > 600 ng/g iluani anangit
ilittuqtauhimajut hingaiqhimajut
• Uvani 2021, 87.2% hingaiqhimajut

Qanurittaakhaa
Hingaiqtuq
Hingainngittut
Hingainirnut
Qaffiuningit

Ukiunga
2021
35
5

87.2%

Havaanut Akihautingit
• Hilarluktumi
- Kinguvaqtaujut pilihaaqhutik
- 1/3 ublut havakhutik
tingminngittuuvlutik
• Tuktu qunguhirmiaqtuijut ahiarmi
• 36/50 qunguhirmiat atuqhugit
• Angulimaittaat huqpaniinnamik
• Tuqutaujut qunguhirmiaqtuivlutik

Nalunaitkutaq
Naahautaa
DU-M1-21
DU-M2-21
DU-M3-21
DU-M4-21
DU-206-21
DU-218-21

Ubluanit
Tuqutaujuq
April 19, 2021
April 20, 2021
April 24, 2021
April 24, 2021
April 25, 2021
August 13, 2021

Qanuq Tuqutaujuq

Qanuriliuqtaujuq

Angunahuaqhugit
Anguniaqhugit
Anguniaqhugit
Anguniaqhugit
Qanuq Anguniaqhimajaujuq
Ilitquhiq

Tuqutiqtangit, ahiruqtaujuq kanaaq
Tuqutiqtangit, aanniqhugit hilviaq
Uummataat nutqaqtauhimajut
Tuqutiqtangit, qunguhia ahiruqtaujuq
Qanuq Anguniaqhimajaujuq
Naunartuq

Taryumi Tunungani Kikiktautainik Tuktunik talvanilu
Ahiak Ingilrania

Ingilrajut uvanngat 2021 qunguhirmiaqtuijut tuktu uvanngat April titqani
uvanngat July qitqani

Hivunikhanut Kiuvikhaujut
• Qunguhirmiaqtuijut uvani Kiilliniq Qikiqtaq hivunikhautaujukhaq
• Manirami nalunaiqhiijut kiugiaqaqtaat qunguhirmiaqtuitinnatik ihuaqtumik
pigiaqarmat
• Qanilrukkut havaqatihimmaarlugit aallat ikajuqhimajut, hapkuat ihumainnarlugit
Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu Katimayiinik (HTO)/Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu
Timiujut (HTC)

Quanaqquhi!

Quanaqquhi Kugluktuk, Iqaluktuuttiaq, Umingmaktuuq, Qingaukq unalu Ulukhaktok
(HTO)/Anguniaqtit Naniriaqtuqtillu Timiujut (HTC).
Qujagijumajaqqut uvunga Amanda Dumond, Larry Adjun, Beverly Maksagak, Bobby Greenley,
Connie Kapolak, Peter Kapolak, Tracy Davison, Bessie Inuktalik, Terry Milton unalu Lena Davies.
Ilagilugillu, Quanaqquhi Albert Anavilok una Regan Adjun unalu Mathieu Dumond.
Hamna havaaq ikajuqtauhimajut ukunanngat Kanatamiuni Angutikhat Kivgaqtit (CSW),
Kavamatkut Nunatsiaq (GNWT), Nunavut Anguhikiyit Munakgiyauyukhanik Katimayit (NWMB)
unalu Ingilrajut Tuhagakhaujut Ilagiiktut Kanatami (TMAC).

Apirhuutit?

1

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐅᔭᒥᓕᕐᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ:
• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᖕᓄᑦ
• ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓗᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑲᑎᕆᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ
• ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓗᓂ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᑎᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᑲᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ
• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᒃᑕᖅᐸᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓂ ᐃᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒫᒥᒃ

ᑐᒃᓯᕌᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏ
• ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 1−ᒥ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 14−ᒧ, 2021
• ᐅᔭᒥᒃᓯᓪᓂᖅ 50ᔾᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᕐᓂᒃ
ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ (DU)
ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓂ
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᒍᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᔭᒥᒃᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᕕᓂᕐᓂᒃ
• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ/ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ (HTO/HTC) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖏᑦ
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᔭᒥᒃᓯᕕᐅᑉ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
• ᐆᒃᑑᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᖢᑎᒃ (ᐊᐅᒃ, ᐊᓇᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᒥᖅᑯ), ᑎᒥᐊᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᖢᒍ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ (ᑎᒥᓕᒫᖓᓂ,
ᓇᒡᔪᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᔨᖏᓐᓂ, ᓯᕗᐊᖏᓐᓂ)

ᑐᔅᓯᕌᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᒃᓯᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ

ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᐅᔭᒥᒃᓯᕕᐅᕐ ᐃᓂᒋᒐᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ/ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ (HTO/HTC) ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (NTI) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋ.

ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᒃᓯᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ,
ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ, ᐴᓐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᒃᕼᐊᖅᑑᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ.

2021−ᒥ ᐅᔭᒥᒃᓯᓂᖅ
• ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᖓᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓯᓚ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ
• ᐅᔭᒥᒃᓯᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐃᑉᕆᓕ 14−ᒥ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 26−ᒧ, 2021
• 8−ᖑᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ/ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ (HTO/HTC) ᐅᐸᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋ.
• 36−ᖑᔪᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, 42−ᖑᔪᑦ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.
• ᐆᒃᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ (ᐊᐅᒃ, ᐊᓇᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᖅᑯ), ᑎᒥᐅᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᓯᑲᑕᒃᖢᑎᒃ.
• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ/ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ (HTO/HTC) ᖃᐅᑕᒫᑦ
ᖃᕋᓴᐅᔭᖅᓯᑎᑎᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋ.
• ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ (HTO) ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑎᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᒍᔭᐅᔪᖃᑕᒫᑦ

ᐅᔭᒥᒃᓯᓂᕐᒧ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᖏ

ᑎᒥᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ
•

•
•

•

ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᓂ ᑲᒥᓕᖕᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ (CARMA) ᒪᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᑦ
ᑲᒥᓖᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᐅᑉ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᓂ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎᓕᐊᖑᔪᒥᒃ
ᖁᕝᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ 3−ᒥ 12−ᒧ
ᑐᓕᒫᑦ, ᐃᑯᓰᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᑦᑏᒃ/ᕿᒥᕐᓗᒃ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᕿᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎᓕᐊᖑᔪᒥᑦ 9.5−ᒥᒃ 2021 ᐃᓗᐊᓂ

ᓇᔾᔨᓂᖅ
• ᐊᓇᐃᑦ ᐆᒃᑑᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᓇᔾᔨᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅᓯᐅᑏᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᔾᔨᓂᐅᑉ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂ
• ᓇᔾᔨᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅᓯᐅᑎ ᐅᕿᕕᒡᔪᐊᖅᑐᑦ
600 ᒍᕌᒻ/ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᒍᕌᒻᒪ ᐊᓇᕐᒥᙶᖅᑐᖅ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᔾᔨᓂᖓᓂ
• 2021−ᒥ, 87.2% ᓇᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖅ

ᐊᕐᕌᒍ
2021

ᓇᔾᔨᔪᑦ

35

ᓇᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᓇᔾᔨᓂᐅᑉ
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂ

5
87.2%

ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᐅᑉ
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᖕᓇᕈᑎᖏᑦ
• ᓯᓚᑲᒻᒪᐅᓂᖅ
- ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ
- 1/3 ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋ
ᖃᖓᑕᔪᓐᓇᕐᓇᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ
• ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᔭᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᐃᓪᓕᕐᒥᑐᐊᖅ
• 36/50 ᐅᔭᒦᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
• ᓇᓂᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
• ᑐᖁᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᒃᑐᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎᖓᑕ ᓈᓴᐅᑖ

ᑐᖁᓂᕆᔭᖓᑕ
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ

ᑐᖁᓂᕆᔭᖓᑕ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᓂᕆᔭᖓ

DU-M1-21

ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 19, 2021

ᐱᓇᔪᒃᑕᐅᔭᖅᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ

DU-M2-21

ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 20, 2021

ᑎᒍᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋ

DU-M3-21

ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 24, 2021

ᑎᒍᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋ

DU-M4-21

ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 24, 2021

ᑎᒍᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋ

DU-206-21
DU-218-21

ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 25, 2021
ᐊᐅᒍᓯ 13, 2021

ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᐃᓕᖁᓯᕐᓱᕐᑐᖅ

ᐱᔾᔪᑖ
ᐃᓅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ,
ᓂᐅᖓ ᓇᑲᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᐃᓅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ,
ᑰᑦᑎᖓ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᐆᒻᒪᑎᐊ ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᓅᔪᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ,
ᖁᖓᓯᐊ ᓇᑲᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ

ᑎᑳᒍᓪᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᓪᓕᓂᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖏᑦ

ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᐅᔪᑦ 2021−ᒥ ᐅᔭᒥᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ
ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕᐅᑉ−ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ−ᕿᑎᐊᓄ

ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ
• ᐅᔭᒥᒃᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᐊᓂ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᖏᓐᓇᓐᓗᐊᖅᑐᖅ
• ᓄᓇᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᔭᒥᓕᖅᓱᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ
• ᑲᔪᓯᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖏᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᑎᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ, ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ/ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ (HTO/HTC)

ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ!

ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᖅ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᑎᐊᖅ, ᐅᒥᒻᒪᑦᑑᖅ, ᕿᖓᐅᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓗᒃᕼᐊᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ/ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (HTO/HTC).
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᒫᓐᑕ ᑐᒫᓐ, ᓕᐅᕆ ᐊᔾᔪᓐ, ᐸᕗᓕ ᒪᒃᓴᒐᒃ, ᐹᐱ ᒍᐃᓐᓕ, ᑳᓂ ᑲᐳᓚᒃ, ᐲᑕ ᑲᐳᓚᒃ,
ᑐᕇᓯ ᑕᐃᕕᑦᓴᓐ, ᐸᓯ ᐃᓄᒃᑕᓕᒃ, ᑎᐅᕆ ᒥᐅᓪᑕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓖᓇ ᑕᐃᕙᔅ. ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ, ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ ᐃᐅᐳᑦ
ᐊᓇᕕᓗᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕇᒐᓐ ᐊᔾᔪᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᑎᐅᓯ ᑐᒪᓐ.
ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧ ᐱᔨᔅᓯᖅᑏᑦ (CWS), ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ
(GNWT), ᓄᓇᕗᑦᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᓯᐅᖅᑏᑦ TMAC−ᒃᑯᑦ.

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ?

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖃᐅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ:

X

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ:

ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑕᐅᓂᖅ: ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑐᔭᖃᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ

ᖃᒡᒋᐅᔭᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑦᑐᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ.
ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ:

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᕗᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᖃᒡᒋᐅᔭᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑦᑐᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᖕᒥ
ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕗᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᓗᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᒻ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕗᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓕᖓᓪᓚᕆᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒍᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ.
ᐊᓯᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᑦ ᓇᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒥᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᖃᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᒋᕗᑦ.
ᑕᒫᓂ 2020−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ − Trailmark Systems Inc − ᑐᕇᓪᒫᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᕿᐅᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑯᐊᐳᕇᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᖃᒡᒋᐅᔭᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᓇᓄᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓇᓐᓂᐊᖅᐸᒃᑐᓂᒃ. ᒪᑯᓂᖓ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ:
●

ᓴᓇᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᓕᐅᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ,
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᕐᒥᐅᓪᓗ, ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᓂᓗ, ᑯᒑᕐᕈᖕᒥᓗ, ᐃᒡᓗᓕᖕᒥᓗ,
ᓴᓂᕋᔭᖕᒥᓗ, ᓇᐅᔮᓂᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᖏᑦ)

●

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ

●

ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
(ᓄᕙᖕᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᕈᓐᓇᐃᓕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑦ ᒪᐃ 11-ᒥᒃ ᐋᒐᓯ
10, 2020−ᒧᑦ

●

ᑐᑭᓯᐊᓂᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᑐᖓᕕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᕋᐃᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᒪᓗᑎ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᖅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ

●

ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᖃᑕᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ

ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᕕᕗᐊᕆ 2021-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ; ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕋᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓱᐃᓛᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑲᒡᒋᐅᔭᕐᒥ, ᐃᑦᑐᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ
ᑐᓂᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᑐᓂᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᔪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐊᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓗᑕᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ,
ᐊᑖᓂ ᒪᑯᐊ:
ᓇᓐᓂᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ
●

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑕᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᕙᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄ

●

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᓐᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖏᓂᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ; ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᔪᐃᓇᕈᓇᖅᑐᐊᓘᖕᒪᑕ
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᖏᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ, ᐃᓕᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᐊᓘᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ

●

ᓇᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓇᓂ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᒡᓗᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
(ᓯᑎᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ−ᑎᓯᓂᒡᓗᓐᓃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ)

●

ᐱᐅᓯᑐᖃᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓐᓂᐊᖃᒃᑕᕈᓰᑦ,

ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᓲᖅ ᓇᓐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓕᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓕᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᓇᓐᓂᐊᕈᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
●

ᓇᓃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᕙᖕᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᓐᓂᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓄᑦ

●

ᓇᓐᓂᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓂᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᕙᓪᓕᐊᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ

●

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ−ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐊᐃᑦᑑᓯᐊᖅᑖᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᕿᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ

●

ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐊᓘᓕᖅᑐᒥᒃ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᐊᕋᔪᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᕋᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ)

ᐊᒥᔅᓱᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ

●

ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᖃᒡᒋᐅᔭᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑦᑐᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ: ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᒃᓯᓂᖏᑦ, ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᑐᒥᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑰᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᓇᐅᓕᖅᑎᓗᒍ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ,
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᐅᕋᓂᓵᖅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓕᔭᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᕙᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑎᑕᓂᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ, ᓇᑭᓪᓗ
ᓇᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ

●

ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᓯᓇᖅᓵᖃᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᕙᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᖃᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

●

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᔪᐊᓘᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓕᖅᑐᖅ
ᐱᐅᓯᕆᕙᓚᐅᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᐊᓘᔮᓕᕋᒥ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑑᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ.

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
●
●

●
●
●

ᓱᓕᔪᕆᔭᐅᕌᓂᒍᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᖃᑕᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᖑᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ−ᐃᓕᓯᕕᓕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (ᓇᓐᓂᕿᔭᐅᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ), ᓄᑖᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᕋᐃᓕᕋᓗᐊᕋᒥᒃ
ᓇᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᕙᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᑭᑦ ᓇᓂ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕋᐃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑕᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᖅᓯᓇᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓅᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓗᑕᐅᓂᕋᐃᓂᖅ
ᐊᒥᓱᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ; ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓱᖏᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᐊᓘᖕᒪᑕ

ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕙᖕᓂᖅ
●

ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᒧᖓᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᖃᒡᒋᐅᔭᐅᑉ ᐃᑦᑐᐊᖅᑐᕐᕕᐅᑉᓗ,
ᐃᓚᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖁᐃᓂᔫᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᕙᓕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑕᕆᓗᑎᒃ

●

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒡᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᒪᓕᒋᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ

●

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᕙᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᐃᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ

●

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ

●

ᓈᒻᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᕙᓐᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᐃᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑎᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ

●

ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᑦᑎᐊᖅᐸᒌᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᒪᓕᖏᓗᐊᕆᐊᖃᓐᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ

●

ᓇᓄᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᖃᑕᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

●

ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓯᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓂᒡᓕᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂ) ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᓯᓇᖅᓯᓗᑕᐅᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ:

ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖄᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐹᒥᓛ ᐅᐋᖕᒧᑦ, ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ
19-21-ᖑᑎᓗᒍ. ᑕᐃᒪᖓᑦ, ᑲᑎᒫᔨᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒋᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᑲᑎᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ. ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᕋᒥᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 27, 2021-ᒥᒃ ᕿᑎᒻᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒍᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᐃᖃᐅᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕᓂᖏᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 3, 2021-ᒥ.
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᖅ:
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Disclaimer
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and traditional knowledge of Indigenous peoples are intellectual
property and, hence, protected by national and international intellectual property rights on
Indigenous peoples. Inuit reserve the right to use and make public parts of their Inuit
Qaujimajatuqangit and traditional knowledge when and as they deem appropriate. Use of Inuit
Qaujimajatuqangit and traditional knowledge by any other party does not imply a full
understanding or experience of such knowledge, nor necessary support by Inuit for the
activities or projects under which the knowledge is used, whether in visual, aural, written,
digital, and/or other media formats.

Page 2 of 53

Acknowledgements
This work was conducted by Trailmark Systems Inc. The Government of Nunavut Department
of Environment provided financial support for this research. This work would not have been
possible without the local Hunters and Trappers Organizations and, in particular, Ema
Qaggutaq, Enuk Pauloosie, Jimmy Oleekatalik, Joshua Kringhorn, Dolly Mablik, Asena
Kaernerk, and Jacob Malliki. We would like to thank Anthony Anguittitauruq, Christopher
Amautinuar, Joe Tulurialik, Joy Kringayark, Livy Mablik, and Joelie Kaernerk. This research is
registered at the Nunavut Research Institute (Registry #05 006 20).

Page 3 of 53

Table of contents
1. Summary ......................................................................................................................... 5
ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ......................................................................................................................... 5
Naittuq titriaq....................................................................................................................... 6
2. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 7
3. Methods ........................................................................................................................... 8
4. Results and discussion ................................................................................................ 10
4.1. Participant hunting experience ............................................................................. 10
4.2. IQ of polar bear ecology ......................................................................................... 10
4.3. Description of hunting ........................................................................................... 14
4.4. Changes in abundance .......................................................................................... 18
4.5. Changes in distribution and behaviour................................................................. 23
4.6. Polar bear health .................................................................................................... 26
4.7. Disturbances to polar bears .................................................................................. 28
4.8. Comparisons with scientific research................................................................... 31
4.9. Management considerations ................................................................................. 32
5. Summary ....................................................................................................................... 39
6. References..................................................................................................................... 40
Appendices ....................................................................................................................... 42
Appendix 1. Additional quotations ............................................................................... 42
Importance of polar bears ............................................................................................ 42
Description of hunting .................................................................................................. 43
Changes in abundance and impacts of harvest regulations ......................................... 44
Changes in distribution and behaviour ......................................................................... 46
Disturbances to polar bears ......................................................................................... 48
Changes in sea ice ...................................................................................................... 48
Impacts of sea ice changes .......................................................................................... 49
Management considerations ........................................................................................ 50
Appendix 2. Map of the Gulf of Boothia polar bear subpopulation............................ 51
Appendix 3. Description of polar bear management .................................................. 52

Page 4 of 53

1. Summary
In Nunavut, both science and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) support co-management decisionmaking. To complement their recent scientific assessment of the Gulf of Boothia polar bear
subpopulation, the Government of Nunavut Department of Environment contracted Trailmark
Systems Inc. consultants to conduct an IQ study led by Inuit communities who harvest polar
bears from Gulf of Boothia. From May to August 2020, we interviewed active hunters and
elders from Gjoa Haven, Taloyoak, Kugaaruk, Naujaat, Igloolik, and Sanirajak remotely to
document their knowledge of polar bear ecology, population changes (including relationships
to humans), and management perspectives and considerations. In-person interviews were
not possible due to social distancing and travel restrictions resulting from the COVID-19
pandemic. Interview participants reported increasing bear numbers, females and young
bears, and bear encounters. Interviewees also described how they make inferences on
population changes. Interviewees were concerned about harvest regulations that fail to take
into account increasing bear numbers and human relationships to bears, from a cultural
perspective. An appreciation and better inclusion of IQ is needed in bear management,
which will inform how decision-making impacts animals, as well as the livelihood of the
communities who co-exist with them.

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᑕᒪᒃᑮ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂ. ᐱᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓕᓴᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒡᓕᓂᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓂᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᑭᕋᓴᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓄᑦ. ᒪᐃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᒍᓯ 2020-ᒥᑦ, ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᕐᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᒥ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᓕᐅᕐᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᖅᑲᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ,
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂ (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᖃᓅᖃᑎᒌᒃᐸᖕᒪᖔᑕ), ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃᓗ. ᑕᐅᑐᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ
ᖃᓂᒃᓴᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒥ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᑭᒃᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ
ᓄᕙᒃᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ−19 ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑎᕐᑕᓪᓕ, ᓇᓄᖅᓯᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᓗ. ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒋᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᑖᕐᕕᖃᖅᐸᖕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
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ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᙱᖦᖢᒍ
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖃᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
ᖁᔭᓕᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᑎᐊᕐᓂᕐᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓄᓇᕐᓂᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖃᓯᐅᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ.

Naittuq titriaq
Nunavutmi, tamatkiknik naunaiyainiq tamnalu Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) ikayuqtuqtai
aulattiqatigikniq ihumaliurutit. Ilagiaqnianut tapkuat qangahaq nainaiyainiqmun qauyihaqni
tahamna Tariunga Boothia nannut amigaiqatigikni, Tapkuat Kavamatkut Nunavut Timinga
Avatiliqiyit kanturaqtitat Trailmark Systems Nanminilgit qauyimayiuyut havarininut tamna
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) naunaiyaut hivuliqtat Inuit nunaliuyut angunahuaqpaktai nannut
tahamanga Tariunga Boothia. Talvanga May tikitlugu August 2020, apiqhuqtavut
angunahuaqpaktut inutuqatlu talvanga Uqhuqtuuq, Taloyoak, Kugaaruk, Naujaat, Igloolik,
tamnalu Sanirajak ungahiktumin titiqhugit ilihimani nannut uumatyutai, amigaitni allanguqni
(ilautitlugit piqatigikni inungnut), aulatyutitlu tautuquqnit ihumagiyaunilu. Tautugutiplutik
apiqhuinit ayurnaqmat piplugu inungnut qaglivalaqtailinit aularniqmutlu pittailitit taphumanga
Qalakyuarniq-19 aaniaqyuarniq. Apiqhuqtauyut piqatauyut tuhaqhityutai ilagiaqni nannut
qaphiuni, aqnalluit piarahangugaluitlu nannut, nannutlu apquhaqtauyut. Apiqhuqtauyut
unniqtuqmiyai qanuq ihumakaphukhutik amigaitniqnut allanguqni. Apiqhuqtauyut
ihumaaluktut angunahuaqtauni maligait pingitai ihumagiqahiutini ilagiaqni nannut qaphiuni
inungnutlu piqatigikni nannut, ilitquhiliqutit ihumagiyaunit. Quyagiyauni nakuuhivalliqnilu
ilaliutyaqni Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) piyalgit nannut aulatauni, tapkuat tuhaqhitauni qanuq
ihumaliuqni aktuanit angutikhat, tapkualuttauq inuuhigigutai nunaliuyut uumaqatigit
tapkununga.
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2. Introduction
Accurate and reliable information on polar bear population status and trends are necessary
for decision-making in polar bear management. Collaborative polar bear management
among the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board, Government of Nunavut, Department of
Environment (GN DOE), Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., Regional Wildlife Organizations, and
Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTOs) in Nunavut focuses on ensuring populations
are viable so that Inuit can continue to harvest polar bears, in part through harvest
regulations (e.g., Total Allowable Harvests [TAH] and non-quota limitations). Both
conventional science and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ) contribute to this process.

IQ includes knowledge of wildlife trends, as well as the values, opinions, concerns,
traditional management practices, and perceived impacts to harvesting and livelihood that
are held by Inuit (Wenzel, 2004). This unique characteristic of IQ differentiates it from
conventional science, which tends to focus on wildlife data at the exclusion of human
relationships and values. Incorporating IQ in polar bear management supports “Inuit
harvesting rights and priorities and recognizes Inuit systems of wildlife management that
contribute to the conservation of wildlife and protection of wildlife habitat” (Nunavut
Agreement, Article 5). Documenting and using IQ require the direct inclusion and guidance
of IQ holders in formulating research questions, analysing and validating results, and
interpreting and presenting data (Wenzel, 2004). Culturally appropriate research methods
are systematic yet informal and based on respectful communication, narrative discourses,
subjective and personal engagement, and unhurried meeting styles (Ferrazzi et al., 2019).
GN DOE recently completed a biological survey and data analysis of the Gulf of Boothia
polar bear subpopulation (GB; Fig. 1; Dyck et al., 2020). To complement this study, GN DOE
sought to obtain IQ information, and contracted Trailmark Systems Inc. (Trailmark)
Consultants to conduct an independent IQ study for the Gulf of Boothia, as well as
M’Clintock Channel (Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020) polar bear subpopulations. The results from
both scientific and IQ research may inform harvest recommendations to the Nunavut Wildlife
Management Board—Nunavut’s main instrument of wildlife co-management. These data
have the potential to guide TAH and management objectives for the two subpopulations.
Here, we report on polar bear IQ documented from communities that harvest Gulf of Boothia
polar bears.
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3. Methods
We followed a grounded theory approach to guide this work, where hypotheses and patterns
in information emerged inductively, without any pre-existing theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1994).
This contrasts the deductive approach (Lewis, 1988) that is used in conventional wildlife
science, where hypotheses are established and tested (Johnson, 2002).

Initially community visits were planned to conduct interviews with selected local knowledge
holders. However, as the COVID-19 pandemic spread across Canada, we decided on an
alternative and mutually agreed upon approach. A Trailmark consultant met remotely with
Gjoa Haven, Spence Bay (Taloyoak), Kurtairojuark (Kugaaruk), Aivilik (Naujaat/Repulse
Bay), Igloolik, and Hall Beach HTOs. HTOs suggested public community meetings be held in
each community in March and April 2020 to document IQ. Trailmark staff drafted a list of
guiding interview questions focusing on hunting experience, perceived population changes,
knowledge of polar bear ecology, and management perspectives. This interview guide was
circulated to each HTO and the GN before being finalized.

In March 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic restricted travel and community meetings were not
possible. HTO staff suggested remote interviews over telephone and videoconferencing so
that IQ research could continue. Because interviews occurred remotely and mostly through
telephone, participatory mapping and GIS data collection was not possible; however,
interview questions probed for place names to identify geographic locations when they were
relevant for the discussion. HTO staff recruited all interview participants for their hunting
experience, breadth of knowledge, and familiarity with polar bears, bear hunting, and hunting
areas (i.e., purposeful sampling [Marshall, 1996]).

We interviewed participants in a semi-directive manner (Huntington, 1998; Huntington, 2000)
remotely from May 21 to August 10, 2020. We interviewed five Taloyoak participants
individually over Zoom videoconferencing. We interviewed all other participants over
telephone: five as a group and one from Gjoa Haven; three from Naujaat; three from Igloolik;
and five from Sanirajak (Hall Beach). Because interviews occurred as a group discussion in
Gjoa Haven, the resulting information was interpreted as perspectives of the entire group,
rather than individuals. It was not always possible to distinguish who was speaking over the
telephone, so we identified individual interviewee’s quotations where possible, and otherwise
denoted quotations with “unidentifiable Elder”. We replaced identifying names with
alphanumeric codes (“GH”, “T”, “K”, “N”, “I”, and “HB” to denote Gjoa Haven, Taloyoak,
Kugaaruk, Naujaat, Igloolik, and Hall Beach home communities, respectively) to protect
participant confidentiality.
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We conducted interviews in English, and interpreters provided translation between English
and Inuktitut for four Taloyoak interviews, the group interview in Gjoa Haven, two interviews
in Naujaat, and one in Hall Beach. We audio recorded and auto-transcribed interviews using
Sonix transcription software (http://sonix.ai). We manually edited transcripts and analysed
them using conventional content analysis, where common themes and categories were
determined from the data (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). We identified quotations that
represented common themes and reported on them. Additional quotations are listed in
Appendix 1.

We sent community interview summaries (English and Inuktitut) through email to each HTO.
Because of travel restrictions and the limited time available for this work, HTO board
members validated the results remotely instead of the participants for accuracy and
representativeness for their community. In-person validations with each participant would
have strengthened engagement and data analysis. Results need to be interpreted with this
consideration in mind and any uses or applications of these results need to be approved by
HTOs and/or interview participants.
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4. Results and discussion
4.1. Participant hunting experience
Participant experience provided context to and reliability of interview data. In Gjoa Haven,
one participant was an active polar bear hunter (had been polar bear hunting in the area this
year) and the other four participants were elders (no longer actively hunting due to old age).
These elders had harvested an innumerable number of bears over their lifetime before
quotas were implemented; since then, they reported having been able to harvest only up to
five bears due to limited access. In Taloyoak, three interviewees were active polar bear
hunters. Two interviewees were elders and had not visited polar bear areas in the last 20
years.

In Naujaat and Igloolik, all interviewees were active hunters who had visited the Gulf of
Boothia area (Appendix 2) in the last 3 years. In Hall Beach, three interviewees were active
polar bear hunters; one interviewee recently stopped hunting but had been to hunting areas
earlier this year; and the other interviewee was still actively polar bear hunting but had not
harvested from Gulf of Boothia since 1999. HTOs recommended non-active hunters and
elders for inclusion in this project because of their unique experiences, wisdom and/or
historical knowledge of geographic areas.
4.2. IQ of polar bear ecology
Remote interviews occurred in the spring and summer and recruitment was challenging due
to limited in-person coordination (HTO staff were on annual leave) and hunter availability. It
is possible some interview participants did not feel comfortable sharing information openly
over telephone. Some interviewees expressed a preference for face-to-face meetings, where
additional contextual information could have been gathered (e.g., through participant
observation).
Gjoa Haven and Taloyoak interviews also contributed to a M’Clintock Channel IQ study
(Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020) and interviewees shared knowledge of both M’Clintock Channel
and Gulf of Boothia subpopulations. Where possible, we distinguished the populations that
interviewees referred to by geographic area. Gjoa Haven interviewees did not consider Gulf
of Boothia their traditional hunting area and, as a result, focused most of their interview
discussions on M’Clintock Channel (reported in Ekaluktutiak HTO et al. [2020]). Taloyoak
interviewees harvest most of their polar bears from the Gulf of Boothia area and, conversely,
focused most of their discussions on Gulf of Boothia bears. However, interviewees referred
to polar bear characteristics broadly across both populations.
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The polar bears and animals don't have any boundaries. For example, on the map you
set up a boundary or a line, and the hunters not supposed to pass that line. Well, the
polar bear has no lines to cross. (Interpreter translating for unidentifiable Gjoa Haven
elder, 3 June 2020; Ekaluktutiak HTO et al., 2020)
The government sets boundaries right. Polar bears don't have boundaries. They go
anywhere. (GH1, 3 June 2020; Ekaluktutiak HTO et al., 2020)
Inuit believe that the Boothia Channel or Boothia population and the M'Clintock polar
bear populations are the same. (GH2, 16 June 2020; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Interviewees indicated polar bears are curious animals and their behaviour varies from
individual to individual.
Mostly bears seem more personality than other animals. We know, we know other
animals have different personalities. But the polar bears seem to have more, almost
like in tune with human. (T1, 21 May 2020; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
The polar bears has its own inclinations, it's like some of them run away from the
disturbance, some of them don't run away from the disturbance. (K1, 26 May 2020)
They are different. Some very mean polar bears, some are not mean polar bears.
Some polar bears are friendly, some polar bears are not friendly. I don't know why, just
like a human being. (HB1, 23 July 2020)
They indicated younger bears are generally more curious and tend to be encountered on the
mainland (versus open water).
It's the younger ones that are coming more closer to town, like the younger ones,
anything, any animal. Caribou, wolf, polar bear, they're more curious to see. And
coming closer to town. But the older, older ones, there they know. They know
more...like they're going to be hunted if they come closer, or they're going to be shot.
But the younger ones, they're more curious. (Interpreter translating for N1, 16 June
2020)
It's usually the older ones that always running away. It's the juveniles that are curious
like human beings, they'll do stupid things as well. And they would come into camps
wandering on and also to look at what's happening, like whether it's a dangerous area
to go to or not. Like any humans, the young people would take chances to go into
certain areas. Most of the bears that do come through the community are juveniles.
Inside the ages of one year old to three or four years old. Those are the ones that are
most nuisance. But the older ones always stay away from the communities. (I1, 13 July
2020)
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Tulajuittuq, that's extra-large polar bear, live in the ocean. They hardly go to the
land...big bears tulajuittuq harder to go around here, because I think there's too many
polar bears...usually mother with the young cubs around mainland, people see them a
lot and they hardly see big ones now because they protection is not to go to the main
ocean because they were eaten by bigger bears. (I2, 10 August 2020)
Interviewees indicated polar bears prefer rough ice, where seals are more easily accessible.
In rough areas, the packed areas, they tend to be in that area. And when seals are
giving birth it's pretty much all over you can see them. In that area where there's seal
holes, breathing holes and that will usually be in April, May. (HB2, 23 July 2020)
They used to be more in the more rough ice...maybe there's more seal, because there's
more snow back in the more ice, and the rough ice. So, the snow builds up on the
rough ice. (HB3, 23 July 2020)
Interviewees also reported polar bears prey on a range of species, including other polar bears.
They go after bearded seals and other sea mammals but when they're hunting for
them, when they see other polar bears, cannibalism comes into play to due to hunger.
(Interpreter translating for HB4, 29 July 2020)
Interviewees indicated polar bears can be encountered all year round.
Mostly summertime, when we're boating, they’re on our shore. And in the fall too,
they're on the shore, and some in the water. Sometimes we hear [about] them miles
from land, swimming. And fall time there's quite a bit near our hometown now.
Wintertime, there's less to see, and early spring, you can see them on the sea ice. I
mean the sea ice, yes, and there is more [captured] on the sea ice near where I go.
And they, all winter, I think they stop moving, I don't know, maybe they go down to the
ice, moving ice, pack ice. (N2, 15 June 2020)
Some interviewees described seasonal patterns in feeding, distribution, and denning.
In the summertime, when they're swimming along, they get fatter, they eat more. I know
that they eat more, refuelling. And in the wintertime they're mostly in the den, some of
them, and they get fat mostly in summertime 'cause there's more prey, their prey is
ringed seal. And they would also need, I've seen some bears eating grass in the
summertime, or even in the winter they dig the grass. (K2, 13 May 2020)
Polar bears are mostly noticed in maybe the open area, like open water area. Most
polar bears go after seal in the water or on the ice for seal, make a hole in the ice all
winter long. Polar bears, they tend to come in the area [south of] community in the fall
time. Not so much in the springtime. They're more out north of us in the springtime
hunting seal. (Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May 2020)
Normally polar bears den in the fall time through October, beginning of October, that's
for the pregnant female. But the males tend to den through in November, which is a bit
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later than the female. But there are a lot of people that don't bother denning all through
their winter. (Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May 2020)
Even though bears are known to travel across population boundaries (Ekaluktutiak et al.,
2020), some interviewees described differences between M’Clintock Channel and Gulf of
Boothia populations.
In M'Clintock Channel where we studied, before the bears over there are mostly always
skinny and the bears on Gulf of Boothia are fatter bears, healthy bears, and they're
more yellow because they're healthy and over on the other side of the ocean is
because they're more skinnier. They're fur is more white. (K2, 13 May 2020)
I've always noticed the M'Clintock Channel’s bears are not as aggressive as the bears
in Boothia. But that may be due to the size of the populations because the bears I get
from the M'Clintock Channel have a lot less scars. They don't look as beat up and
they're healthier...whereas the bears in Boothia, they tend to have a lot more scars. I
guess there's too much competition for food or they seem to be a beat up a bit more in
Boothia. (GH2, 17 June 2020; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Bears on M'Clintock Channel area seems to be more slender, less fat. And it's always
been that way, they always heard of it. And it's still like that today. And for Gulf of
Boothia, you have the open floe edge area behind Astronomical Islands. The ice would
close up, freeze, and then through the cycle of the strong current following the moon,
the ice would open up. And there's many seals. And wherever you have a floe edge or
open water, there's known to be more seals and more bears in those areas. And that
is the difference and we've known it for a long, long time. (Interpreter translating for T2,
21 May 2020; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Hall Beach and Igloolik interviewees also distinguished Gulf of Boothia from Foxe Basin
polar bears by their migration patterns, body size, and how avoidant they are of humans.
I think the Gulf of Boothia I see more bull, bigger bears, male bears than here in Foxe
Basin. That's the only thing I could really discuss, the difference between Gulf of
Boothia and Foxe Basin. I see more bigger bears over at the Gulf of Boothia. (HB2, 23
July 2020)
The one around there, they are a bit more scared. And on this side, the Foxe Basin,
they don't get scared much. (HB3, 23 July 2020)
Gulf of Boothia they only migrate once a year and they go back up again to the Gulf of
Boothia once they are down here, and there's a big difference between the Gulf of
Boothia polar bear and the Foxe Basin polar bear, so polar bear from the Gulf of
Boothia they migrate down to Foxe Basin, they migrate back when it by the fall time.
But these Foxe Basin polar bears are just on the Foxe Basin area. (HB5, 27 July 2020)
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Interviewees indicated bears travel between Gulf of Boothia and Foxe Basin management
boundaries.
The ones that come from Foxe Basin and Gulf of Boothia, they change places. Like
the one from Gulf of Boothia goes to Foxe Basin and the one from Foxe Basin goes to
Gulf of Boothia. Yes he can tell that the one from Gulf of Boothia who's been there for
a long time, you can tell it's been there for a while because of the back of the palm of
his hand and (running) out of skin from hunting too much. But he can, all he can see is
that he sees them same. From Gulf of Boothia and Foxe Basin. (Interpreter translating
for N1, 16 June 2020)
Information on polar bear ecology and behaviour, as well as patterns, is learned through
hunting experience and travelling and living on the land. This knowledge is important for
hunting success, as well as hunting shared prey.
How I know there's seal is if I can find polar bear tracks on the ice. They're hunting
there. If I want to catch seals, I will try to look for polar bear tracks. They are the ones
that know seals more than we do. (I3, 27 July 2020)
4.3. Description of hunting
Interviewees described polar bear hunting using tags (Appendix 3). Other animals such as
caribou, wolverine, wolves and fish are harvested in polar bear hunting areas. In the past,
polar bears were harvested using dog teams.
The dog teams be using to hunt harvest polar bear besides snowmobile because they
know the polar bear then and they have a little bit of like not a sound at all, not like a
machine. (Interpreter translating for HB4, 29 July 2020)
Today, polar bears continue to serve as an important source of accessible food, as well as
clothing and income from their hide.
Polar bears are very important because in those days, the polar bears were everything
to us. The fur itself would be used for clothing or you know, as well as the meat which
was never wasted. It is very important to us to this current time. (K4, 26 May 2020)
Currently, with the polar bears, how important to people, it's like when we catch a polar
bear, it’s very important about the meat, where there's meat. And in those days, they
were always important and still today, still important because we Inuit eat lots of country
food and meat, and so because of polar bears’ meat that's how important it is. And with
the hide, with the polar bear hide, the skin, we used them too in those days, but usually
we kept them...today, with the hide, we try and make everything with the polar bear
hide and that's how important it is to us. (Interpreter translating for K5, 26 May 2020)
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Polar bears are used as a mattress or they can use them for a wind pants because the
fur will never, ever absorb moisture. It just never absorbs moisture. So, it's the best
thing for to use is as a mattress or a wind pants, for Inuit style wind pants. And the
meat we eat, it's like baby pork ribs. (Interpreter translating for N3, 4 July 2020)
In this manner, hunters are knowledgeable of and select for certain bear characteristics
depending on what they harvest them for.
I prefer younger than older. I didn't believe my parents when they were alive, now that
I'm older, I prefer younger bears, because the meat is more tender, but they mostly go
for bigger polar bear so some people today...most of them always look for bigger bear.
Like sport, lots of people, the hunters I call sport hunter, they want bigger ones and
some people, most of the people they sometimes, when they see a bear, they don't
mind them if it's sow [female] with cubs even though if they're same size, they just
leave them and look for bigger ones. (K2, 13 May 2020)
Polar bears or any animals, the meat, they taste better in the winter season than in the
springtime and that is why nobody really wants to catch polar bear around the
springtime season. (K4, 26 May 2020)
If I want to go polar bear hunting, male or female, I'm going to shoot the fat one and
the very clean fur. That's what I'm always after, I don't kill skinny ones and bad furs.
So, I shoot, more like that, I shoot for food, young and clean. Not very often, sometimes,
if I see a polar bear, I'll just shoot it and sometimes if I go to Gulf of Boothia, I have to
choose what I want. One time I was going polar bear hunting to Gulf of Boothia I saw
many polar bears and I never get one, I go back empty handed. (HB1, 23 July 2020)
Older, more experienced polar bear hunters are able to discern polar bear characteristics.
There's two different hunters now, the older one that's been hunting for polar bears for
long period of time, they learn about how polar bears move. They have different
movements, male and female. So, they watch and learn about the bear to see if it's a
male or female. But these younger one now too that are starting to just hunt. When
they go hunt, they as soon as you see a bear, there's a bear, so they just shoot it
without noticing or learning about the bear. There's two types, I would say. But the
older hunters, they can for sure tell if it's a female, or a male...the young hunters, all
they know is if it's a big one that must be a big male. But if it's a female size, it's really
hard to tell. (Interpreter translating for N1, 16 June 2020)
Uses of polar bears have shifted and, as a result, so have hunting practices. Hunting for the
sale of hides encourages hunters to select for bigger bears.
We catch a polar bear by a big size. The bigger size it is, the height will add more
money into it. The meat we keep but due to the fact of fundamentally speaking, like
even qablunaaq, the white people likes to have a bigger—they like to have a big polar
bear skin around their home so we do the same thing, you know, we try catch a bigger
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polar bear just because of the size of the hide that will you know, benefit. (Interpreter
translating for K1, 26 May 2020)
In more old bears, the polar bear skins are important for their pants, for the mitts, or
kamiks. But now, only for few people use them now. So not much polar skin goes there
now. (HB3, 23 July 2020)
However, fewer community members harvest bears for their hide today, due to their lower
economic value.
The polar bear hide is not very pricey around this time. Not too many people outside
of Nunavut want to buy the hides of polar bear. Actually, there is a place where people
sell down south for the polar bear hides and today's market is down. There's no interest
in selling the polar bear hides to many people. (Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May
2020)
Nobody wants the polar bear hide anymore, it’s very cheap, that's why in Gulf of
Boothia nobody goes hunting, maybe five years, nobody goes hunting so we got right
now lots of credit in Gulf of Boothia, nobody goes hunting because of highest risk route
and the gas is so expensive, the food is expensive, nobody wants to go spend the
money for nothing. I mean last spring, three hunters went polar bear hunting from Hall
Beach to Gulf of Boothia, they got three more polar bears. And so that's the first in
maybe 5 years someone go hunting polar bears to Gulf of Boothia. (HB1, 23 July 2020)
Income generated from selling hides is usually reinvested into hunting. Today, the lower
market prices for hides can no longer support increasingly expensive hunting supplies.
When it's fat, they were eaten by the people and the fur, the pelt, was sold to the
Hudson's Bay, I believe was the only place they sold furs anyway and it didn't cost very
much. The last time I remember my mom, let's say my father caught one in early spring,
and my mom did the fur, and she said, I remember she sold it for $40 at Hudson's Bay
company. Later on, when I was a teenager, there were more bears. And people would
sell the pelts and a good polar bear, a good size one would cost enough to buy a
machine, like the early Bombardier machine. But those were really kind of small bills
and one bear, let's say a small bill, were about $700, $800 for a machine, when I was
a teenager. And people would buy a machine right away from the Co-op store or in
order by the Hudson's Bay. Now, in the 90s, bears became more and in 2000, there
were quite a bit around. So, I think the price went down a bit and then it grew, but I
think the folks know about it. It was just a fraction of what you earned from the bear
skin to buy a machine, that's around $18,000 worth now. (N2, 15 June 2020)
Expensive hunting equipment and supplies can limit access to hunting.
Not all of them have snowmobiles, all the equipment. Not a whole lot of people have
the opportunity to go and catch a polar bear. (HB5, 27 July 2020)
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Oh my goodness, for my trip this past May it costs me just over $2000 out of my own
pocket. You know, the gas is getting expensive, the grubs is getting expensive. All the
bullets and whatnot are pretty much expensive. So, it's quite an expensive, would be
an expensive hunting trip nowadays. That's what I experienced in May. It's quite far so
you need other snowmobiles, like other guys that you need to go with too. So, it's a
costly hunting. (HB5, 27 July 2020)
Hunting is also limited by employment.
Most that are not working hunt polar bear either in fall or winter or like around this time,
springtime. But whenever a person working, who has a full-time job just get a chance
to maybe stay around on the weekend, they would go after that opportunity. (Interpreter
translating for K3, 19 May 2020)
The practice of polar bear hunting alone is demanding and requires a lot of work to prepare
and distribute meat.
To be honest, catching a polar bear, a big game, is a lot of work and butchering the
skin and preparing the meat and cutting up all the pieces into pieces. Make sure it's
grabable for people to just grab without, you know, cutting themself a piece of meat.
(HB5, 27 July 2020)
Polar bears can be harvested on the sea ice or land, depending on season and location.
During the winter season we wouldn't have polar bears out on the sea ice. But during
early fall about October November, we would catch polar bears, the ones that are
mostly on the land. (Interpreter translating for K5, 26 May 2020)
Everybody knows that bears can be in the ice or on the land, it's more like where you
go hunting...on the ice is the best time because bears like to be on the ice most. But
that [I have] hunted bears on the land. (N2, 15 June 2020)
During summertime, you can catch a polar bear sooner than winter. During winter
you're going to have to search for the polar bear. It depends on the season and it
depends on the polar bear. (Interpreter translating for N3, 4 July 2020)
For Gjoa Haven (Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020), Naujaat, Hall Beach, and Igloolik communities,
Gulf of Boothia bears are farther away than the other polar bear populations that they can
access. Hunting in Gulf of Boothia areas requires considerable time, experience, safety
precautions, and fuel.
It's pretty far away from Hall Beach. Maybe the hunter is just going out for the weekend
or spending the whole week over there. They really decide, oh well, they get first bear
they see, or any bear that they see or if they're spending more time over, they will pick
and choose which bear really like and really try to get the fatter ones. (HB2, 23 July
2020)
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They want to go polar bear hunting on the other side it usually lots of food and lots of
gas. So not much people go up there. (HB3, 23 July 2020)
The polar bears skin is too low now to sell the polar bear hide. That's the point and the
point is the Gulf of Boothia is kind of far from our community. (Interpreter translating
for HB4, 29 July 2020)
However, some community members prefer to make the trip.
I prefer hunting in the Committee Bay region [Gulf of Boothia] because it's quite a trip
and also hunting caribou at the same time and taking my time and that's what my father
used to hunt as well, so I think that's one of the reasons why I enjoy hunting more on
Committee Bay area. Or the west coast of Melville Peninsula. And also, around
Frederik Island and in that area. Normally there's a lot of bears there and I could choose
what type of bear that I would want and mostly males, and also there is all kinds of
bears around there. (I1, 13 July 2020)
The considerations and risks involved with polar bear hunting shed light on the deep
relationships between Inuit and polar bears. Barriers to accessing Gulf of Boothia bears
might explain why the quota for the population has rarely been filled (Dyck et al., 2020).
However, polar bears continue to play an important role for community members from a
cultural, ecological, and economic standpoint. This importance is an incentive to preserve
traditions, gather knowledge, and learn how to hunt. Being able to access harvesting also
permits younger hunters to learn how to hunt and, through selection, distinguish polar bear
characteristics.
4.4. Changes in abundance
Interviewees reported an increase in the polar bear population in the last two decades. This
change was noted in comparison to the distant past, when bear encounters were rare and
more time and effort were required to pursue them.
When I was a child, polar bears were very scarce in the area. They've been scarce,
not too many polar bears are spotted 50, 60, 70 miles around the area. One polar bear
may have been spotted maybe [few times], once. Maybe four or five years at a time.
Back then that was 1950s, 1960s. But today, there are polar bears being spotted in the
area five miles, 10 miles 20 miles, something like that. (Interpreter translating for K3,
19 May 2020)
When I was a kid ‘till when I was a teenager, there was almost no bears. We couldn't
see one for a whole year. And I do a lot of traveling, I did a lot of traveling with my
parents anywhere on the winter and summertime. We didn't get any bears in
summertime, fall time, winter when we travelled. Now, you will see them everywhere
in the summertime. Summertime, fall time, even near town. And when I was a small,
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small kid I could walk around anywhere without a gun and my parents wouldn't even
worry about me for the whole day I used to go out hunting. And like, talking [about]
hunting, bear hunting. And my parents wouldn't even get worried about me and right
now, you cannot even go camping without a dog or something or a tent. You have to
have a cabin now if you go about, so many are out going camping...you can't get
enough sleep because there will be bears when you're sleeping. There's bears all over
right now. (N2, 15 June 2020)
When she was growing up, she didn't really mind about polar bears or be concerned
of them. But these days, these early 2020s, right now, polar bears are so many that
she is scared for her grandkids now. That's her concern, is that there's too many polar
bears now. Because when she was growing up, there was hardly polar bears that you
can see, but now there are so many polar bears to be concerned of that because
they're just coming to town. (Interpreter translating for N3, 4 July 2020)
The increase in bear numbers can be noticed when they gather during mating season.
Hunters are also aware of these changes while traveling on the land over years.
When we travel we see more bears. And nowadays we can see much bears when we
are traveling, today we see them everywhere when we are traveling. (HB3, 23 July
2020)
They gather more on the shorelines. And during mating seasons, pretty much in May,
April, May, females are out more and so I would say that when it comes to mating
season, they gather and once they gather, after that, they hunt and so once the solid
ice is gone, they just go on the shore of the beaches, and you know not be solitary
anymore and be with other polar bears. I guess that's also, perhaps something to do
with the population increase too. (HB5, 27 July 2020)
Interviewees attributed the population increase to harvesting limitations.
Due to the fact of the tags being placed after the tags being placed, that's how we see
increasement of polar bears, now, more polar bears now because of the tags being in
place. Now we cannot even catch a female polar bear with cubs because of the
tags….hardly anyone is catching them nowadays and than in the past. (Interpreter
translating for K1, 26 May 2020)
They're like human beings. And in the past, back in the 1960s, the population of Inuit
was very low and because of a better health system and also better food and welfare
coming in, there's a lot more people. And exactly the same with polar bears. They're
now being looked after and they're well looked after. There's not as many in the past,
but now there's more. And that could be part of it. And the purpose of the quota system
was to bring more bears in. And now we have more bears. (I1, 13 July 2020)
In the old days, they don't have a quota and there is no law in the old days, if they see
a polar bear with a cub, they kill it right away and use them for food or dog food, the
skin, use it for clothing, and back in the 1970's, we got the quota system, we have a
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quota in 1960's or the 70's so we are not allowed to shoot the cubs anymore so we
never shot a cub, with a cub before. If we have to we shoot sometime for safety and
now, they don't kill them anymore so the population is growing up. (HB1, 23 July 2020)
Interviewees also indicated that bears are aware of how human relationships to them are
changing.
The change is that's the bear seems to know that the females with cubs are not to be
shot. So, they're coming, they're more coming to town. 'Cause they know they're not
supposed to shoot the female and the cubs. But the big one, male one, they don't really
come closer to town. The female ones are getting more. (Interpreter translating for N1,
16 June 2020)
These days, there's more female polar bears with the cubs that's going to town
because they're just being scared with loud bullets or being scared with guns not being
killed. So, I think the females are used to getting to town because they're not getting
killed when they go to town. But just being scared, so I think they're used to it now.
Because polar bears in Naujaat goes right to our house under the steps. That's how
bear is in Naujaat, like they go right under the steps. Or they’re just four feet away...
her concern is that there's too many females now that are just being shot at, not killed,
but being scared with those bullets that just crack bullet. So, they're used to being to
town now and then they go, and then about a year later, they come back. With female
cubs, with baby cubs. And the polar bears are very hungry when they get to town.
(Interpreter translating for N3, 4 July 2020)
More females are being encountered on the land versus male bears.
I seem to notice that there are a whole lot of females, more female than male.
(Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May 2020)
I think I see some little bit of changes here on polar bears regarding the genders. I like
to say that there's more female polar bears now than male polar bears. That's what I
see. (K4, 26 May 2020)
Some interviewees added they can distinguish gender by observing tracks, body shape, and
behaviour, as well as taste.
We're not allowed to get bears with small cubs anymore. I see more females; I can tell
by the tracks 'cause I can tell by the track now. I don't like calling myself an elder, but
I know just by looking at the tracks. I could even tell these boys that's a female and
male. Young male, female, so I've seen more female tracks than young male bear so
I think there's more female than male these days. (K2, 13 May 2020)
It's really easy to tell when there's a female or a male because of the feet, you know
their feet, and the female polar bear has longer neck. (K4, 26 May 2020)
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The female polar bears’ meat, it's tender than the male polar bears’ meat. The meat of
the male polar bears’...after you cook the meat, it tends to be stone hard. With the
female polar bear, when you boil the meat, it's more tender, and it tastes more better.
(K4, 26 May 2020)
Males are more skinnier now, and females I guess they save their energy and the
males tend to be more aggressive than females. And that's how we recognize them.
(HB5, 27 July 2020)
Interviewees reported seeing more young bears.
There seems to be more younger polar bear than older polar bears in the area...hunters
go for more big male bears than the younger bears. But nowadays, people seem to go
for the younger polar bear for their meat, for they're tender, like the meat that's from a
younger polar bear. (Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May 2020)
Seems like the smaller, younger bears are very many and easy to see. (Interpreter
translating for T3, 21 May 2020; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
The younger ones seem to have increased due to the fact that we don't have to hunt
them with their mother and so they're leaving their mother even on a very young age,
like two years old, when they're supposed to be still with the mother, and I see them
more often rather than the adults one. (HB4, 29 July 2020)
Females with more cubs are being observed, as an indicator that the population is increasing.
We always see a sow [female] with three cubs instead of just two or one. These days
we see more sow with three cubs...every year...every summer. When I was boating,
we see sow with—we see four polar bear, mother with three cubs...it was more than
one day and different bears. We saw about 10 bears in one day. And about two of
them had three cubs and the others had two...in the late 90s we start seeing them,
summertime, every summer when we're boating, we see polar bears down there at the
bay. (K2, 13 May 2020)
In summer, I notice there's more mother bears with a family. And more younger,
younger bears around. I see quite a bit of a young bears in summertime now. (N2, 15
June 2020)
In my late teens I would see a mother with two cubs mostly. But now, three years ago,
I saw mostly, two or three years ago now, I see some with three cubs. Three cubs now.
I think that there's more—I never saw a bear with three cubs when I was a teenager.
(N2, 15 June 2020)
Interviewees reported polar bears going into meat caches is indicative of a population
increase, as this behaviour was rarely observed in the past.
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In the summertime, people may have caches in the area like 30, 20 miles out of the
community and polar bears will smell that animal buried there and they'll find where it
is. That's one of the reasons that polar bears are coming, come near the community
area, and other times they might be smelling the garbage dump. That's never often
that go into the garbage but once in a while. (Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May
2020)
The way I found out the polar bears are increasing is by like, when we cache the meat
every year, and when we go out to go get our meat that our cache we can, in those
days, those cached meat would be still there and when we get them. But in recent time,
recent years, when we go get our cache meat, they're all been eaten by polar bears
because the polar bears are increasing and that's where we find out that there are
more polar bears now. (K4, 26 May 2020)
We don't bury, leave the meat, get it after because there are so many polar bears now.
So, before that, when we get here, we used to cover with all the rocks and then get it
in wintertime. We can't go that way nowadays, Igloolik area, too many polar bears
nowadays. (I2, 10 August 2020)
Hunting success was considered an indicator that the population is increasing.
I'm a bear hunter and when I was young, we would be out for more than a week and
sometimes we'd go home with no bear. But these days hunters go out, look for bear,
and come same day. Hardly anybody ever overnight out there anymore. Only mostly
me, when I'm out, I like to be out on the land. (K2, 13 May 2020)
When the quota system opened and people were told that so many bears had to be
caught once a year, so many of them, they put a number. And then people would be
out hunting, and they would not find any. Keep looking for one until end of the season.
I think we've been quite lucky for us to finish all the quotas. Now there's too many that
actually comes to the community, which we hardly ever heard of before. We definitely
know that there's more bears along the shorelines than ever before. And in the past,
there was hardly any. (I1, 13 July 2020)
Interviewees expressed that shared observations among hunters confirm validity.
He can say that the bears are coming more to, closer to town, and we look at the radio
so other from this community to different community, he talks with a lot of people. So
that's the same thing that they're saying, that we can see bears more, closer to town,
and everybody is noticing that there are more populating. (Interpreter
translating for N1, 16 June 2020)
Interviewees from all communities were in agreement that numbers of polar bears are
increasing. Hunters shared unique observations that they have made over time to make
inferences on population trends. These indicators provided insight into Inuit knowledge
formation. Interviewees also shared information on polar bear population changes within the
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context of impacts to hunting and land use; population changes are inseparable from human
relationships.
4.5. Changes in distribution and behaviour
All interviewees reported polar bears are more frequently encountered in and around
communities in recent years.
Some years are bad for bears coming into the community, and some years are okay.
And she know that, they will come into the community again. Especially the young
juvenile bears, the young cubs. They are very plentiful. (Interpreter translating for T4,
21 May 2020)
To my knowledge about polar bears coming into the community, 20 years ago, today,
there are more polar bears now coming into the community, maybe because of the
scent of seal of the community garbage dump, they might smell some kind of an animal
or a carcass around town [I think]. There's more polar bears now coming into the
community than before so that's how I see the changes. (Interpreter translating for K5,
26 May 2020)
Bears used to be around the floe edge all the time 'cause that's where there are good
seals and hunting area. But now they’re more spotting dead animals or unfinished
harvest. So, they're used to be more at the floe edge, that was their environment. But
now they're everywhere. They're on land near the community. (Interpreter translating
for N1, 16 June 2020)
Interviewees were particularly concerned about human safety while camping on the land.
I have concerns about polar bears, especially around time of the year they start to
come around closer to the community...specific to people they're very dangerous
because they sometimes can destroy or kill a human. (K4, 26 May 2020, Kugaaruk)
If I were to go out camping near town or just out there on the land, currently it’s more
riskier now to camp inside an igloo or a tent because there is so many polar bears that
always migrates from one place to another. To me, right now, I think to be in the camp,
it's more appropriate to have a cabin, sleep in a cabin, than a tent or an igloo. Because
of the population increasing that dramatically. (Interpreter translating for K5, 26 May
2020)
It changed right now. Even though if I go to caribou hunting, I have to bring my own
bag for safety or take some safety stuff for polar bear. Right now, it's very
uncomfortable on the tent right now, even though not too far from here. Every year, I
don't know how many years, I've been traveling towards the Repulse Bay area to hunt
narwhal or polar bear. Every time in the 1980's, 1990's and 2000's, every time I go
travelling, polar bears everywhere on the shoreline. They are growing up right now,
lots of polar bears right now. (HB1, 23 July 2020)
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In the past, dog teams could keep bears away.
There's barely any more dogs, like traditional dog sleds, so that's something that
there's no more dog watch for polar bears. And the dumps are so close to the
community that polar bears now by dumpsters and that's her reason why she's thinking
polar bears are coming to town. (Interpreter translating for N3, 4 July 2020)
Today, polar bears are more aggressive and no longer afraid of human activity.
Our polar bears are not so afraid anymore in the community. There's some kind of an
interaction with the environment, the polar bears are not really afraid to come into the
community anymore, although there is so much traffic or so much activity happening
in the community, when they hear any kind of noise in the community, the polar bears
aren't afraid to come to town no more. (Interpreter translating for K5, 26 May 2020)
They used to run away from people when I was a young person. Like walking along
and a bear can see you, they run right away. They're scared of people. Now, they're
more curious. They see people, they won't, most of them won't run away now. They
stick around or try to figure out what you are. And they go to tents and they're not
scared of tents anymore. (N2, 15 June 2020)
Polar bears are just as human as they can show off. You know when humans are
teenagers, they're active, very active and strong. And they can show or show off their
muscles. Inuit, like humans, can do that, right. Polar bears are just like humans when
they’re young teenage polar bears, their super white, clean fur. The more white fur they
have, that aggressive they are. When you see a polar bear, young polar bear going to
town. They're just going to be as a young teenager who's showing off. ‘I'm scary, I'm
tough, I'm good looking. I'm bigger than you, I'm more powerful than you are.’ That's
how polar bears are when they're as young teenagers. They'll go to town and not be
scared but show off everything with all their power. (Interpreter translating for N3, 4
July 2020)
Some interviewees indicated polar bears are more aggressive when there is a higher density
of them.
All polar bears vary, some of them are very vicious. Some of them aren't vicious. Some
of them are, but yeah some of them are scary...to my knowledge I think they are more
vicious now than in the past because of the population of the polar bears are
increasing. There is more polar bears that are more. They've become more vicious.
(K4, 26 May 2020)
Interviewees cautioned the increase in aggression is due to the lack of respect for bears by
humans; interacting with bears without harvesting them is not considered respectful.
Back then before the quotas, people, their rule was, if you're shoot a bear, don't just
lose it, leave it, wound it. If you can catch it, kill it there. And before going out hunting,
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elders would tell the young ones, don't talk about bears, don't tease them, don't wound
them and leave it. And that was their rule, so elders would tell the young ones not to
tease anything about bears, so any animal. So, don't make fun of it, don't get it
wounded. If you do, kill it here. And there was a lot of use for it. But now, if they would
see it, trying to scare off a bear back then, the elders would see that, they'd be so angry
about the person that you're just getting angry, that you're trying to anger the bear.
Don't do that. Don't throw rocks or don't use bear bangers or things like that.
(Interpreter translating for N1, 16 June 2020)
Interviewees described the impacts of bear research on polar bears.
As soon as they started using those tranquilizers, and when they started using the
quotas, that's when he started, two years. It's roughly there, in between there, the
population for the bears were getting more. (Interpreter translating for N1, 16 June
2020)
They make them go to sleep, that's when they seem to lost their mind. Like Inuit, we
used to be good friend, don't steal, things like that, we used to listen to law. Until white
guys come around, start drinking booze, start smoking marijuana, we lost our mind.
We seem to be so crazy today. That's how the polar bears are too. So well, the quota
comes, you are to kill one bear. So, if we see two, we kill the other one, and the other
one is mad. They've always not do anything, start breaking cabins, rip the tents. There's
so much today. It's so dangerous today. (N1, 16 June 2020)
Interviewees indicated polar bears are learning from and responding to changes in human
behaviour towards them. Human-bear relationships are no longer in balance.
Polar bears know that they are protected by something. They know. They are intelligent
animals, no matter what animal you are. They, as if, know what people are doing. What
guidelines, what policies and procedures, as if they know what's going on with the
tagging system. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May 2020; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
We have a traditional old belief that polar bear can hear when we talk about them. (I3,
27 July 2020)
Long years ago, polar bear were so afraid to people who were from the community,
want the people, want anything, human belonging, like igloos or we don't like too close
right now, so I will turn into a different person. In my view, polar bears are polluted.
Their brain is no good now. They could come up to you and usually they will smell you
because ocean is polluted and filth and poison. What they eat is brain damage them,
so it's very much different right now, years ago. Sometimes, few times, when I see
polar bears...I always say, ‘oh that's a good polar bear’...because nowadays, they see
you, they likely to come to you, smell you around, that's different. So, I can say their
brain is not same anymore. (I2, 10 August 2020)
Interviewees also indicated individual bears are distinguishable and the same bears tend to
come into town.
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You can recognize polar bears. The polar bears keep coming back and forth. Once
you let them run away, try and scare them, they're going to come back for sure. They
will come back. They really come back and there's no other way that they're just going
to come back. You have no other choice but to say they're going to come back because
there's some meat there. And that's the only way. The only way. You can recognize
polar bears as human beings; you can recognize them by their skin colour or they have
a scar or how fat they are or how small they are. They are just recognizable. (Interpreter
translating for N3, 4 July 2020)
Interviewees indicated the changes in polar bear distribution and behaviour is largely due to
changes in how humans perceive, relate to, and interact with polar bears. Relationships with
polar bears have shifted from harvest-based ones to research interactions and scare tactics.
Increasing aggression and distributions close to communities are a result of polar bears
learning from and responding to these shifts.
4.6. Polar bear health
Interviewees reported polar bears over the last 10 years have been generally healthy.
This winter all the bears they caught were very healthy bears they got. Like fatty bears
all of them...I never really used to see an unhealthy bear. To tell you the truth, all the
bears. (K2, 13 May 2020)
There's not much really changes in the health of polar bears. It's just like us, like a
human being, we get sick and [here and there]. But I don't see a lot of, you know, big
concerns in this area because they get sick and you know, they get healthy. (K4, 26
May 2020)
You never will ever see an unhealthy polar because all of the polar bears are healthy.
The only time they will see an unhealthy polar bear is when they age and they can't do
hunting anymore. That's the only polar bear that you would see that would not be
healthy or not normal because of their age. Because all polar bears are all healthy and
very well hunters. You'll never see an unhealthy polar bear until they're aged like they
can't do hunting no more. (Interpreter translating for N3, 4 July 2020)
Sick bears are rarely encountered, and interviewees can distinguish them by their body fat
and fur colour.
The only thing I can tell is when a polar bear might be look sick is when the polar bear
haven't had anything to consume or to eat or hunt. It's when the polar bears like famine
or something like that. That's the only time when he had seen skinny polar bear that
looks sick. (K4, 26 May 2020)
The way I can tell when the animal is sick is when the polar bear is really, really doesn't
look a natural bear. The fur, it's skin or the fur itself may not look that usual, really
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skinny, no fat. You know, that's how I would tell when a polar bear is sick...recently or
currently I myself haven't seen the one like so many polar bears like that. (Interpreter
translating for K5, 26 May 2020)
Interviewees indicated skinniness reflects poor hunting ability.
Came back to my late grandfather, like some hunters are skilful and lucky, and the
others some hunters are not very lucky. He said it's the same thing with bears. The
bears that are not very good hunters, they die of starvation, but it’s rarely happened,
he said, if you know what I'm saying. Those bears are not very good hunter...rarely get
skinny polar bear. And I think just when the scientist see something skinny and they
say the bears are starving it's not like that. It's been like that for thousands of years
here 'cause the bear is not a very good hunter, the polar bear they die of starvation.
(K2, 13 May 2020)
Back then when they open up the polar bear hunt for Gulf of Boothia, they used to
catch polar bears that are very fat and healthy, but now they're just mostly skinny now,
cause they're poorly hunting now, the bears are poorly hunting. (Interpreter translating
for N1, 16 June 2020)
Bears that had been previously handled for research are considered unhealthy.
They have a second thought of eating the bear, cooking it and eating it. And the colour
of the bear doesn't look as good as another bear that never been tranquilized or doesn't
have a lip tattoo. On any given day, they'd rather have a hunt a bear without a lip tattoo
or anything. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May 2020; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Most of the ones that were caught were nice and fat and they seem healthy. But the
ones that have tattoo and that, they tend to be skinnier. It's usually the older bears that
have the tattoo and that, so could be because of age or that. But our elders that passed
down were reluctant to have what was studied by scientists. They have tattoos and ear
tags and that. And what, if they don't have tags or ear tags, or tattoos or ear tags; they
a lot happier and know that they're healthier and they're less reluctant to consume it.
(T5, 21 May 2020; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Polar bears have become drug addicts because once you're tranquilize them they’re
nice and high and even though you put them away, about 20 miles away, they always
come back to the dumpster because get another fix. So, they become drug addicts.
And also, with the meat that we consume, there is absolutely no taste and a strange
taste to the bear meat. We would throw those away right away because they had been
tranquilized. The ones that had been tranquilized had very different taste, quite unique.
And even though, I don't know for how many years they have been in their system,
they stay in their system for so many years, we don't know. But in the past, we would
throw away the meat. The meat is already spoiled. And it's been tranquilized. (I1, 13
July 2020)
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One interviewee indicated radio collaring for polar bear research interferes with the bears’
ability to hunt.
The ones that have radar collars, they're usually not healthy, very skinny, and under
the collar, people who have actually caught bears with collars, we don't take the meat,
the meat just behind the head on the neck part where the radio transmitter is. It's
usually very rotten and spoiled. Doesn't smell good. (I1, 13 July 2020)
Aggressive bears that enter communities were considered atypical and unhealthy to eat.
He knows the meat is really different today. He think it's mostly from the fast food or
[all the] food [that] we're eating from the dumps and stuff like that. The quality of the
meat is more different from a long time ago. And he knows like some meat are still
good, a lot of polar bears are still good. But he notice some of them, they're not as
good as they used to be. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May 2020; Ekaluktutiak et
al., 2020)
When you have polar bear is aggressive more, it doesn't taste as much good, but when
you spot a bear and it's not running away. And if you should shoot it there and kill it.
That's when it tastes better. He notice, I mean, he can tell the bear hasn't been running,
that's when it tastes better. If it's been running away and you have to chase it for a
while, it doesn't taste too good. (Interpreter translating for N1, 16 June 2020)
While interviewees described indicators of poor health, they emphasized that polar bears are
generally healthy. Unhealthy polar bears are rarely encountered. When they are observed,
poor health is attributed to poor hunting or human handling for research.
4.7. Disturbances to polar bears
Interviewees reported pollution and noises (helicopters, snowmobiles, shipping traffic, and
seismic testing) are the main disturbances to polar bears.
Mostly people will disturb polar bears. And aircraft, helicopters. Helicopters will disturb
the polar bear during the February season, hunters will disturb the polar bear...the
sounds of the snowmobile and sound of the helicopter. (Interpreter translating for K3,
19 May 2020)
The ships or vessels using the passage of the sea ice and how polar bears could be
affected by some kind of a traffic through vessels are going through the sea ice.
(Interpreter translating for K1, 26 May 2020)
Probably main thing is the transportation. They are very aware of the sounds they're
surrounded with I guess; I would say it's more of the transportational sounds or any
human presence. (HB2, 23 July 2020)
Interviewees indicated these disturbances make bears more aggressive toward humans.
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They become more vicious because of there's traffic, vessels, air crafts flying over.
Because so many traffics around these areas know where there's polar bears and
[when they're] being interrupted with this kind of traffic [they have] become more
vicious. And that's how I understand them. (Interpreter translating for K1, 26 May 2020)
Interviewees described changes in sea ice formation, thickness and consistency.
Like in my younger years, I don't hear elders talking about the changing or the condition
of the weather, you know, the condition of the sea ice. I haven't heard people talking
about that very much, back then. But there was a few of them that already knew what
will be happening in the future. And up to today that forecast has happened and it's
already happened. And I don't know how elders would know the future of the world
coming. (Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May 2020)
I've noticed big time throughout my entire life that back then when the snow was
melting, we used to get a lot of water on the ice. But nowadays snow melted just like
that and it's supposed to get solid, but it just floats up and then starts to disappear. And
it's a lot thinner nowadays. (Interpreter translating for HB4, 29 July 2020)
I know Repulse Bay every year. So, there was ice floe edge, it's been down about 30
miles from here when I was young guy, and it used to be like every year about 30 miles
everywhere...now it's about 15 miles, about half of the Repulse Bay, only 15 miles
every year now. So, it's less sea ice. I think it's less sea ice now. But on the fast ice.
(N2, 15 June 2020)
Interviewees indicated these changes contribute to increasing bear encounters, as polar
bears are more frequently gathering along shorelines.
The ice moves away a lot sooner and they usually end up on the lands. And they just
following the shorelines to look for food. I think that's why we encounter them more.
(HB2, 23 July 2020)
The solid ice is disappearing easier sooner than we anticipate. And, you know, by the
time they're hunting seal pups, the solid ice is disappearing, and I think that is also a
factor too. (HB5, 27 July 2020)
Interviewees felt these changes are very unlikely to impact population sizes.
With the ice changing and all that, I don't see any big changes to polar bears, you
know, information ‘cause they move from, they migrate and they move from, they can
swim, they can be on the ice and they can be on the land. With the ice being a factor,
the ice condition, it is what it is but I wouldn't really see any changes on how polar
bears could be affected by the condition of the icing. (K4, 26 May 2020)
Polar bears would never be affected by the climate or no matter how the weather is
changing, the universe is different. Polar bears will never be affected by the weather
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or no nothing. Because they can walk through a really thin, thin ice, they can be on the
water for a long time. I don't think polar bears climate will never ever be affected with
this weather. They're very wise and smart...white people are concerned that the ice is
thinning, there is little thin ice now and polar bears can't survive in the ice, weather,
because there is no more ice. She wants the white people to know that even if the ice
is melting, the polar bears can survive in the ocean where there’s water. And she's
saying polar bears are super, super smart...they are good at everything. (Interpreter
translating for N3, 4 July 2020)
Interviewees disagreed with reports on bears being impacted by changing sea ice; polar
bears can hunt in open water for long periods of time.
There seem to be a lot of concern about polar bears declining or being endangered or
a risk of bears declining due to ice being thinner and that. Climate change is a big talk,
and it's concerning some people, that talk about polar bears from the south. But polar
bears are like sea mammals. They can swim for miles. They can catch seals. In the
water even, even when there's no ice. There was a polar bear survey, and it wasn't
talked about but one of the guys that was the helper was on the chopper or the plane,
and they saw a bear right in the middle of the ocean between that area where Igloolik
is and Gulf of Boothia. They saw a bear right in the middle of the ocean, holding a seal
and eating it, like no ice close by to be seen. And some biologists and scientists think
because there's no more ice, they'll have hard time harvesting seals, that's not so.
Because seals do sleep in the water while they're floating, and they sleep. Anybody
can walk up or go right close to a seal by boat while the seal is sleeping, floating, and
same thing with the bear can catch up to, I mean [get] the seal while the seal is still
sleeping in the water, it's floating, sleeping. So, some people don't know about that.
They think that polar bear needs ice in order to catch a seal. They catch seal even if
there's no ice to be seen for miles and miles. They’re predators. They know what to
do. (T5, 21 May 2020)
When there's no ice I've seen bears, some bears [food] like seals on the shore. Eating
seals on the shore that I'm pretty sure they caught, because there is no hunters around
[miles] from here. And bears eating seals on pack ice. So, I don't know, what I'm
thinking is even if the ice is gone, they'll be hunting on the shore for seals. Catching
them in open water...on the shore we saw bears with freshly caught seals and baby
seals in the summertime, when there is no ice and somebody said they saw a bear
hunting a caribou on the island, that they caught up to and ate. And also, I seen them
with beluga whales, I'm pretty sure they caught on an island, too, and I've seen them
eating seals and bearded seals on the ice too, summertime. (N2, 15 June 2020)
Believe it or not, in the Foxe Basin or Gulf of Boothia, the polar bear stay on the water
for a month. They can stay on the water for a month, maybe two months. We got
somewhere of August ‘til, I mean of open water August ‘til July, ‘til October, late
October, there's the freezing of the water, November. Right now, it's coming late and
freezing water. So, they can stay on the water for two or three months without go in
the land. (HB1, 23 July 2020)
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Interviewees emphasized polar bears are persistent; they are intelligent animals and can
respond to environmental and human impacts.
They always said if the arctic doesn't, when the ice was melted, the polar bears are
going to be died. I don't agree with them. I know the polar bears, they hunt even though
if there is no ice, they always go hunting. They can swim, any kind of weather. (HB1,
23 July 2020)
You would never ever decrease polar bears because they're very, very, very, very
smart. And very independent, they're very wise. That's going to swim miles and miles
and miles, and the elderly people always will say, or our culture, or our ancestors say
that the polar bears are very wise, very smart. They can swim days after days on the
ocean. They can dive under the water. They can live in the sea. And you still going to
see polar bears that's gonna survive the hardest weather that you can imagine. So,
she's saying that you'll never, ever see polar bears decrease. It's been like that since
our ancestors as though they say polar bears have the power over anything. So yeah,
you can't beat, or you can't decrease polar bears. No way. (Interpreter translating for
N3, 4 July 2020)
Interviewees were not concerned about population declines. When asked about
disturbances, transportation vehicles were considered threats, but only through impacts to
presence/absence in an area or how polar bears behave toward humans.
4.8. Comparisons with scientific research
Community members shared their knowledge of polar bear behaviour and ecology. This
information is important not only for hunting success, but also for safety and maintaining
balanced human-bear relationships. Community members described the importance of polar
bear hunting and how it has changed over time, as well as the challenges hunters must face
today to achieve access to hunting and traditional practices. These contexts shed light on
the impacts of harvest regulations on community members.
Community members indicated polar bears travel across management boundaries, which
has been suggested through scientific research (Paetkau et al., 1999; Thiemann et al., 2008;
Dyck et al., 2020). Community members also reported an increase in abundance, evidenced
through unique indicators of population change. These observations are consistent with the
recent scientific survey that reported Gulf of Boothia population as stable (Dyck et al., 2020).
Increasing bear numbers was largely attributed to harvesting limitations, which has also
contributed to more frequent bear encounters and aggression. Community members also
reported increasing proportions of females and young bears, as well as encounters with
larger family sizes due to harvest regulations; these observations are supported by empirical
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reports of high reproductive indices for the population (Dyck et al., 2020) and scientific
predictions under sex-selective harvesting (McLouglin et al., 2005; Taylor et al., 2008).
Community members considered polar bears healthy (in agreement with [Dyck et al., 2020])
and described threats as impacts to distribution and behaviour. Community members also
reported sea ice changes that are consistent with empirical data (Barber & Iacozza, 2004;
Stern & Laidre, 2016; Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2018; Dyck et al., 2020).
Community members indicated sea ice changes have contributed to increasing bear
numbers and encounters. Although the long-term impacts of climate change and reduced
sea ice on Gulf of Boothia polar bears cannot be predicted with certainty (Dyck et al., 2020),
community members emphasized the unlikelihood that populations would decline as a result.
Community members cautioned polar bears are intelligent and adaptable animals and
perceive changes to populations and behaviours as a result of how humans relate to them.
In addition, communities voiced their concerns, considerations and recommendations for
polar bear management and research, summarized below.
4.9. Management considerations
Harvest limitations have shifted how polar bears are valued (appreciated) by community
members. Management decisions impact human relationships to polar bears.
In those days before the politics and regulations were placed in, the polar bears were
so very important to us and but after the policy, the regulations, like to catch a polar
bear, it requires tags now. In those days they were so more important, although right
now they're important, but with the policy the regulation placed in I like to think it was
that they're not more important as much as before. Because of the tags. (Interpreter
translating for K1, 26 May 2020)
Even without harvest limitations, Inuit historically practiced their own traditional forms of
management; animals should not suffer, nor should they be overharvested; meat is shared
and not to be wasted.
Traditionally speaking, custom law about harvesting animals, our traditional speaking
of custom that we have is, if you were to try to kill an animal and if you injure or shoot
at an animal and you just injured it without killing it, there was a policy, Inuit law that
we have. We have to make sure that we Inuit destroy the animal effectively. Make sure
it's not going to suffer. You don't just shoot, or you don't just shoot at an animal, putting
a wound, people just shooting it. If you wound an animal, no matter what we're doing,
don't let it suffer. We have to kill that animal. That's kind of a system that we have.
(Interpreter translating for K5, 26 May 2020)
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When you catch an animal and of course we open the meat, we treat the meat, but we
try not to also overharvest animals because we don't want to waste all that meat. So,
we have indications as well to hunt for food. Of course, he said earlier too as well that
we have to feed dogs and feed the family members. But we try not to overharvest as
well. That was another custom law that he would add. (Interpreter translating for K5,
26 May 2020)
I hate wasting you know, I don't like to waste what I caught, so after my both parents
deceased pretty much, what, five years ago, I said to myself, I'm not going to hunt big
games like polar bears due to you know, the meat will be just wasted nowadays. (HB5,
27 July 2020)
Harvest quotas should be increased to reflect increasing bear numbers and encounters.
More quotas will also support hunters who rely on hunting as a source of income.
We need more quotas. I always need more quotas so if we get more quotas for Gulf of
Boothia, it's alright because the sport hunters, they got lots of money and today only
one sport hunter comes to Hall Beach. They gave us more money than if I go hunting
a polar bear down to Gulf of Boothia, if I get one, I lost quite a bit of money for hunting.
I know I'm not gonna get my money back for that polar bear. So, if we have one polar
bear sport hunter, they pay a guide 3000, or if two guides $6000. And the dog team
owner only gets more, and the big business probably get more money. So, it's a lot of
money for the polar bear sport hunting. We need more quota for sport hunters. (HB1,
23 July 2020)
My thought is we need more polar bear tags so there can be less polar bears...whoever
out camping they get disturbance by polar bear more. (HB3, 23 July 2020)
I would like to see the number of tags we are given, I would like to see included being
allowed to catch a few more each year to control the population a little bit more. There
are way more polar bears than when I was young. (I3, 27 July 2020)
Some hunters expressed a desire to hunt male and female polar bears throughout the year,
for safety reasons and their own preferences.
When the polar bear hunting season opens, and when it closes in the month of May,
and after all polar bear tags are used up, and then there's no more tags, more polar
bears come close by community or comes right into the community. And they come
into the community at the wrong timing because polar bear hunting season is closed,
no more tags and when polar bears are always vicious in the community nearby...polar
bears don't have borders and they you know, they come near town, or they come right
into town and when they come into town and when there's no tags placed anymore it
would be nice to [get] that polar bear be destroyed because they're vicious, they're
vicious animals when they come into town. That's the only area that I like to see
improved. (Interpreter translating for K1, 26 May 2020)
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If they would open up the hunt, polar bear hunt season sooner before they start
hibernating. November, December is when they start hibernating. And it would be a lot
more fair if any bear that comes close to town that they can shoot the bear, even if it's
a female. Male or female. Any bear that comes close to town. It'd be better if they can
be able to hunt. (Interpreter translating for N1, 16 June 2020)
I would like to see us being able to hunt them the whole year. At some point while I'm
still alive, I would like to see that, not have particular dates. Our elders tell us that they
taste good in fall, like late August, September. But we are only hunting that one date,
polar bear hunting March, April, especially the male. Not so much the female but the
male bears. (I3, 27 July 2020)
Hunters stressed that certain polar bears are aware of whether or not harvesting is a threat.
Traditionally, bear characteristics were selected for during harvest as a form of population
control. Current regulations do not take this practice into account.
Once in a while when they get into town, even if they have cubs, even when they keep
them in my town, they always destroy them right away. That's why there's hardly any
threats here in Kugaaruk. 'Cause I know in the late 90s, my late uncle used to get
mauled by a bear so after that, not very often but when they do come in town, we just
destroy them, hunters destroy them and get tags for them. (K2, 13 May 2020)
You are to kill that many males and that many females. That's really that's female, and
more males to be killed. So, these big males don't bother much coming into town or
wrecking things, are the ones that we are killing. (Interpreter translating for N1, 16 June
2020)
They just go to town because they've done it before, so they're just used to it now. And
males are killed, and they don't go to town. So only females and mother cubs go to
town or communities. (Interpreter translating for N3, 4 July 2020)
Community members were concerned that management focuses too much on polar bear
protection and not enough on human safety and livelihood.
I have been to my cabin, they break in, break things, wreck the camps and all that. I've
talked to HTO, they'll talk to wildlife somewhere, but nobody never paid for all those
wrecked things...seems like it's okay for a person if they wreck my boat, or sometimes
when you break down and you have to leave your boat behind, they get at it. Your tent,
not by accident, you have to leave it. They wrecked it. Then you have to buy another
tent...the government maybe cares about the polar bear that want to have more polar
bears. Not to kill the polar bears, don't seem to care about people. You know, kill the
person. Eat the person, it's okay. It seems like they're doing that...I'm not too happy
about the law and the polar bears. Since the government put up a law and they can't
do nothing about them breaking things. All they care about is not shooting them or
trying to scare them away. These polar bears that have been scared away are so mad.
So, we have lots of polar bears that are so mad. Make them go to sleep. Trying to
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scare them away. Banging them, or tricks like that, it seems like we're trying to get
them more mad, so they are so mad today. (N1, 16 June 2020)
Community members disagreed with species at risk listings.
They say polar bears are some kind of endangered species, but I do not. I would say,
again, I disagree on that. If they need the proper information, they just tell them to come
experience in the community and see it for yourself. That's the only concern that I have,
I mean, I would say they're not on endangered species list. (HB5, 27 July 2020)
Narratives concerning polar bears and the management decisions they influence need to
take into account and include Inuit knowledge and wisdom gleaned from experience. Inuit
should play a larger role in managing the resources they have interacted with for millenia.
The Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit knowledge that they've left, that their wisdom from the
elders, and like I mentioned, that I grew up within elders. And so, my father used to
say that even though scientists say that in the future they might say that polar bears
will be endangered due to the fact for climate change, pollutions, and multi-year ice are
disappearing. But there are also multiyear ice that aren't pretty much seen. And that's
where the polar bears are also not counted too. And so that is also I would say, an
unknown factor by the scientists. That elders have knowledge, even though they say
that multi-year ice is disappearing, polar bears are very adaptable animals and so my
father used to say that they’re just like humans. But they walk on their four feet and we
walk on with our two feet and they're pretty much like humans and they adapt very fast
and so they know the currents they know their environment very well. And so, my father
used to say, well, I guess there's a word that when it comes to something, don't just
jump into a conclusion or what not. So that's what I'm sticking by with my old man's old
words. These are the traditions that were let on and passed on to me and to you, the
younger generation. (HB5, 27 July 2020)
Looking at the law control by Inuit people, not from Ottawa, not from government. I
think we should control more by the people who hunt, hunting people. But right now, it
would be very difficult because the...system is too high, Inuit don't really like that, what
white man is doing, just because it's white man it is true, but some of us Eskimo people,
really some of them Inuit nowadays thinking we should control more animals than
before, because we got rot bananas and apples from the store and can't get bears.
Before that we didn't have anything, only we were given animals, so Eskimo, Inuit
people, still trying to fight the law. I think it was fighting the white people most of the
time, in my what I hear when I listen...before that, it was very different, the law, Inuit
law, Inuit control, they were very different. Properly they were doing it, proper more
than we doing right now. Without control by Ottawa, from Ottawa. So, if animal needs
to control, I think those hunting, Inuit hunters should be running more. Inuit to Inuit,
Eskimo to Eskimo. (I2, 10 August 2020)
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Polar bear research should include IQ and Inuit participation. For example, surveys could be
guided by Inuit knowledge of when and where bears are likely to be detected to reflect more
accurate counts.
Up on the Gulf of Boothia area he have noticed that when the sea ice, the solid ice,
when it's disappearing, when it disappeared in the summertime polar bear swim more
often. And by the time they're on the shoreline, I guess when their feet are cold, that's
the time when they go on the shoreline and he have seen more polar bears on the
shoreline, due to the fact that the solid ice has disappearing faster than expected. So,
he'd like to probably make a recommendation that sea ice is disappearing fast, polar
bears are on the shoreline more. And so, if there is any polar bear counting at this time
of the year, whoever is dealing with counting to take off on the shoreline and take it
from there. (Interpreter translating for HB4, 29 July 2020)
Community members criticized past surveys for not including local people and affecting meat
quality and bear behaviour. This has contributed to a lack of trust in scientific methods and
resulting management decisions.
When biologists are in town, and you know, when they're counting the polar bears.
They're not really hiring local peoples where locations are. You know, all these, all
these knowledge are not associated with the communities since they know, they
experience the land and the oceans and the sea ice where they are. Not just elders,
but I have grown up in elders. And so, I pretty much know where the good hunting
areas are thanks to my late father that I've been given this knowledge. And so, these
can be, you know, worked on due to the fact that when they're tranquilize a polar bear
it stays in the meat for quite a while. And so that was the concern that was given to
me, and the meat becomes different. It becomes soft, all the way to the blubber. And
so that was also a concern that they're not getting any fatter. Their population is
decreasing. But there's community, more community sightings. And these are the only
polar bears coming to town are the same polar bears. And so, the older polar bears
are more, I would say, decreasing and young ones are more in the communities. And
that's a concern to me nowadays too. Due to that the scientists say the ice is shrinking
every year. And so that is also a concern to other hunters, elders. So, if they say they're
endangered species I would disagree on that. They're not. The way Inuit culture it's not
really familiarized by southerners. (HB5, 27 July 2020)
When it comes to polar bear, I have not seen anyone going up to the helicopter. I mean,
perhaps they have hired some kind of wildlife monitor, but I have not seen anyone who
has that knowledge of polar bear migration routes, polar bear hunting areas and polar
bear harvesting areas. All these matters are have to come in play when it comes to
community, knowledgeable people. (H5, 27 July 2020, Hall Beach 2020)
All those polar bears that researchers trying to figure out the weight, the height, the
length, but they shoot it with the little needle, those are the main polar bears...they don't
get scared at all to anything when the researchers shoot with that needle. (Interpreter
translating for HB4, 29 July 2020)
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Interviewees were concerned about losing access to hunting and with it, their traditional
hunting practices.
There is more people going out and they’re not as observant as they were in the past.
Because in the past, during my father's time, they were actually living off the land and
observing, knowing the behaviour of animals, especially the polar bears. And the dogs
were trained to look after them from bears and this is not a reality any longer. Since we
have motorized vehicles like boats, snowmobiles, four wheelers, hunt with them and
it's now totally different. And it is now harder for us to teach the younger generation
how to observe animals, especially bears. The movement of animals and to show
respect to the animals. There have been quite a few unnecessary kills of animals
because of a lack of knowledge. And these knowledges have hardly been recorded...it
is important for individuals to actually learn the behaviours of animals once they go out
on the land. A lot of the hunters are complaining like myself, for instance, it's cost too
much money now to go on a caribou hunt or a bear hunt. It's not worth it. So, a lot of
these things are—we're in the transition period where a lot of these are disappearing
and dying off. (I1, 13 July 2020)
Management decisions need to take into account the ecological and cultural relationships
between Inuit and polar bears, which include hunting and land use practices. For Inuit, polar
bears are viewed as intelligent, adaptable, and responsive beings. These considerations
may shape how community members share information and/or approach management.
If we speak of polar bears, we have to speak respectful of them, even though they
cannot hear us, we're not with any polar bears anywhere. It's as if they know what we
are saying, what we're talking about. We cannot say hopefully a polar bear can come
so we can hunt a bear, they know their well-being, they're as if they know true spirit
that what we are saying. (Interpreter translating for T4, 21 May 2020; Ekaluktutiak et
al., 2020)
The animals in Nunavut or our land are going to be wrecked or ruined by the
government if we get so much rules from the government and we try and follow them.
That's not how we used to deal with it, because the elders know how goes it is. If the
government gets too much rules, the animals and the land are going to get ruined.
(Interpreter translating for N3, 4 July 2020)
We have to be scared of any animal that we are around. That's a big, big belief. Often,
we would never make fun of any animal, and how much respect we have for each
animal and so much for the bears, how powerful they are. We will never make fun of
them and never ask to see one. Because we have a big superstition that if we do ask
to see one, we might come across one when we are not in a safe situation. There's a
few men I know that have been attacked and are still alive telling us that they are very,
very powerful animals. We fear them all the time. There's big respect for them. (I3, 27
July 2020)
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Still, some interviewees praised co-management efforts and decisions.
The HTO and in the Environmental Department are doing a great job in doing the polar
bear population. Maintaining the proper bear population in Nunavut. (Interpreter
translating for K3, 19 May 2020)
Having this tagging system as well as policies, procedures, laws in place. They are
there for a reason. Management, no matter what it may be, in life, we have to abide by
the rules. Because if there weren't...you know, things can deteriorate right away if they
[weren’t] in place. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May 2020; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
The numbers of tags for males and females are kind of consistent now, so he likes that
area. (Interpreter translating for K5, 26 May 2020)
The concerns and considerations that community members expressed suggest Inuit
engagement and involvement in polar bear research and decision-making processes have
been inadequate. The cultural and traditional interactions between Inuit and animals need to
be recognized and considered in management objectives. Management decisions impact
polar bear populations, and—through their relationships with them—Inuit livelihood. These
relationships can also guide scientific methodologies toward approaches that are respectful,
yet effective in data collection. In addition, IQ can include unique indicators of population
changes that could inform scientific models. A deeper appreciation and understanding of IQ
through relationship-building and improved communication strategies with communities can
also support collaborative knowledge co-production. Community engagement in this process
should be guided and led by Inuit and their knowledge.
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5. Summary
This study provided a rare opportunity for community members to share their knowledge and
voice their concerns on the Gulf of Boothia polar bear subpopulation. Inuit have coexisted
with polar bears for millennia; the knowledge that they have gathered across generations
includes important information on polar bear ecology, which is important for human survival,
as well as hunting success. Hunting practices traditionally included methods of selecting for
bear characteristics and forms of population management; these practices have shifted over
time as a result of contemporary forms of management in Nunavut. Community members
reported increasing population numbers and encounters, which are a safety concern.
Current harvest regulations fail to take these changes into account. Community members
also criticized management and scientific practices for not including Inuit knowledge and
perspectives, including important human-bear relationships, which has impacted how polar
bears respond and interact with communities. However, the observations of population
changes and activity reported here are consistent with scientific data. Better engagement
and communications with communities within the context of bear research and management
will cultivate more trusting relationships toward collaborative management.
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Appendices
Appendix 1. Additional quotations
Importance of polar bears
Their foots, they're the best—one of best source of meat for the people and some
people they use them for their wind pants and they’re very useful for the people, and
mitts. (K2, 13 May)
Around April perhaps they have good hair. The hair is thick, and it's a good quality for
selling. Seems like that's when, is good time. Even though fall is a good time, but their
hair is not as thick. (Interpreter translating for T4, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
They're important 'cause they’re our regular diet. And [Inuit] of course, we have polar
bear meat, we pray for them when the season's over to have that dietary. They're
important to us too, they're part of our diet, so, regular diet, annually it's, we do pray
for them...we also make the hide into our clothing as well so it's quite important to our
community [and the people]. (T5, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Some elders prefer to catch younger ones because they're more tender, smaller bears.
Some people prefer possibly more people prefer the large male bears. Of course, it's
hard to find work up here and they do have some price in them, to sell them. (T5, 21
May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
At this time today, it's pretty hard to sell a polar bear hide...we are not allowed to sell
any hides anymore to the States. And to certain areas like the parts of the world, so
that's why it's a lot harder to sell the hides. And if that, you know, if you can't sell the
hides to the States, even the auction where we send it first down, they don't even be
bought anymore. I sent a hide two years ago I have not seen nothing yet 'cause it
hasn't been bought yet. (T5, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Many years ago, they used the fur, the hide for clothing as well as the meat for food. It
is very important for our way of life and even for today, we still enjoy the meat. We
share the meat as well as the hide. We still use it for clothing today. And we can also
sell the polar bear hide and make money off of the polar bear hide to sell. (Interpreter
translating for T1, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Today, polar bears are very useful to the people. The meat, of course, that we don't
waste. We take the meat and with the hide today, we have to survive, you know,
financially. And so therefore we sell the hide to be financed. And that's how we deal
with, that's how we know about polar bears. (Interpreter translating for K1, 26 May)
The best time of the year to go out for harvesting for polar bears is probably about
October or November...because of the meat...the meat is more tender. (Interpreter
translating for K5, 26 May)
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Before I hunted bears, they weren't too important because for any person, there wasn't
much bears around. We didn't see them anywhere, sometimes for a whole year. And
somebody caught one or that one time, my father caught one. The meat was eaten if
it was fat, if it was skinny, you just use it for dog food. (N2, 15 June)
There's a lot of ways, use for polar bear. Let's say I catch a polar bear, if that bear is
fat, the whole community wants. They share it to the whole community, and the hide,
since it doesn't cost a lot much more, they use it for clothing now. I mean, they've been
using it for clothing, but since it doesn't cost a lot to bring it now, they also use it for
clothing. (Interpreter translating for N1, 16 June)
It's to maintain traditional ways. Store bought food, that is pretty expensive, and it can
last longer than the store-bought items and it is shared with the community and
provides a little bit of income for their pelt. So, I see those two that's an important part
of the community. (HB2, 23 July)
I was taught to hunt smaller bears. That's what I want, for bear are taking food and
each year it's in the skin and some men prefer to hunt bigger bears to sell their hide for
a higher price. (I3, 27 July)
Description of hunting
A lot of young people are very interested in harvesting polar bear. Whenever they get
a chance. Or whenever their dad would allow that person to harvesting polar bear,
depends on their dad or parents for the young person to go after the polar bear.
(Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May)
March, April, that's one of the good times too but on the first day of opening day,
October or November, it's more people like to go out. (N2, 15 June 2020, Naujaat)
Going up to Gulf of Boothia is further. But going down to Foxe Basin is not that far from
here. (Interpreter translating for N1, 16 June)
Gulf of Boothia, the trail is not the best going one up there. So, they usually don't go
there until the trail is much better. But when it opens up in Foxe Basin, that's when they
finish all the tags right away. (Interpreter translating for N1, 16 June)
The best part for the polar bear skins are November and September. But the
government gave us by-law to follow, so we just follow the by-laws of HTO or the
government policy. What they gave us for quota. So, they're good all year round.
They're a good. It doesn't matter what date they are, just the furs are the best on
September and November. (Interpreter translating for N3, 4 July)
Sometimes I go caribou hunting and I've been in the rangers for a long time now. We
have to check the unmanned radar site in the Gulf of Boothia area, so we've been
traveling a lot to Gulf of Boothia. (HB1, 23 July)
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All day. We start driving in the morning and we get there at 9. By skidoo. Yeah, first
time when I went up there but that was dog team, so we took four days to get up there
by dog team. (HB3, 23 July)
We have to travel to the other side of another peninsula. It's about, if you take your
time, it's about six-hour ride. But if you pretty much all by yourself, it's a four-hour trip
pretty much nonstop. And so, and it's quite far, but you've got to know the routes from
here...to the coast of Gulf of Boothia. You've got to know the route and it's quite a
distance. (HB5, 27 July)
Changes in abundance and impacts of harvest regulations
There's more polar bears after we start that tag thing, what what how you say it and
we're and we're not allowed to catch too many bears I mean, after we start that tag
system we get more bears now. (K2, 13 May)
Right back in the 70s, when polar bears are very scarce. The government made bylaw
or a policy that hunting polar bear, [that] we can only solely by tag using a [death] tag
for polar bears. That's what raised the population of polar bears...after the people
started using tags, polar bear tags for hunting, the polar bear population increased.
And I have so far, I have not seen any decrease after people started using tags to hunt
polar bear. (Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May)
They're go out perhaps within the few hours. Getting a hold of a tag and taking off
within a few hours there, they harvest their polar bears, if not, the next day. Due to the
fact that the numbers of polar bears are so many now. They're so protected, you're
unable to hunt the cubs or anything like that. And you're only to harvest so many a
year. And that is the reason why he knows for a fact that there's many, many bears
today. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Today there are too many bears. Especially in the summertime camping out, boating,
when you're camping or at your outpost camp [they are] guaranteed for a bear to come
into your camp. Because they are too plentiful and we Inuit like to do our hunting and
we cache our meat we bury it. We ferment it. And you're guaranteed if you try and pick
it up in the fall time in the winter, it's gone. You're guaranteed you'll lose that fermented
or buried seal that they're trying to save for the winter. It will never be there. The bears
will get to it regardless. No matter where we cache our meat. (Interpreter translating
for T3, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
They’re would be in areas where there was polar bears, like there was polar bears, but
they're not as plenty as now. They used to use dog team, once in a while they see the
bear out in the outpost camp or out on the sea and they'd get a polar bear every so
often. But it seems like there is a lot more polar bears within the last years, like starting
around ‘90s up to today, even though we have snowmobiles. Seems like they're easier
to see. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Before the white people came around, before the tagging system, they were able to
harvest whatever they want. Anything that you see, even the cubs because they're
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very good eating like a delicacy. As now, starting sometime in the 70s, you get the
tagging system and you're not allowed to hunt any of the cubs. And he knows for a fact
that is how they know that there's a lot of polar bears now. (Interpreter translating for
T1, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
If I'm not going to choose what kind of polar bear I'm going to catch, I could catch a
polar bear in the same day and come back home. (Interpreter translating for K1, 26
May)
After, you know, the NWMB or the GN put the policies and regulations on polar bears
about, you know, total harvest of the year for polar bears. After they put policies
on...didn't want us catching more females. So therefore, [there are] actually there are
more females now. Because, you know, of the regulations and policies that we have
to follow and the policies that we have now is that not to catch so much females than
in the past and that's why I see more female now. (K4, 26 May)
Reason why I think they're increasing is because much more harvesters hunting for
polar bears no more, and some polar bears they migrate from one location to another.
And you know that's that's how I see the increasement of polar bears. Because you
know not much in the year hardly any people capturing polar bears now than back in
the day. (K4, 26 May)
The way I see this of concerning increasing the polar bear numbers, is by after the
polar bear tags were placed in. And the tags are telling harvester to catch only limited
of female polar bears and so much of male polar bears I believe, following those tag
numbers because of those tag numbers or tags the polar bears are increasingly more
now, because there are polar bear tags and, the government and they're saying that
we only, we're only allowed to harvest only so much number female polar bear. And
so some, maybe all the female polar bears would have cubs, and even in those days
female polar bear has cubs, they still won't to catch it in those days but today with the
policies changing, that's how I see the numbers increasing polar bears. (Interpreter
translating for K5, 26 May)
As of today, someone can go out polar bear hunting and come back with a polar bear
in the same day. (Interpreter translating for K5, 26 May)
In the past 20 years they feel like looking for a bear for a week, sometimes come back
without a bear. But now once you go out, you can see a bear right away. (Interpreter
translating for N1, 16 June)
I was born in 1952. Right there there was no law, Inuit ways. Any bear they see, or any
game that they see, if they needed, they'd kill it. If it's even polar bears, even when
they have a cubs they shoot them anyways. They can use the cubs for something. And
they say little cubs are more, taste more better than the full grown. So that's what they
were hunting, any bear. If there were three bears, you see, you hunt them all. But when
they put up the ‘you're not allowed to shoot’, ‘shoot the mother with a cub’. We listen,
that's when it start, when the bears start coming. Well, getting more. And they put up
a quota, that's when it start raising up. (N1, 16 June)
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In the Boothia peninsula I used to go out polar bear hunting and you wouldn't see polar
bears at all. (GH2, 17 June)
Early 1960's there was no polar bear in the Gulf of Boothia and Foxe Basin, but in the
Gulf of Boothia not too many polar bears in that time, my uncle and my uncle’s hunting
buddy, my uncle was pass away a long time ago, so they went for polar bear hunting
by dog team. But there was no polar bear. I mean there is some, not very many. They
ran out of food and they ran out of dog food. They finally went to open area, to open
water, that floe edge. There under a really rough time to go down there, they have to
walk to the floe edge so they shot a seal that, before maybe three days or maybe two
days because they have two dog teams. On the way home, believe it or not, still down
in Gulf of Boothia they saw a polar bear with a cub...they shot that with a cub and in
that time there was not much of polar bears. Today it's a big difference. Last year
around, I took a sport hunter, polar bear hunter I took last year. The tracks everywhere,
everywhere and new ones and old ones, right now you cannot believe it's lots of polar
bears. And my friend went polar bear hunting last April he said polar bears everywhere,
he said lots of polar bears this year. (HB1, 23 July)
I grew up with elderly people and that like to go camping during summertime. We never
see any encounter of polar bear while you are out camping, caribou hunting grounds.
You never encountered any polar bears. But over the years, over the last 15 years or
so we've been encountering more bears on the land, having to deal with them more.
(HB2, 23 July)
When I was young, there used to be hardly any polar bears. And now today you can
see them everywhere...because in the old days they didn't have a tag, polar bear tag.
So they would just get them whenever they see them. Today, we only can hunt them
with the tags. Unless they are a threat. (HB3, 23 July)
When we are hunting them up in Gulf of Boothia, we are seeing a lot of mother with
cubs, but I don't think it's that much different than when I was younger, there are just
everywhere, mother with cubs. Adults we see them both, male or mother with cubs.
(I3, 27 July)
Changes in distribution and behaviour
Today, there are more polar bears near, you know, coming into town more every year.
To me they seem to be more vicious now because they’re not afraid to go right into the
community or come by the community. That's how I see the big changes. (Interpreter
translating for K1, 26 May)
The only time that we notice that when we get polar bears nearby or going to town is
['cause they're] especially around the fall season, especially around September,
October, November. (Interpreter translating for K1, 26 May)
They’re concern about their getting too many out there, is that they start attacking. Like
they're getting too many. The population is for polar bears, is getting too much so that's,
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they start attacking. I mean, they're more aggressive. (Interpreter translating for N1, 16
June)
In the old days they shoot a polar bear they have to be very careful taking care to get
the polar bear. If the polar bear notice that there's a man or a human, the polar bears
right away they go get away and they don't go to community or a campsite or something
like that. Right now, it's different they don't scare much anymore. (HB1, 23 July)
The only difference from many years up to today. Seems like they're more aggressive
towards humans. Many years ago, they, as if like see people they would run away right
away. Today it seems like it's not that way anymore. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21
May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
He has a big concern in this area because starting in the 1980s with the tagging
system, if you're out camping at your outpost camp, don't matter what time of the year,
you don't have a tag and you're trying to follow the rules of the HTO as well as the
government. And if a bear were to get into the camp or the outpost camp and you don't
have a tag and you have children with you and you're out on your outing, enjoying your
time out on a land camping, it's you know, what are you really to do? You don't have a
tag and you're told not to hunt. That is a very big concern for him today. (Interpreter
translating for T1, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Before there was a polar bear regulation, policy and procedure, they could catch the
polar bear any time, even though it had cubs. Today there's so many polar bears and
nobody, like we cannot catch them unless, you know, they're [totally] attacking. Trying
to camp in the summer, spring and summer with your family and polar bear policy in
place. He's afraid for his family, especially children, because the polar bear can attack
any time, he's got no law or anything. The polar bear can attack the children any time
he wants, the family any time he wants. But us, we've got a law that you know from
that he's afraid, the polar bears keep coming into the camps nowadays. Destroying
cabins nowadays. There's so many that he think it was, it's not, he knows that they will
come into camps and all we have to do is try to scare them away. But if they're
determined to come in, they will come in. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May;
Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
It seems like the younger ones are more aggressive now, because even as mother
bears with cubs too, a lot of time we’re camping, hunting a few miles from Naujaat,
from my hometown and we notice cubs that weren't get mothers or family, weren't sort
of [tense] anymore. Last time I went out, when I woke up there was a mother bear with
cubs, we had some meat, raw meat with blood fat on it and the meat like at night ate
up, a mother or cubs ate up the fat with the cubs, and of course she tried going under
my tent ropes, so we never woke up, but seems like there's more, not scared of people
anymore. (N2, 15 June)
Even though it's not just polar bears there's also other concerns that we have to deal
with is like, you know, the climate change, the sea ice...the way I see it impact on all
animals, not just polar bears, it could be any animal including the people the human
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beings. The way that I see this, concerns me is the climate change. It's that the climate
change is affecting everything. (Interpreter translating for K1, 26 May)
Disturbances to polar bears
Today we have many planes flying over, jets, prospecting helicopters, planes flying
over and hunters using snowmobiles with that sound of machinery. He thinks that
they're a lot used to hearing that. Once, many years ago, once they hear something,
they would run away right away. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et
al., 2020)
Due to machinery with the snowmobiles, jets flying over, planes and all this because
polar bears have a very keen ear. They can hear from many miles, they hear machinery
and they get spooked and it's as if harder to find [them] in a way, because of the
machinery, the sound and smell. (Interpreter translating for T4, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak
et al., 2020)
If that had gone through, the seismic, seismic testing perhaps that would have
impacted our polar bear, polar bears numbers and statistics. (Interpreter translating for
K1, 26 May)
As soon as they hear any type of machinery, snowmobiles, for example, they'd start to
run. Even before you see them, once they hear you they'll run. (GH2, 16 June)
Changes in sea ice
Over these last few years, we get thinner ice, but we're still get lots of ice when it the
floe edge is still the same spot where it is, if not a little bit further. There's not much
change in the ice, the sea ice...it gets easier for them to get their prey. (K2, 13 May)
The ice condition has changed. It's not too long ago, I think that started back in the
2002, 2004, somewhere in that area. Before that ice condition was...normal. Like, when
I say normal, it tends to freeze earlier in the fall time. And tends to melt later in the
springtime. Today, ice condition will melt very quickly in the springtime. It will be gone
like without you knowing it's going. And tends to freeze up later in the fall time like
October, November. (Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May)
Unable to see icebergs up in Gulf of Boothia area many years ago. But seems like you
see icebergs every so often after a few years, it might got to do with maybe the sea ice
getting thinner that we started to see some icebergs up in Gulf of Boothia area. That
might be a fact that true, the ice conditions and changes, that might be the reason why
we see icebergs every so often in Gulf of Boothia. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21
May)
The sea ice right now is different I think everywhere in the Arctic. In the old days, back
in 1960s, we have very cold weather. And there was no warm weather, and I don't
know why the oceans right now the ocean, the whole ocean from south to north it's a
lot warmer now that's why the broken ice melted very fast. Because of the ocean's a
lot warmer than the past 40 years or more. (HB1, 23 July)
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It's a lot more thinner than it used to be. Some areas you normally have an idea where
the floe edge would be but it's for some reason it's not consistent these days. It's not
the same edge where the floe edge used to be. It gets there but it's broken off usually
now. And it's a lot thinner the way I see it. (HB2, 23 July)
And our summer is more longer. And sea ice is not forming fast enough these days.
Our weather has changed I guess due to climate change, they say. Warmer weather,
sea ice not forming, well by the time it's usually hard enough by December, back then,
but it's not like that anymore. Sea ice, solid ice disappearing fast, early July. And so
these are the factors. (HB5, 27 July)
Impacts of sea ice changes
I don't any very much effect on polar bear of sea ice change because polar bears will
adapt to any season, just like we’ll will adapt their home summer, fall or winter or spring.
They'll adapt to any changes in the sea ice or anywhere. (Interpreter translating for K3,
19 May)
Us hunters don't have a concern about the bears of this ice condition changing. Bears
are known to be great swimmers, divers. They're known to be good on ice. They're
known to be on the land in the wintertime. They go denning up on the land. They're
able. It's really not a big concern because they're adaptable, they adapt to the climate,
whatever it may be, in the ocean, water, on land, on ice or snow. It's not much of a
concern. They're very adaptable, unique creatures. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21
May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Polar bears easy [to adapt to] environment. Whether there's lots of sea ice and
whatnot, or if you don't have much sea ice, of course they go on the land. They just
adapt to their environment. It's like a weather pattern they're following. (Interpreter
translating for T3, 21 May; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
I cannot say that polar bears being affected by sea ice changes because the polar
bears can be on the sea ice, they can swim, and they can be on the land. I don't see
any major issues. (Interpreter translating for K1, 26 May)
I don't think it's a big concern to me about how polar bears with their environment.
Whether there you know traffic here or there by sea ice, water or by air. That area is
very important to me because after the tags were placed in, that's where my concern
was, is that when the tags were placed in, after the tags were placed in, then we start
following those policies. There are more polar bears now, numbers of polar bears now,
there are more polar bears now. With traffic and this environment around the polar
bears, I don't have a big concern whether even if the ice is melted, even if there is no
more ice, I don't think that's really a concern to me. That's how I, you know [that's what]
I think about that area. (Interpreter translating for K5, 26 May)
They think the bears are going to become extinct or what not. But then for us living in
the north, they're not. Where we live here. Well, I do. I've been following bears
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population for when I was a kid, so I have no concern about them vanishing or getting
extinct. And people down south think they won’t survive because of global warming.
The ice that has warmed, they are going to become extinct. I don't believe that. So to
me there's no concern about bears getting extinct. (N2, 15 June)
Management considerations
More polar bear tags increase because of the population of polar bears that you know
has increased dramatically. Most harvesters would like to see tags increase because
20, you're only allowed 25 tags in a year. It would be nice, like a lot of harvesters out
there like he's not a regular polar bear hunter but he would like to see more tags. Tags
given. (Interpreter translating for K5, 26 May)
There are so many bears now that it doesn't matter. You catch one now, the fur pelt is
so small now, it's very cheap now...I like to go camping in springtime with my family.
And they’re so many bears now...our hometown that dangerous to stay in a tent or a
cabin, even a cabin is dangerous. I wish there would be more tags given out to the
HTO or to the people. (N2, 15 June)
I never heard of any surveys in Gulf of Boothia and I don't think Hall Beach ever been
part of it. There have been discussion in QWB—Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board annual
meetings with NWMB before about the surveys being done in Gulf of Boothia but it was
mainly focused on Kitikmeot regions communities. We didn't really get to be a part of
it. (HB2, 23 July)
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Appendix 2. Map of the Gulf of Boothia polar bear subpopulation

Naujaat

Fig. 1.

Gulf of Boothia polar bear subpopulation (red border in bold) in Nunavut and
the communities that harvest from there. The M’Clintock Channel
subpopulation is located directly to the west.
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Appendix 3. Description of polar bear management
Gjoa Haven and Taloyoak communities harvest both M’Clintock Channel and Gulf of Boothia
polar bears. Gjoa Haven community members began harvesting from Gulf of Boothia after
harvesting opportunities for M’Clintock Channel were limited. This year, Gjoa Haven received
five tags for Gulf of Boothia. Once a hunter receives a tag, they are given up to five days in
the community to prepare before going out on the land, where there is no time limit to harvest.
Usually, the HTO would give us about five days to pack up and get ready. But once
you're actually hunting out there, there's really no time limit until you come back home
with or without a bear. And then when you do get back, usually we pull another name
from the draw. (GH2, 16 June)
Interviewees indicated that overharvesting results in a reduction in the number of tags for
subsequent years.
When we overharvest—for defence kill or something, around the community—one tag
is taken out from our quota. You know, if it's a female that's been caught in the
community it might cost us two tags. So, we can't overharvest what is given to the
community in terms of quotas. Today that's the only way we could hunt polar bears
using quotas from the government (GH1, 3 June; Ekaluktutiak et al., 2020)
Taloyoak community members received 25 tags for Gulf of Boothia. To avoid overharvesting,
the HTO allocates portions of tags at a time. There are usually more interested hunters than
the number of tags that are available.
The HTO open five tags at a time because they don't want to overharvest. They're
trying to manage in a way that they don't overharvest so the next year won't be, some
years they don't even have enough tags. There are a lot of people like to go polar
bear hunt and once the five tags that are introduced, five polar bears were caught
and then they'd introduce another five to open. And there are many people that like
to go polar bear hunting, even though they have these many tags. Hunters are waiting
in line to get a bear tag and other years, there is just never enough polar bear tags.
There are a lot of people. These communities are growing. Especially today. We have
a lot of people that like to have the opportunity to go out polar bear hunt and catch
their first bear. But they're unable to do that because of the tagging system.
(Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May)
Kugaaruk received 24 tags this year. The HTO distributes tags to hunters after their harvest
and are distributed through a lottery system when tags are running low.
Early in the season in October anyone may want to go out after polar bear to hunt. Do
not required a draw to be done in the community but whoever want to go polar bear
hunting will get a tag. That's how it goes all through the winter, spring. But when a tag
is two, three tags left, the industry tag, then that's when the draws will start being done.
(Interpreter translating for K3, 19 May)
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Naujaat, Hall Beach, and Igloolik harvest from the Foxe Basin population in addition to Gulf of
Boothia. These communities received 5, 4, and 11 tags for Gulf of Boothia, respectively. Gulf
of Boothia bears are usually harvested on the west side of Melville Peninsula in Committee
Bay. Interviewees indicated they usually receive a tag after the bear is harvested.
They would announce on the local radio that there’s about so many tags for Foxe Basin
and Committee Bay (Gulf of Boothia). And they would announce how many there are.
And people just go out on the first opening day and catch some bears. It doesn't matter
who, you can just go out and catch them without getting the tags I think, and then if
you catch one, you can just go get the tag from the HTO...later on when the tags are
not many in spring, the HTO would announce there's so many tags to go. (N2, 15 June)
The Hunters and Trappers host a annual general meeting with polar bear tags in
October and we decide when to open it. It's usually open in October but you can't go
up in early fall or some days too dark, so usually March is people start traveling over
there. And it's open, like whenever they, community members, approve of the opening
date. It's open for public. Anyone can go up there, we don't usually get a tag for it, it's
after we get a polar bear we will, anyone can go up to the conservation officer and pay
him the tag. (HB2, 23 July)
Going up to Gulf of Boothia it's usually straight out to Committee Bay area. Come
around the island, Committee Bay area, and around that. Once I gone...towards the
south and up the Gulf of Boothia...usually takes me about five to six, seven hours,
depending on the speed I'm travelling and the snow, how smooth it is. (HB2, 23 July)
There is always rules for polar bears. You can't just catch polar bears [if] you want to
catch one, unless you have a quota or a tag. You can catch it or unless they tell you
you can catch a female, they'll pick one. Or there is one thing that you can just go and
kill the polar bear is when it goes to town and you have no choice to kill it. So, there is
three options, and we can't use any option we want. It has to be by the government
quota to use, how to kill it. They tell us to do it, we did it. So, we can't just shoot one if
we want one. But if we can get it, we share. (Interpreter translating for N3, 4 July)
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Disclaimer
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and traditional knowledge of Indigenous peoples are intellectual
property and, hence, protected by national and international intellectual property rights on
Indigenous peoples. Inuit reserve the right to use and make public parts of their Inuit
Qaujimajatuqangit and traditional knowledge when and as they deem appropriate. Use of Inuit
Qaujimajatuqangit and traditional knowledge by any other party does not imply a full
understanding or experience of such knowledge, nor necessary support by Inuit for the
activities or projects under which the knowledge is used, whether in visual, aural, written,
digital, and/or other media formats.
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1. Summary
In Nunavut, there is a need for both scientific data and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit on polar
bears to support co-management decision-making. The Government of Nunavut Department
of Environment recently completed a scientific survey of the M’Clintock Channel polar bear
subpopulation and is planning to submit the results for consideration by the Nunavut Wildlife
Management Board. To complement these results, the Government of Nunavut contracted
Trailmark Systems Inc. consultants to conduct an Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit study led by
communities who harvest polar bears from this subpopulation. In May and June 2020, we
interviewed active hunters and elders from Cambridge Bay, Gjoa Haven, and Taloyoak
remotely to document their knowledge of polar bear ecology, population changes (including
human-animal relationships), and management perspectives and recommendations. Inperson interviews were not possible due to social distancing and travel restrictions resulting
from the COVID-19 pandemic. Interviewees voiced concerns over changing human-bear
relationships that have led to more aggressive bears and increasing bear numbers in
M’Clintock Channel, which—combined with too few hunting tags—pose a threat to human
safety. Interviewees also consider the inclusion of Inuit perspectives and traditions in
research and management inadequate to-date. Decision-makers and researchers need to
improve their understanding of Inuit knowledge from an Inuit perspective in order to fully
consider and include Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit in bear research and management. These
efforts will encourage more balanced, culturally appropriate, and sustainable management
practices that are supported by community members.

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ
ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᒃᓴᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᖓᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᓯᓵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᐃᑦᑐᐊᖅᑑᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃᓗ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐱᓪᓗᐊᑕᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔾᔪᑎᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒡᓕᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᓂᒃ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᐸᒃᑐᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᙵᑦ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᒪᐃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᔫᓂ 2020-ᒥᑦ,
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓐᓇᑐᖃᕐᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᓯᐊᒥ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᓂ
ᓄᓇᖏᓐᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᓕᐅᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖃᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓯᓚᖅᑲᑎᒌᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ, ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑐᓂ (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ
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ᖃᓅᖃᑎᒌᒃᐸᖕᒪᖔᑕ), ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃᓗ. ᑕᐅᑐᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᖃᓂᒃᓴᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒥ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᕐᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ
ᑭᒃᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᕙᒃᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ−19 ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᖃᓂᒪᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ−ᓂᕐᔪᑎᑦ ᖃᓅᖃᑎᒌᒃᐸᖕᒪᖔᑕ
ᐱᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᓲᖑᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃᓗ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᑦᑐᐊᖅᑑᑦᒥ,
ᐃᒪᓐᓇ−ᐃᓚᖃᕐᖢᓂ ᐅᓄᙱᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᐅᑕᓂᒃ−ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᙱᑦᑐᒦᒃᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᐱᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖃᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂᒃᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ.
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓪᓗ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᕐᓗᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ
ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᓂᒃᓗ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓇᓱᒍᑎᑦ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᓇᓕᒧᒌᖕᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᓂᖅᓴᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐊᑐᕋᓱᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ.

Naittuq titriaq
Nunavutmi, piyalgit tamatkiknut naunaiyaiyit tuhagakhat tapkuatlu Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit
nannuqnut ikayuqhiutini aulatyutiqatigit ihumaliurutit. Tapkuat Kavamatkut Nunavut Timinga
Avatiliqiyikkut qangahaq iniqtai naunaiyaiyit naunaiyaqni tamna M’Clintock Tariunga nannut
amigaittuqatigit parnaiyainiqlu tunini qanuritni ihumagiyauyukhat tapkunanga Nunavut
Uumayuliriyiqyuat Katimayit. Ikayuqhiutininut tahapkuat qanuritni, tapkuat Kavamatkut
Nunavut kanturaktitai Trailmark Systems Nanminilgit qauyimayiuyut havarini tamna
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit naunaiyaqni hivuliqtai nunaliuyunit angunahuaqpaktut nannut
ukunanga amigaitninit. Talvani May tamnalu June 2020, apiqhuqtavut hulini angunahuaqtut
inutuqatlu Ikaluktutiakmi, Uqhuqtuuq, tamnalu Taloyoak ungahiktumin titiqni ilihimaniqtik
nannunut uumatyutai, amigaitni allanguqni (ilautitlugit inungnut-angutikhat piqatigikni),
aulatyutitlu ihumagiyauni aturahuaqunilu. Tautugutiplutik apiqhuinit ayurnaqmat piplugu
inungnut qaglivalaqtailinit aularniqmutlu pittailitit taphumanga Qalakyuarniq-19
aaniaqyuarniq. Apiqhuqtauyut niplirutigiyai ihumaalutit allanguqninut inungnut-nannut
piqatigikni pityutauyut iqhinaqhaqnit nannut ilagiaqnilu nannut qaphiuni tahamani M’Clintock
Tariunga, tapkuat – ilagipligitlu ikitpallat angutakhat haviktakhia – pityutauyuq iqhinaqni
inungnut hivuranaitni. Apiqhuqtauyut ihumagikmiyai ilaliutini tapkuat Inuit ihumagini
pitquhiitlu naunaiyainiqni aulatyutitlu naamangitmata ublumimun. Ihumaliuqtit naunaiyaiyitlu
nakuuhivalirialgit kangiqhimanit tapkuninga Inuit ihumagiyai piyakhai tamaitnik
ihumagiqahiutini ilaliutinilu Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit nannut naunaiyaqni aulataunilu.
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Tahapkuat pinahuaqni pinahuaqtauniat ihuaqhivalliqlugit, ilitquhiliqutitlu naamaknit,
ihuaqhihimanilu aulatyutai pitquhiit ikayuqtuiyut nunaliuyuni ilauyunit.
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2. Introduction
Accurate and reliable information on polar bear population status and trends is necessary for
informed decisions in polar bear management. In Nunavut, collaborative polar bear
management among the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board, Government of Nunavut
Department of Environment (GN DoE), Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., Regional Wildlife
Organizations, and Hunters and Trappers Organizations partners, aims to ensure each
subpopulation is sustainable for harvesting by Inuit (through Total Allowable Harvests [TAH]
and non-quota limitations). Both conventional (scientific) and traditional knowledge forms of
information are needed for this process.

Inuit traditional knowledge, or Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit (IQ), not only includes knowledge of
wildlife trends but also Inuit values, opinions, concerns, traditional management practices,
and perceived impacts on harvesting and livelihood (Wenzel, 2004). This differentiates IQ
from conventional science, which tends to focus on wildlife data at the exclusion of human
relationships and values. For this reason, including IQ in polar bear management also
supports “Inuit harvesting rights and priorities, and recognizes Inuit systems of wildlife
management that contribute to the conservation of wildlife and protection of wildlife habitat”
(Nunavut Agreement, Article 5). Documenting IQ for management applications requires the
direct inclusion and guidance of IQ holders in formulating research questions, analysing and
validating results, and interpreting and presenting data (Wenzel, 2004). Research methods
that are systematic yet informal and based on respectful communication, narrative
discourses, subjective and personal engagement, and unhurried meeting styles are culturally
appropriate (Ferrazzi et al., 2019).

The Government of Nunavut (GN) Department of Environment recently completed a
biological survey of the M’Clintock Channel polar bear subpopulation (MC; Dyck et al.,
2020). To complement this work, the GN contracted Trailmark Systems Inc. (Trailmark)
Consultants to conduct an independent IQ study for Gulf of Boothia and M’Clintock Channel
polar bear populations. The results from this work may contribute to recommendations to the
Nunavut Wildlife Management Board—Nunavut’s main instrument of wildlife comanagement—and potentially shape total allowable harvests and management objectives
for the populations. Below we report on polar bear IQ documented from communities that
harvest M’Clintock Channel polar bears.
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3. Methods
We followed a grounded theory approach to guide this work, where hypotheses and patterns
in information are allowed to emerge inductively, without any pre-existing theory (Strauss &
Corbin, 1994). This contrasts with the deductive approach (Lewis, 1988) used in
conventional wildlife science, where hypotheses are established and tested (Johnson, 2002).

A Trailmark consultant met remotely with Ekaluktutiak (Cambridge Bay), Gjoa Haven, and
Spence Bay (Taloyoak) Hunters and Trappers Organizations (HTO) as well as Kitikmeot
Regional Wildlife Board staff to discuss project objectives and seek advice on methods and
approach to an IQ study. HTOs suggested public community meetings be held in each
community in March and April 2020 to document IQ. Trailmark staff drafted a list of guiding
interview questions focusing on hunting experience, perceived population changes,
knowledge of polar bear ecology, and management perspectives. This interview guide was
circulated to each HTO and the GN before being finalized.

In March 2020, travel was restricted due to COVID-19 and community meetings were not
possible because of social distancing. HTO staff suggested remote interviews over
telephone and videoconferencing so that IQ research could continue. Because interviews
took place remotely and mostly over the telephone, participatory mapping and GIS data
collection were not possible. We probed for place names to identify relevant geographic
locations to the best of our ability. HTO staff recruited all participants (purposeful sampling;
Marshall, 1996).

We interviewed four participants in a semi-directive manner (Huntington, 1998; Huntington,
2000) from Cambridge Bay over telephone individually from 11–20 May 2020; five
participants from Taloyoak individually over Zoom conferencing on 21 May 2020; five
participants from Gjoa Haven as a group over telephone on 3 June 2020; and one
participant from Gjoa Haven on 16 June 2020. Because of the group discussion format in
Gjoa Haven, most information from Gjoa Haven represented perspectives of the entire
group, rather than individuals. It was not always possible to distinguish who was speaking
over the telephone, so we identified individual interviewee’s quotations where possible, and
otherwise denoted quotations with “unidentifiable Elder.” We replaced participant names with
alphanumeric codes (“CB”, “GH” and “T” to represent Cambridge Bay, Gjoa Haven, and
Taloyoak home communities, respectively) to protect participant confidentiality.

Interviews took place in English except for four interviews in Taloyoak and the group
interview in Gjoa Haven, where interpreters provided translation between English and
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Inuktitut. Interviews were audio-recorded and auto-transcribed using Sonix transcription
software (http://sonix.ai). We manually edited transcripts and analysed them using
conventional content analysis, where common themes and categories are determined from
the data (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). We identified quotations that represented the common
themes and reported them. Additional quotations are listed in Appendix 1.

Interview summaries were sent to each HTO, who reviewed and validated them for inclusion
in this report. Because of travel restrictions and the limited time available for this work, HTO
board members (rather than interview participants) validated the results for accuracy and
representativeness for their community.
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4. Results and discussion
4.1. Participant hunting experience
HTOs recommended all interview participants for their known experience, breadth of
knowledge and familiarity with polar bears, bear hunting, and hunting areas. In Cambridge
Bay, the four interview participants were active polar bear hunters (have visited polar bear
areas [Appendix 2] within the last year and harvested an innumerable number of bears over
their lifetime).
In Gjoa Haven, one interview participant was an active polar bear hunter, and the other four
participants were no longer actively hunting due to age; however, these participants had
harvested an innumerable number of bears over their lifetime prior to the implementation of
quotas (since quotas were established, they were each only able to harvest up to five bears
due to limited access). In Taloyoak, three interviewees were active polar bear hunters. Two
interviewees were no longer active hunters due to age and had not visited designated polar
bear hunting areas (Appendix 2) in the last 20 years but were still recommended by the HTO
for their prior experience and continued knowledge of polar bears.

Because interviews took place remotely over telephone, it is likely some interview
participants did not feel comfortable sharing information openly. Some interviewees
expressed a preference for face-to-face interviews. Face-to-face engagement could enable
additional information to be gathered, either directly from participants or through participant
observation. Interviews were also validated by HTOs instead of individual participants due to
logistical and project time constraints; the information reported below should be interpreted
at the community level.
4.2. IQ of polar bear ecology
Interviewees indicated every individual polar bear is different. They have personalities and
are considered intelligent, learning animals.
You can't guarantee how bears [are] gonna behave. It's based on what type of animal
it is, whether it's aggressive bear or it's a bear that's shy and hasn't really encountered
any of the bears and fighting or anything so I mean there's dominant, there's a bunch
of different bears with their attitude out there and it's always different. It's never the
same. (CB1, 11 May 2020)
Polar bears know that they are protected by something. They know. They are intelligent
animals, no matter what animal you are. They, as if, know what people are doing. What
guidelines, what policies and procedures, as if they know what's going on with the
tagging system. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May 2020)
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Interviewees reported bears generally prefer rough ice, especially areas that are difficult to
access by hunters.
Today we have snowmobiles and it's usually in the wintertime that we hunt them, and
that the motorized snowmobile, you can hear the motor and you can hear the sleds
hitting the ice. And as soon as a bear hears something like that, they start to run off
right away to the rough ice, to try and get away from you. And if you see the polar bear
tracks, you can notice right away that it's running away from you and it's a fast track.
And sometimes you won’t even see the bear because they had a head start of many
miles away. 'Cause he hearing the snowmobile that had a good head start to run away
into the rough ice or to the hills, rocky hills or whatever it may be, where a snowmobile
won't be able to make it. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May 2020)
These areas include pressure ridges and open water, where it is easier for them to access
prey.
They love being around seals. Like bearded seals and ringed seals. Like pressure
[ridges] and currents. Where the seals are. Breathing holes, they have a lot of breathing
holes around the currents and the pressure ridges. That's their buffet, where the seals
are. That's where the food is. (CB2, 16 May 2020)
Some interviewees reported bears are more active during the full or new moon.
In the areas where you have [food] or ice pressure ridges and there's a full moon or a
new moon, that's where the bears are there, after the seals, they hunt the seals. Same
thing with us hunters, we go out hunting, we like to hunt in the areas in the ocean where
it's a smoother area. It's easier to find the seal holes. Pretty much the same way, that's
where the bears go. Where the pressure ridges and the cracks are. That's where it's
easier to see the bears in a very rough area. If you are trying to find a seal hole for the
hunters, it's hard to find them. Same thing with the bears. So, where you have smoother
ice you have a better chance of seeing a bear. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May
2020)
Knowledge of polar bear habitats, behaviour, and seasons is important for hunters to be able
to locate and harvest bears. Hunters also use this information to locate and harvest prey that
they share with polar bears.
4.3. Description of hunting
For Inuit, knowledge of polar bears is gathered within the context of human-bear
relationships. A description of hunting practices can provide insight into why polar bear IQ is
important, how it is learned, and how it evolves. Understanding these contexts can also point
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to the observations and considerations a hunter makes to gather information at the
population level.

Participants described their knowledge of management practices and harvesting regulations
that are discussed in more detail in Appendix 3. Harvest regulations have protected females
and cubs, which is also supported by male-biased harvesting for the sales of hides. In the
past, any kind of bear could be harvested. Hunters would only take what they needed.
Whenever he felt like polar bear hunting, he would go. Or whatever he needs of that
polar bear, he would go and catch polar bear. And it's not only one polar bear but
whatever, how many he needs, he's trying to catch. (Interpreter translating for GH3, 3
June 2020)
Today, each hunter can apply for a tag distributed through their local HTO via lottery with a
time limit for use before it is passed on to another hunter. The importance of and interest in
polar bear hunting is evidenced by the number of hunters who enter the lottery. The number
of interested hunters usually exceeds the number of tags available.
For our community I guess it's a pretty important thing because there's a lot of people
who put their names in for draws they do each year. (CB1, 11 May 2020)
Hunters are waiting in line to get a bear tag and other years—there is just never enough
polar bear tags. There are a lot of people. These communities are growing. Especially
today. We have a lot of people that like to have the opportunity to go out polar bear
hunt and catch their first bear. But they're unable to do that because of the tagging
system. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May 2020)
Participants described some areas that polar bears can be encountered in M’Clintock
Channel: Dease Strait, Prince of Wales Island, Oscar Bay and Cape Alexander. Community
members can also harvest other game in the M’Clintock Channel, such as caribou and
wolves, in addition to polar bears. Harvested polar bears are usually shared among
community members.
The first thing we do is we take a few pictures, give them out, take the meat, roll up the
hide and call it a successful hunt and come home. Then usually what I do is usually
sell the polar bear hides for income. And all the meat we use for eating, throughout the
family. (CB1, 11 May 2020)
Polar bears are an important source of meat for consumption.
They're important 'cause they’re our regular diet. And [Inuit] of course, we have polar
bear meat, we [pray] for them when the season's over to have that dietary. They're
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important to us too, they're part of our diet, so, regular diet, annually it's, we do [pray]
for them...we also make the hide into our clothing as well so it's quite important to our
community. (T5, 21 May 2020)
Polar bears also continue to be harvested for their hide.
Around April perhaps they have good hair. The hair is thick, and it's a good quality for
selling. Seems like that's when is good time. Even though fall is a good time, but their
hair is not as thick. (Interpreter translating for T4, 21 May 2020)
Today's kill for polar bear hide, I think you could only sell them at a certain height. If it's
10 feet you could sell it. Otherwise, you won't make any money out of the hide. So, the
use for clothing or other useful tools. (GH1, 3 June 2020)
Unfortunately, the demand for hides has declined today, in part due to species-at-risk and
international trade restrictions.
It depends on if there's people interested or the time they're not interested, so just hang
on to the hide for a while and somebody decides that they want it later on and
eventually sells. (CB1, 11 May 2020)
At this time today, it's pretty hard to sell a polar bear hide...we are not allowed to sell
any hides anymore to the States. And to certain areas like the parts of the world, so
that's why it's a lot harder to sell the hides. And if you can't sell the hides to the States,
even the auction where we send it first down, they don't even be bought anymore. I
send a hide two years ago, I have not seen nothing yet 'cause it hasn't been bought
yet. (T5, 21 May 2020)
Polar bears are usually harvested on sea ice.
It's usually on the sea ice, ocean, that's where [polar bears are] doing the hunting from
the seal [populations this] time of the year. Usually [hunters] don't really hunt the bears
on land. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May 2020)
Timing and success of polar bear harvesting varies each year, depending on climate and
population changes.

Pretty much every animal, even if it's a polar bear or not, they go through the weather
cycle. You have a good year, good weather. It's a good year for pretty much all animals.
If you have crappy weather, then it's harder for hunting, even though they’re—it goes
with the weather. You cannot really predict on how many years cycle. It just go with
the weather pattern. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May 2020)
Depending on experience, hunters can usually spot and return home with their harvest within
a few days.
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Probably take about two, three or four days to shoot a bear. She knows that the
younger generation today don't spend a lot of time out on the land so they can probably
take about four days or so. (Interpreter translating for T4, 21 May 2020)
Today, he'll [wake] up 5:00 in the morning and within the next four hours or so,
especially now that the seal pups are out now in the seal pup dens and the polar bears
are up for hunting for seal pups, you're pretty much guaranteed within the four hours
[to] see bears if there's plenty of bear tracks, fresh bear tracks. (Interpreter translating
for T2, 21 May 2020)
It is common for young hunters or hunters with little to no experience to return home without
a harvest.
A lot of names came up, a lot of them went out and tried and a lot of them came back
and their [explanation] of their trip was there's no bears. They might see a track or two,
but you know, they don't know where to look. They asked them and where to look but
they say they go into that area and say they're just not going far enough; they're giving
up after a couple hours. You know, at least we're spending a day at least in that area.
So yeah, my family, all my family members, from my father's side, they're
knowledgeable on polar bears and most of the prey species that they depend on just
from our upbringing. [We go] on land dealing with them. Being out there all the time.
(CB3, 12 May 2020)
Polar bear hunting requires dedication and work. In the past, hunters had to really
understand and learn information about polar bears—how to think like them and outsmart
them—in order to be able to harvest them.
The hunters many years ago were able to think and have a clear thinking of how to
catch an animal. Because that was their only way of surviving without any rifles, or
back then they were catching polar bears only with a harpoon. It's totally different today.
That generation...he's heard stories that the polar bear actually run slower than a
hunter. A hunter can catch a polar bear that he's chasing. For many years ago, it was
a very different way of hunting polar bears than today's way of hunting polar bears. So
that's something he knows from many years ago, as a youngster. (Interpreter
translating for GH4, 3 June 2020)
Today, that knowledge and information is still needed, but modern hunting technology has
made it easier to access animals, for example, by reducing travel time to and from hunting
areas. However, success is still dependent on snow and sea ice conditions and the ability to
travel safely through them.
Years ago, the hunters who been travelling by dog team, there can be obstacles like
bad weather days. It would take days for them to be able to reach the polar bear area
before they catch one and before they head home. And it can take days before they
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make it home. But present day, snowmobile and devices like GPS, they can make it
the same day. But sometimes it can be longer because the ice conditions. Many years
ago, the dog teams were able to go almost any direction, but presently it's a different
way of hunting caribous and that, by snowmobile. (Interpreter translating for
unidentifiable Gjoa Haven elder, 3 June 2020)
When the ice condition is very rough it's not easy to track down a polar bear because
of the difficulty travelling through rough ice. On the other hand, when the ice is too
smooth it can also be hard to track down because of the smooth hard snow or ice. So,
it depends how the condition is like, whether it was too rough or too smooth. Also, can
be different for other hunters...they try to find easy way to try and track down polar
bears as well. It's always different environment, different ice condition. So, it depends
on the condition of the snow and ice. (Interpreter translating for unidentifiable Gjoa
Haven elder, 3 June 2020)
The time it takes to harvest is also dependent on the equipment and resources that a hunter
has.

If you have good equipment, good weather, then you can have it in two days you know.
Two or three days. But you know with poor equipment and poor weather that that's
always the factor in life here. Up in the north. (CB2, 16 May 2020)
Elders described some of their traditional hunting practices on the land, that include
knowledge of polar bear behaviour and tracks.
The Inuit people, the Netsilikmiut clan, and not just them, many years ago before the
white people came, they used their seal harpoons and snow knives to harvest the
polar bears. And she used an example with her hands, the polar bear. You know how
they're run. They have [right] paw first step and the left paw following behind. And if it
has [that way] there is a certain way to harpoon from the left or the right side of the
bear. And this is very important to remember because the experienced polar bear
hunters are taught from generation and generations. (Interpreter translating for T4, 21
May 2020)
That was shared from generations before, once we start to have more 24-hour
daylight, longer daylights, that's when it seems like it's the easiest and to hunt the
bears because you have more daylight. And they even know if they see a track, they
can tell it was from yesterday or from a few hours before or from that early morning.
They can tell the difference on how fresh the track is. If that track was from a day
before, they might not track it down. But if it was from a few hours before they’re
polar bear hunting and they’re track down the bear and that's the easiest time to hunt
the bears, is once you start to have 24-hour daylight and because they're hunting for
seal pups. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May 2020)
The best time to harvest animals is when they are most active, early in the morning and
evening.
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He knows this for a fact, and it was passed down from many generations. The earlier
in the morning you take off, the easier you see bears. Even if it's for marine mammals,
caribou, birds, whatever it may be. The earlier the morning, the better chance you get
an animal. And throughout the day it's like calm, quieter. And in the evening, sometimes
late in the evening, are one of the better times to see the bears. (Interpreter translating
for T2, 21 May 2020)
Unfortunately, Gjoa Haven elders report young hunters do not know how to harvest polar
bears, despite their interest in polar bear hunting.
There is a lot of young people that are signing up to try and get a quota to hunt bears.
Part of the problem is that the young hunter that pulls a tag or is given a tag doesn't
exactly know where to go because they are not sure which way to travel. That's Gulf
of Boothia, they're not knowing that area. They never been there. Some could be not
going because they're not able to [afford] groceries or rough day, and different
reasons...although they want to go, but there's a number of reasons why they are not.
(Interpreter translating for GH3, 3 June 2020)
Lack of knowledge is due in part to harvest restrictions and, as a result, few hunting and
learning opportunities.
There's always been a huge interest in polar bear hunts. But these past couple years,
the interest is slowly dwindling. And there's a lot of the people that are in their late 20s,
early 30s, that are openly saying that they don't hunt polar bears because they don't
know how. And this is a direct impact because of the moratorium. Some of these young
men say they don't know how to skin a polar bear or how to hunt in rough ice. So, I
believe it's a direct impact from the moratorium that was put in about 20 years, 25 years
back now. (GH2, 16 June 2020)
Hunting practices are shaped by individual knowledge of polar bear behaviour and ecology,
as well as hunting areas, weather, and travel conditions. Experience and practice require the
ability to access polar bear hunting. Hunting practices have shifted over time with changes in
technology, environmental conditions, and harvest regulations. Understanding these
changes can also provide insight into the impacts that management decisions can have on
access to harvesting and land-use practices.
4.4. Changes in abundance
All interviewees reported an increase in numbers of bears compared to the distant past
(1960s and 1970s) that has continued over the recent (last 10) years, evidenced by the
shorter time it takes to encounter them.
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Back in those days, there was way less bears. The sightings were very few. Very hard
to find, very difficult to find, you were really lucky if a group of us went out and one
person caught a bear. That was really, really special to have somebody find a bear
back in the 1960s, 1970s. They're really hard to find, bears, back then. But having said
that, today I see bears everywhere now. So, to me the population is really healthy, and
it's really boomed big time...today just about anybody that goes out on the sea ice to
the mainland they'll either see tracks or see signs. (CB3, 12 May 2020)
Interviewees can tell population sizes by distinguishing individual tracks during mating
season.
When you travel to a place every year, the last 10 years, you see the amount of bears
that you see while you're out there and continue to see it every year and more cubs
being born and you see them while they're young. It's been a few years, you see them
grown up now, with their pair or not with the mother anymore. So, I mean there's lots
of tracks [that you see], more bears that are around, and can tell they're not the same
bears...'cause of the size of the tracks and direction they're heading. (CB1, 11 May
2020)
It was easy to tell by a number of polar bears during mating season, there are polar
bears tracks and the females building dens. The hunters come across those kind of
signs of polar bears and in their feeding grounds. When there's enough meals for the
polar bears, it's easy to track down the polar bear tracks. So that's one way that the
polar bears or hunters are able to tell how much is in that area. By finding polar bear
tracks. (Interpreter translating for unidentifiable Gjoa Haven elder, 3 June 2020)
Some interviewees suggested that the increasing population trend corresponds to prey
abundance.

The harvest that they need to survive, the seals are just incredible, the numbers of
bearded seals. The bigger bears prey only on bearded seals. (CB3, 12 May 2020)
There's more. Some years they are not always in the same spot. It's the ice conditions,
what they really [opt to] where the seals are, where the seal breathing holes are and
all that. Like the way the ice forms, it helps the seals have more breathing hole. So
that's where the polar bears are going to be is where the seal breathing holes are.
(CB2, 16 May 2020)
However, interviewees largely attributed the increasing population to harvest limitations.

Tagging, like they stop us from killing because, well now we have to have a tag in order
to harvest the bear now. It's a rule that came from the government. It's not our rule. We
live off of these animals and I think it helps us in our iron and in our health. We need
to eat these because that's what we've been eating for thousands of years. (CB2, 16
May 2020)
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Since the west side [M’Clintock Channel] was closed [2001 moratorium] they're starting
to see more bears, summertime when they camp close by. They're starting to spot
more bears on the west side, like summertime. Whereas years ago, they didn't really
spot any too much bears at that time. (T5, 21 May 2020)
Changes were linked to harvest regulations protecting cubs.
They're so protected, you're unable to hunt the cubs or anything like that. And you're
only to harvest so many a year. And that is the reason why he knows for a fact that
there's many, many bears today. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May 2020)
Before the white people came around, before the tagging system, they were able to
harvest whatever they want. Anything that you see, even the cubs because they're
very good eating, like a delicacy. As now, starting sometime in the ‘70s, you get the
tagging system and you're not allowed to hunt any of the cubs. And he knows for a fact
that is how they know that there's a lot of polar bears now. (Interpreter translating for
T1, 21 May 2020)
Interviewees reported encountering more young bears or mothers with cubs.

From many years ago, they would be able to go hunting for polar bears quite far away
north of here, seems like the only way to get a bear is the further from town you go,
the better chance you get. But now you're pretty much almost like guaranteed to get a
polar bear once you go out and today when you go out polar bear hunting, you see a
lot of mothers with cubs. And we know for a fact that the female bears are a lot more
abundant than male bears. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May 2020)
Increasing numbers of cubs with mothers are also an indicator that the population is
increasing.
You see more than one cub out there with a mother and sometimes the mother has
one cub, sometimes the mother has two and [various]. (CB1, 11 May 2020)
So, there was more sows with cubs...They come across three, I mean one female sow
with three cubs. That's a good indication that the polar bear population is increasing.
That's a good sign. (CB4, 20 May 2020)
Even with male-biased harvesting, abundant males are also being encountered.
There's a lot of males around the M'Clintock. I noticed a lot of males around there and
when we all harvested our bears, one season, we even still ran into a couple more
males. Which are bigger than the ones we just shot. The three of us and we were like
“oh, we could have waited and got a bigger one.” (CB2, 16 May 2020)

Page 19 of 45

Increasing harvest success is also an indicator of population increase.
The last 10 to 15 years in the M'Clintock Channel, between one to four days at the
most to harvest two to three bears. And that's something in the early days that's just
impossible to find them in that kind of numbers and that kind of health. (CB3, 12 May
2020)
There's been more of them now. What I think is their population is way up for polar
bears, way more than when I was younger with my father, stepfather that when we
went out guiding it was hard to find bears. But now you get even just do day trips now
and get polar bears from Cambridge Bay. Such as before, we didn't do day trips to do
it right? We had to be out at least a week or two. (CB2, 16 May 2020)
The abundance in polar bears today enables harvest selection because of the range in
characteristics of bears encountered.
Now for the past 10 years, every time I go out, I bring home something. So, this time
[assumption] that certainly numbers are increasing, the bears are huge. I only select
the biggest males. And I would pass up the smaller males like the [rest we pass up]
and then we got the big males. Now in the early days you couldn't do that. You couldn't
find any bears, let alone the big...male, and today, so many of them that every time I
go out after the bear on the ocean or anything but it's a fact that I see a lot of bears,
see a lot of signs and I'll target the bear that I want, and I have. (CB3, 15 May 2020)
Harvest limitations and male-biased harvesting have supported polar bear population growth
based on observations of indicators reported by hunters. The larger number of bears has
made it easier to encounter bears and harvest them when hunters receive a tag.
4.5. Changes in distribution and behaviour
Interviewees reported polar bear distributions shift with feeding areas.
They know from the elders, from traditional knowledge it's a cycle. And they wait until
the numbers start going down. The animals aren't dying off, they're moving, they
deplete the feeding areas of where they are. And they have to go to new feeding areas
to survive. It's just the fact of life. (CB3, 12 May 2020)
In the past, bears were rarely encountered near settlements. Today, bears often approach
camps and communities, which is indicative of their abundance.

There was bears many years ago. They don't always see or hunt bears. But once in a
great while bears will come into the camp or their outpost camp, and that's when they
would harvest one, or they're on a route going from one location to another and they
would get into a polar bear walking by or something and they would harvest it. Vice
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versa for today, it's like you're most likely guaranteed to see a bear, or a polar bear get
into a camp, outpost camp, or within the community. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21
May 2020)
Interviewees voiced concerns about bear aggression and being unable to cache their food.
Today there are too many bears. Especially in the summertime camping out, boating,
when you're camping or at your outpost camp [you are] guaranteed for a bear to come
into your camp. Because they are too plentiful and we Inuit like to do our hunting and
we cache our meat, we bury it. We ferment it. And you're guaranteed if you try and pick
it up in the fall time in the winter, it's gone. You're guaranteed you'll lose that fermented
or buried seal that they're trying to save for the winter. It will never be there. The bears
will get to it regardless. No matter where we cache our meat. (Interpreter translating
for T3, 21 May 2020)
Seems like they're more aggressive towards humans. Many years ago, they, as if like
see people they would run away right away. Today it seems like it's not that way
anymore. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May 2020)
Since the M'Clintock Channel was closed and after that a lot more bears. So, they're
more dangerous in the summertime when people are camping, because they could
just if they're hungry they will attack people. That part is there seem to be a lot more
bears today since the policy was in place. But before that, the bears were never around
to disturb families or cabins or anything like that. But today, since there's a lot more
bears and stuff like that, I guess that they are more dangerous, more aggressive. They
could go into community or camp or community or break up camping gear like cabins
and stuff like that. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May 2020)
Combined with harvest limitations, the increase in human-bear encounters is a safety
concern.
He has a big concern in this area because starting in the 1980s with the tagging
system, if you're out camping at your outpost camp, don't matter what time of the year,
you don't have a tag and you're trying to follow the rules of the HTO as well as the
government. And if a bear were to get into the camp or the outpost camp and you don't
have a tag and you have children with you and you're out on your outing, enjoying your
time out on a land camping, it's you know, what are you really to do? You don't have a
tag and you're told not to hunt. That is a very big concern for him today. (Interpreter
translating for T1, 21 May 2020)
Before there was a polar bear regulation, policy and procedure, they could catch the
polar bear any time, even though it had cubs. Today there's so many polar bears and
nobody like we cannot catch them unless, you know, they're [totally] attacking. Trying
to camp in the summer, spring and summer with your family and polar bear policy in
place. He's afraid for his family, especially children, because the polar bear can attack
any time, he's got no law or anything. The polar bear can attack the children anytime
Page 21 of 45

he wants, the family anytime he wants. But us, we've got a law that you know from that
he's afraid the polar bears keep coming into the camps nowadays. Destroying cabins
nowadays. There's so many that he knows that they will come into camps and all we
have to do is try to scare them away. But if they're determined to come in, they will
come in. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May 2020)
Interviewees indicated that increasing bear encounters are also due to sea ice changes and
bears searching for food.
As everybody knows, the climate change [get] longer, longer fall seasons, faster melts
in the spring. So that's a weather factor on its own...Polar bears, they move a lot from
one zone to another. So they don't particularly stay unless they go back to where they
came from....That could be another factor would be the polar bear being a predator,
like you know, they're looking for food, all the time. (CB4, 20 May 2020)
Interviewees indicated that human-bear encounters became more frequent after the
moratorium on hunting in 2001.
Before the polar bear tag ban, it was rare that the polar bears come into town. There
was hardly any coming into town. But animals do know, and after the ban was put in
place, the polar bear started coming in every year. So, while all this in place they will
still continue to come in every year. So, it's been happening for years now after the
ban...Polar bears are still reproducing. So there's more polar bears coming into the
community, and as long as this ban is in place it's still going to be a problem, always a
threat to the community members. Any animals that reproduce, once they get to know
that something is safe area, they will go to that area and if it's not a threat to them. And
polar bear is one of them. (Interpreter translating for GH3, 3 June 2020)
Elders indicated that polar bears are no longer afraid of humans; polar bears are aware that
hunting is no longer a threat to them.
Many years ago, even before he was born and after he was born...the polar bears
approaching to the camp would start running away and the hunters would try
everywhere to try and catch the polar bears whether regardless if they are running
away, hunters would try and catch the polar bears. But presently, the quota and the
ban of the polar bears see it that the polar bears knows that they won't be threatened
or hurt when they come into the community, and even local people are starting to just
watch them while they're in the community. The community members know that they're
not supposed to kill the polar bear, regardless if it's in the community, and it seems that
that's the difference. Like the polar bears nowadays knows that they're not going to be
killed so they just even walk by without running away. Seems that that's a big difference
from many years ago and from today's bear. (Interpreter translating for GH5, 3 June
2020)
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Elders indicated handling or interacting with polar bears without hunting them also
contributes to increased aggression toward humans.
The polar bears were not being killed by biologist or the person helping them. So, in
that sense it changed that the polar bears are knowing that they're not being
slaughtered so they are coming around more often and knowing that there is no danger
to them. Once any animal knows that there's no danger to them, they tend to start
coming around closer or start coming right into the community. (Interpreter translating
for GH4, 3 June 2020)
Collecting information from the biologist by going into the polar bear country or area
and the polar bears are not being slaughtered...it seems that the polar bears know that
there's no trick to them. They tend to seem to be braver, not scared. Over there, over
the years, anything that's happening like that, like just collecting information and not
hurting them, they tend to seem to be getting tame. Able to come in close to the
community or right into the community knowing that nobody is going to be threatening
them or hurting them. He may be right, he may be wrong, but it seems that that's the
way it's happening. Over the years, not killing them, they seem to be coming in more
because they're not afraid, like nobody is hurting them so that they tend to come in
more every year. (Interpreter translating for GH4, 3 June 2020)
Elders indicated that polar bears are aware of and responding behaviourally to how human
relationships to them are changing. In the past, being able to harvest any bear, especially
aggressive ones, ensured a balance where humans were able to safely coexist with bears.
Today, bears are less shy because of harvest limitations and non-hunting interactions.
4.6. Polar bear health
Polar bears were considered generally healthy (in good body condition), except for
individuals that had previously been handled in scientific (mark-recapture) surveys, which
were considered unhealthy to eat.

Those are the ones that being tranquilized before, and they notice the taste, the
difference in it, and they don't really, they wouldn't, they have a second thought of
eating the bear, cooking it and eating it. And the colour of the bear doesn't look as good
as another bear that never been tranquilized or doesn't have a lip tattoo. On any given
day, they'd rather have a hunt a bear without a lip tattoo or anything. (Interpreter
translating for T2, 21 May 2020)
Most of the ones that were caught were nice and fat and they seem healthy. But the
ones that have tattoo and that, they tend to be skinnier. It's usually the older bears that
have the tattoo and that, so could be because of age or that. But our elders that passed
down were reluctant to have what was studied by scientists. They have tattoos and ear
tags and that. And what, if they don't have tags or ear tags, or tattoos or ear tags; they
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a lot happier and know that they're healthier and they're less reluctant to consume it.
(T5, 21 May 2020)
When encountered, poor body condition and scarring was associated with male combat and
considered normal.
Healthy bear is, I mean, you can see that they're fat and they're eating lots. The only
time I seen a bear that was unhealthy was when I harvested a bear that got into a fight
with a bigger bear, and he was wounded. Lost of all of his, scarred and he was almost
ready to die. But it was really a big bear. Just from another bear that's bigger than him
to injure him pretty bad. (CB1, 11 May 2020)
Skinny bears were also associated with poor hunting ability.

He did come across couple of times, many years ago, an unhealthy polar bear. Two
polar bears, different times. Very, very skinny. Either because it's either having a hard
time finding a meal to eat or if it's a sick polar bear, is very hard to tell because he's
not able to determine which one's sick or starving. So, they did come across two polar
bears that were very skinny...been sick or starving it was hard to tell. (Interpreter
translating for GH6, 3 June 2020)
However, some interviewees reported meat quality has declined in comparison to the past,
in part due to changes in diet.

He knows the meat is really different today. He think it's mostly from the like, the fast
food or [all the] food [that] we're eating from the dumps and stuff like that. The quality
of the meat is more different from a long time ago. And he knows like some meat are
still good, a lot of polar bears are still good. But he notice some of them, they're not as
good as they used to be. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May 2020)
Polar bears are shifting their diets to include food from the dumps, which may be contributing
to lower meat quality for consumption. Interviewees were generally not concerned about
health but noted on rare occasions where unhealthy bears were sighted, poor health is
associated with having been handled in bear research, combat, and reduced access to prey.
4.7. Disturbances to polar bears
Interviewees described changes in sea ice conditions. Ice conditions vary every year, but
interviewees reported a general reduction in sea ice season.

Ice conditions are different every year. Every year I've gone hunting, it's never the
same. And the conditions of the ice will determine if the bears will be in the area or not.
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I mean, bears are known to be around areas where they can get seals like a pressure
ridge or by open water...where there's open water. I mean, seals will be in that areas
and bears will be in that area. (CB1, 11 May 2020)
Major impact that I've witnessed in my lifetime is the ice is shrinking. You know, taking
longer to freeze, thawing out earlier...The water temperature, oh my god, that's been
really make a difference. That water temperature, one degree you're going to see that
difference. Even in my travel routes, I see the difference in the lack of ice in some
areas. Oh yeah, the ice is receding quickly with the waters, the ocean temperature
rising. (CB3, 12 May 2020)
They know this fact because hunters hunt seals and they look at the ice on how thick
it is, they look in the seal hole. And today for the past, starting later, like in the ‘90s up
to today, seems like the ice is a lot thinner and we have less multi-year ice. The ice
melts earlier in the springtime and in the fall time. And it's like a late freeze up. And in
the wintertime, if you look through the seal hole, the ice is a lot thinner than it used to
be. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May 2020)
Interviewees reported these changes are unlikely to affect polar bears, which are able to
adapt.
Us hunters don't have a concern about the bears of this ice condition changing. Bears
are known to be great swimmers, divers. They're known to be good on ice. They're
known to be on the land in the wintertime. They go denning up on the land. They're
able. It's really not a big concern because they're adaptable, they adapt to the climate,
whatever it may be, in the ocean, water, on land, on ice or snow. It's not much of a
concern. They're very adaptable, unique creatures. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21
May 2020)
Polar bears easy [to adapt to] environment. Whether there's lots of sea ice and
whatnot, or if you don't have much sea ice, of course they go on the land. They just
adapt to their environment. It's like a weather pattern they're following. (Interpreter
translating for T3, 21 May 2020)
Interviewees indicated polar bears can also shift their diet. Sea ice changes may also
improve access to prey.
They have no ice to hunt when it melts earlier and [they salvage] the fall too. You know
they eat something, but they get to be long stretch of eating, they find other things to
feed on, like seals or that whales' carcasses that end up on the beach. They find any
way to survive. They eat a lot of seaweeds and vegetation on the little vegetation on
the land. Just to get something in their bellies. (CB3, 12 May 2020)
It helps them just having that open water there. And there are a bit more seals there.
That's where the bears usually are, is where the open water is. We'll find more of them
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around open water. Because it's a lot easier for the seals to make breathing holes or
to [breathe even] there. Yeah, that's their buffet. (CB2, 16 May 2020)
When asked about disturbances, interviewees reported bears are particularly sensitive to
noises (e.g., snowmobiles and airplanes). In the past, they were more easily spooked.
My grandfather, he knows these animals and he said the most sensitive part of them
is their hearing. They can hear. I mean they can hear anything that doesn't sound
pleasant like a helicopter or plane. (CB3, 12 May 2020)
Due to machinery with the snowmobiles, jets flying over, planes and all this because
polar bears have a very keen ear. They can hear from many miles, they hear
machinery, and they get spooked and it's as if harder to find (them) in a way, because
of the machinery, the sound and smell. (Interpreter translating for T4, 21 May 2020)
Today we have many planes flying over, jets, prospecting helicopters, planes flying
over and hunters using snowmobiles with that sound of machinery. He thinks that
they're a lot used to hearing that. Once, many years ago, once they hear something,
they would run away right away. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May 2020)
Interviewees cautioned these sensitivities may affect the ability of helicopter surveys to
detect polar bears, especially those that have been exposed to them.
You're not going to see them all. I mean, you can hear the chopper from 20 miles on a
good day that's not windy. They're just loud, you can hear them for many, many miles
and the bears have very sensitive ears and [maybe] when they hear every little
sound...they know what's going on, they've experienced. Some of the older bears that
were around and being handled by humans, by helicopter activity...hear the chopper
they're going to vacate the area. A lot of them know that helicopter is danger to them.
(CB3, 12 May 2020)
Polar bears are able to adapt to changing environmental conditions. Although polar bears
may show sensitivities to disturbances, threats are more likely to impact their distribution and
behaviour than population abundance.
4.8. Management considerations and comparisons with science
Community members shared unique knowledge of polar bear ecology and described
ongoing management practices in their communities that have focused on male-biased and
tag-based harvesting. Community members also described their traditional hunting practices
and indicators of changes in population abundance, behaviour, and relationships to humans.
Communities reported increasing numbers of and encounters with polar bears, which is a
concern for human safety. This increasing trend was attributed to reduced harvesting and
improved access to prey, which is in agreement with recent scientific data (Dyck et al.,
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2020). Communities also reported bears were generally healthy, which is also in alignment
with reported increases in body condition (Dyck et al., 2020). In these contexts, we describe
some considerations for research and management below.

Elders cautioned that polar bears should be respected; they respond to and are aware of
humans. This consideration shapes how community members conceptualize, relate to, and
speak about polar bears.
Even if we speak of polar bears, we have to speak respectful of them, even though
they cannot hear us, we're not with any polar bears anywhere. It's as if they know what
we are saying, what we're talking about. We cannot say hopefully a polar bear can
come so we can hunt a bear, they know their well-being, they're as if they know true
spirit that what we are saying. (Interpreter translating for T4, 21 May 2020)
From the elders’ perspective, the inclusion of their concerns in polar bear management has
been inadequate.
With polar bear information gathering like this one going on right now, before the
meetings to be held in September, it doesn't really make sense to him. It doesn't really
make sense to him if the government try and come up with another excuse to keep the
ban in place after hearing all these concerns from the Elders and all the information
put together for the meeting that's going to be held in September. So, there's always
problems and excuses or something coming up every time he try and come up with
solutions. (Interpreter translating for GH5, 3 June 2020)
Although they are not always supported by community members, management practices are
always followed. Harvest regulations using tags were imposed on Inuit and not considered
part of their traditional way of life. This needs to be acknowledged.
For this tagging system, before it was introduced, a hunter was able to hunt a polar
bear and whether if it have one, two or three cubs and he can harvest all those, how
many bears the cubs have. And it was a way of life. This who we are, we hunted. And
introduce with the tagging system was really not their way of life. It was forced on us.
And it's still forced on us, even up to today. We're allowed only one polar bear per
person, and it's per household. And this area needs to be revisited and be fixed to a
way where we can do what we used to be able to do, before the tagging system was
introduced. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May 2020)
In the past, helicopter-based methods or surveys that involved tranquilization were also not
supported by Inuit. These methods are still criticized today for having affected polar bear
meat and behaviour.
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After we got biologist, polar bear biologist coming up north, and the bears that have
been tranquilized or that has been tranquilized before, they don't taste as good. The
meat looks a little different. It's noticeable when they talk within other hunters and
elders. They can taste the difference between the bear. And it's not as fat and as tasty
as a bear that has never been tranquilized. That's a known fact. (Interpreter translating
for T2, 21 May 2020)
The biggest concern for Inuit is people doing studies; scientists and that. We don't like
them when they're being disturbed in that area. Other than that, choppers flying around
for expedition or survey or whatever. But I think that those are the ones that mostly
[disturb] within our area. (T5, 21 May 2020)
These past events have contributed to the ongoing lack of trust by community members in
management and research. Community members are concerned that polar bears are being
overprotected. A precautionary approach to management conflicts with harvesters’ needs
and their relationships to animals.
My concern is that they're being too overprotected right now when the population is
really healthy. And I would like to see less activity on the range of the bears 'cause like
there's, you know, when I mentioned that their senses are really keen, their hearing.
Anytime you send a helicopter, that's the worst thing you could do, send a helicopter
up there into polar bear country. (CB3, 12 May 2020)
The rules set by the government, the regulations, quotas put in place, it's a very
awkward way of living. Because many years ago there was no quotas, no boundaries,
no nothing like that, and they were able to hunt polar bears whenever the hunter needs
to catch a polar bear. They did not have any regulations or rules to go by…If he wants
to hunt an animal there is no way that he can be allowed to hunt animals because down
south they have all these rules and regulations. (Interpreter translating for GH5, 3 June
2020)
An increase in polar bear abundance is a serious safety concern for community members.
We did a bowhead whale hunt in 2013 to the same area I was in as a child. We just
about got attacked from a polar bear that just about ran into, walked into the tent. And
daily polar bears would come into camp on a daily basis. And this I never ever saw as
a child because back in the ‘70s. I used to see hunters just come into town, would find
polar bears on their sleds, and this was before the tag system. But then again, the Inuit
did that out of fear of the polar bear, way back in the day. To keep the population down
and which is not happening anymore today. So, the population is booming now. (GH2,
17 June 2020)
More tags are needed to accommodate the increase in bear numbers and encounters. More
tags can also improve access to polar bear hunting opportunities.
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We can only harvest some of the polar bears, from my understanding, and it's not
enough...My whole family's been hunting polar bears since, all their time, so when they
grew up in this town there was no tags, so they were able to harvest polar bear when
we want them 'cause they’re delicacies to the community. Polar bear was harvested,
and the food was used. The meat and the hides were used for clothing or whatever for
family to sell the hide and make some income so that they can buy things in the
community. 'Cause it brought income. So, if they can increase the amount of tags they
get, or would be great for any locals to have an opportunity to harvest polar bears. Not
very many are able to harvest due to the amount of tags that are available, there's not
so many people that can harvest. (CB1, 11 May 2020)
My biggest concern is people trying to scare them off and try to sleep at night. You
know, if the bear is hungry it's going to come back. There should be more tags. I know
it that defence kill it's no issue towards that but there seem to be a lot more bears on
the west side [M’Clintock Channel] today. So, when we go out camping when we see
bears more often in the areas where we go out camping summertime. (T5, 21 May
2020)
He knows for a fact that there is a lot of bears getting into camps lately, no matter
where you are. Even in Gjoa Haven and Kugaaruk they get into the community, or into
people's camps. And, you know, like, what are you to do? And they're so protected by
the government and you don't have a tag, well you're not able to shoot it. And, you
know, what are you to do? It's almost senseless not to protect your campsite, yourself,
and whatever it may be. Vice versa when he was a child, where in his parents’ time,
with the dog team, they haven't really seen much bears getting into their camps or their
outpost camp. There is too many bears today. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May
2020)
Even without harvest limitations, community members have traditionally adjusted their
harvest practices to prevent overharvesting, for example, shifting to a focus on other more
abundant animals when polar bears are scarce.
The problem is a major concern to any communities help with each species of animals
that they survive on, they rely on over the years and definitely a large part of it is how
they manage them. You know, our people always had a way of managing what they
harvested. And you know, gatherers, we gathered different types of meat with us [and
from when] a certain time ago we harvest [basically] other times like spring and summer
and the winter, the seasons, the four seasons, you know, there's times when you can't
harvest fish, there's times when you can't harvest seals and so those times we always
had something to fall back on, like fermented food is a lot of what I grew up on, stashing
food, all our gathering and stashing and make sure that it's healthy enough to feed on.
(CB3, 12 May 2020)
Harvest management should also accommodate differences in weather and population
patterns year-to-year.
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Every year is always different. We have some really good years where it's abundance
of polar bears. And when it's a good year we should follow that and harvest more, be
able to harvest more polar bears. For a lot of us have wife, we have children, we have
daughters that would love to harvest their first polar bear. And this was shared for
many, many generations. And it's our way, Inuit way of life, to try and get our family
members and encourage them to harvest their first bear. And we're unable to do this
because there is just never enough polar bear tags. (Interpreter translating for T2, 21
May 2020)
Some interviewees suggested removing a time limit to using tags, because of the resources
and effort that are put into harvesting.
It's not an easy hunt and you do spend a lot of money to get fuel and food and all the
supplies you need to go out there in minus 50. So, for them to give you 10 days it's
something that could be adjust and give the hunter a lot more time or whoever's name
drawn, you can have the tag 'cause as long as they have it, they harvest it and I mean
that would be great. (CB1, 11 May 2020)
Just hopefully hoping that they're able to increase the amount of days that the hunter
can receive them and there's...nowhere else or endangerment to polar bears and
they're all throughout the [10] years I've been hunting, they've been in increasing. (CB1,
11 May 2020)
This adjustment can also accommodate hunters who are employed.
Everybody signs up, there's just, you know, it's just the everybody signs up. But it's
always the same people getting bears almost all the time. Because there’s most of
them got jobs and the time that their time is on, it just doesn't match up with the time
of their time off of work, so they don't have a choice of taking a tag or giving it up so
they've got to give it up if they're not getting time off of work. So, there's a lot of working
people out there that they'd like to shoot a polar bear, but it's their job is important, too,
for them right. They just don't get time off at the right time...The way I've seen it here
in Cambridge Bay is always most of the same people getting the bear because they're
determined, and these guys are, most of them. There's not too many bear hunters here
in Cambridge Bay. (CB2, 16 May 2020)
More time for hunting can also permit younger hunters to learn how to hunt.
I've met nobody there who know what to look for and a lot of them come back with
nothing. They get screwed 'cause they come back, and they don't know what they're
looking for or where to look. So, I guess it's somebody like myself that's done it all the
time know where to look. I've never come home without a bear in the last 10, 15 years.
Because I know the areas where they hang out, where they look for the bearded seals,
where the very high density of bearded seals. I hunting [there and looking for] and I
find them all the time [as opposed to] a young fellow that's never been out there and
doesn't know where to look. I try and share information with my younger generation
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[like] going out to look for the signs. If you see a sign about the polar bear that you
want one, don't give up on it, just stay on it 'cause they spend hours and hours sitting
on their seal hole, waiting. (CB3, 12 May 2020)
It’s quite the change. I think a lot of more young people are now [they like it more] to
sign up. So, we have a lot more experienced young hunters that are coming through
the guardian programs that the HTO done over the years. So [definitely a lot of] young
hunters. They signed up and I tell you it's a long wait if you are on the bottom of the
list. (CB4, 20 May 2020)
However, community members still recognize the importance of having some regulations in
place to prevent overharvesting.
He's all right with the [tagging] the system on how it's being [dealt] today. Because you
know, if we don't have those in place then they can be overharvest and then we can
only hunt so many bears per year. The way this management system is, supports
it...having this tagging system as well as policies, procedures, laws in place. They are
there for a reason. Management, no matter what it may be, in life, we have to abide by
the rules. Because if there weren't...you know, things can deteriorate right away if they
[weren’t] in place so he's happy that there is a loss and whatnot that we have to follow
by. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May 2020)
Today we have stories. We have many animals that we can hunt. There are seasons,
whether it be polar bear, caribou, whatever it may be. Times has changed and we have
to go with these changing times and adapt to it and create policies, procedures or laws
that help us in either way. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May 2020)
Some interviewees were not supportive of boundaries around polar bear populations. Polar
bears are known to move between M’Clintock Channel and Gulf of Boothia.
He don't like the [tagging] system. He don't like the fact that there's boundaries. Like,
for an example, we can only harvest so many in some certain area and we can only
hunt in these certain boundaries with this tagging system. For us real experienced polar
bear hunters it would be nice if we, you know, get a tag, and then, hunt where we want
to hunt the bear and expand the territory or the boundary, you know. And you're told,
okay this bear tag is only for Gulf of Boothia and that's the only area where you can
hunt. We don't like that fact that, okay, to be told you can hunt this tag only this
boundary. Because we know no matter the west [M’Clintock Channel] or the east side
of Boothia Peninsula there is many bears. We should be able to hunt where we want.
(Interpreter translating for T2, 21 May 2020)
The way I see that the biologists and the scientists seem to be doing everything wrong,
according to our knowledge. And the west side [M’Clintock Channel] was closed after
they thought it was declined, well it declined in that area. But the bears usually shift to
areas where there's more plentiful of what they’re prey, seal. So, we figured they went
towards the east side of Boothia Peninsula. So, they were in Gulf of Boothia. And we
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tried to explain that to the biologists, but [to no avail]. Of course, we don't go by paper
and that, so Inuit doesn't go, they don't go through that. And they didn't have the on
hand, the scripture or the writing. So, they didn't believe us for a while but then after
that, they found out that our words were true, and they migrate here and to the east, to
the west of Boothia Peninsula all the time. (T5, 21 May 2020)
The government boundaries and quotas, while the polar bears and animals don't have
any boundaries. For example, on the map you set up a boundary or a line, and the
hunters not supposed to pass that line. Well, the polar bear has no lines to cross. The
polar bears are moving down south one place to another. They can either be inside
the boundary and while the hunter is going after polar bears out of the boundaries,
suddenly the hunter cannot catch that polar bear because of the boundary made by
the government. That's something that's not very good with today's rules and
regulations, is that the government sets boundaries and quotas while the polar bears
and animals have no boundaries. And the number of them increases like it doesn't
make sense. (Interpreter translating for unidentifiable Gjoa Haven elder, 3 June 2020)
Population mixing with Gulf of Boothia has also been scientifically suggested (Paetkau et al.,
1999; Thiemann et al., 2008; Dyck et al., 2020). Gjoa Haven elders were particularly
concerned for the safety of younger hunters travelling to Gulf of Boothia (due to few tags for
M’Clintock Channel), which is not part of Gjoa Haven’s traditional polar bear hunting area.
It's been years now that we've been concerned about the younger generations polar
bear hunting over at Gulf of Boothia. And as part of the concern, even during the HTO
meeting in the past, he raised the concern in Cambridge Bay during one of the wildlife
or HTO meetings, that it is not safe for the younger generation to be heading to a totally
different area, Gulf of Boothia, not knowing what to expect. As of today, he's still
worried about that happening for the younger generation to be heading out that way
for the polar bear hunts. (Interpreter translating for unidentifiable Gjoa Haven elder, 3
June 2020)
Gjoa Haven hunters need to travel further to Gulf of Boothia, which requires more time,
safety risks, and resources.
The community is [really interested] in catching polar bears. But due to the fact that
they have to go behind to Gulf of Boothia, a lot of people have hard time getting that
far due to expense of gas, grub, and breaking down machines and whatnot. They have
more comfortable going up to M'Clintock Channel because it's closer and they know
the area. Whereas they don't know the area around Gulf of Boothia, they had different
ice condition due to currents and there are some areas where it's thin, people [do] all
that from here because that's not their hunting ground. (GH1, 3 June 2020)
Community members also criticized scientific methods for being inaccurate and unable to
fully capture population abundance and seasonal or between-population bear movements.
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Part of his concern is that the biologist doing data information on polar bears, they are
never accurate, the area never right because the polar bears are moving from one
place to another. And the other thing too that the polar bears are white, white like the
ice and snow, so that can be sometimes that the biologist or the polar bear counters
miss a polar bear. So, the number of polar bears being counted, he know that they will
never be right because they either miss or moving from one place to another. So, it's
been many years the area has polar bears from many years ago, and even as of today.
(Interpreter translating for unidentifiable Gjoa Haven elder, 3 June 2020)
Inuit believe that the Boothia Channel or Boothia population and the M'Clintock polar
bear populations are the same and we figured that they just moved, they just moved
for more opportunity for seal and stuff. Or there's just too many big males. The smaller
males tend to move away, they get bullied. There's a lot of speculation on actually why
our population went down [as reported in 2001]. Another one was, we believe that
researchers doing the surveys with helicopters from bad weather, we believe, and this
is from experience, from watching [biologist] and them. They would do their surveys in
May. And the whole month of May it's usually so white out that the helicopter is 75
percent of the time just grounded. And just weather-hampered surveys they get. And
they don't take that into account. They don't do a 100 percent survey because of
weather. And because I've seen this where helicopters just sit. A helicopter would sit
at camp for a week and take a half a day run and then count 4 bears. And then that's
what they got for the two weeks. So, I think if they change the season of when they're
doing their surveys might help. (GH2, 16 June 2020)
These limitations are acknowledged in scientific reports (Dyck et al., 2020). Communities
understand that there is a lack of capacity for frequent scientific surveys to collect data on
and monitor polar bear population changes.
I understand that the GN doesn't have the capacity to work in all three regions, because
you only have one polar bear biologist. Isn't that a factor as well?...Even the regional
wildlife boards had each hire their own biologist and that would be something of a
system, and expedite a lot of, you know projects on the go and whatnot. That's my
thinking anyways. If only I had a million dollars. (CB4, 20 May 2020)
One interviewee recommended conducting surveys later in the year when bears are easier
to spot and count.
I think June would be good because that's when most of the fogs lifted and it's not so
white out, maybe end of June. They'd be much easier to spot on land and ocean, 'cause
there's less snow out. And a helicopter can land on the ice north of the island easy
right till end of July maybe. (GH2, 16 June 2020)
Traditional knowledge can be a source of invaluable and otherwise unavailable information,
especially when frequent monitoring and data are needed (Dyck et al., 2020).
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Here's always Elders' groups, meetings, and they're always talking about things from
the past and that's one of the topics that's always brought up is, the prey species that
we depend on and polar bears are really one of the major topics. And those are really
nice to listen to. You know, you get a chance to go and listen to some Elders when
they're gathering. Priceless information. I mean you don't get that anywhere. You know
they understand, understand what the animals are doing. (CB3, 12 May 2020)
Oral history and I'd like to see training, more training of oral history or with IQ included.
Not just, not really training but for young hunters to take that knowledge from more
experienced hunters. What to expect and you know, and don't oral history is maybe
vital. [It's so important] to have to carry that traditional knowledge. (CB4, 20 May 2020)
In general, an appreciation for and understanding of Inuit traditional knowledge is needed by
scientists, decision-makers, and the public-at-large.
If they were here, if a scientist was here and do studies for, say, five years, they would
understand what's going on up here. But they don't. So that's what frustrates us
because we understand what's going on in our area, in the north here. Matter of fact,
if you tell a southerner we still live in igloos and we have running water. They'll believe
that...they become biologist and they're still learning as we're learning every day, as
we go on. But that's what changes the dialogue or harvest of polar bears or the way
we live up here because of misunderstanding or not enough knowledge for the people
that make the rules and regulations of, that we have to follow. (T5, 21 May 2020)
We try a lot of times to make recommendations, but we were seen as people that have
no knowledge because we can't keep a record. And we don't have written paper or any
records of what we did and know. But what the way we do the things, the Inuit, is bring
knowledge and information from generation to generation. Through our word, through
our experience, with like, we go out on the land and we experience all this. That's how
we keep our record up here in our head. (T5, 21 May 2020)
A lifetime over which IQ of polar bears evolves is much longer and broader than the shorter
time scales of scientific studies. However, like science, IQ is continuously updated and
revised as new information (experience) becomes available and comparisons with existing
information are made. The knowledge of historical and cyclical changes that has been
passed down from generation to generation occurs over longer time periods than most
scientific studies and can guide interpretations of scientific models (e.g., extrapolating across
time). Scientific models may also fail to take into account impacts to human safety and
livelihood. Inuit knowledge of other ecological factors impacting polar bears (e.g., loud
noises and human interactions) can also highlight variables and parameters for
consideration in scientific sampling and analyses.
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5. Summary
IQ offers unique insight into changes in polar bear population, behaviour, and relationships
to humans. Community members who harvest from M’Clintock Channel reported increasing
numbers of bears based on their observations and experience on the land, which has led to
increasingly dangerous human-bear encounters. The trends reported here are in agreement
with scientific data (Dyck et al., 2020). Community members recommended increasing total
allowable harvests to reflect population changes, which would also encourage balance in
how bears relate to humans. Communities criticized management for not adequately
considering their perspectives, nor Inuit traditional hunting practices and relationships to
animals. Collaborative bear research and management could improve with a better
understanding and appreciation of IQ by non-IQ practitioners, and more resources and
capacity to include IQ in knowledge production and decision-making processes.
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Appendices
Appendix 1. Description of polar bear management
This year, Cambridge Bay community members received four tags for M’Clintock Channel,
as well as three tags for the Viscount Melville Sound population (Hadley Bay). Interviewees
indicated that it is more difficult to harvest polar bears at Hadley Bay and, as a result,
M’Clintock Channel tags are often used up.

If you're going steady, about two days to get there. Because you got to carry a lot of
gas, and you're so hard on your equipment if you're rushing. All that heavy gas and
everything you just got to carry so much, for that run, that's too far. And it's a tough
place to hunt. There's a lot of current there. A lot of these people don't know the
currents over there. (CB2, 16 May)
Gjoa Haven community members traditionally harvested only from the M’Clintock Channel
population. After a moratorium on hunting in 2001 and quota limitations were put in place,
community members were given tags to harvest from the adjacent Gulf of Boothia
population. This year, Gjoa Haven received four tags for the M’Clintock Channel.

When I go into the M.C. Channel, like M'Clintock Channel, a lot of the times I'd head
up to the cabins at Cape Sydney. That's about 95 miles north of Gjoa Haven. And from
there I'd either go out directly north towards Cape Alexander. Anywhere around the
area there seems to be a lot of bears. And then when I go behind Taloyoak (Gulf of
Boothia) I prefer it to go further up into the islands that are about 80, 90 miles north of
Taloyoak. (GH2, 16 June)
Taloyoak community members received four tags for M’Clintock Channel, as well as 25 for
Gulf of Boothia. Because of the limited number of tags, the community harvests fewer bears
from M’Clintock Channel overall.

Now they're only allowed four tags each, at Cambridge [Bay] and Gjoa Haven. And we
get four tags as well. So, we don't do very much hunting in that area anymore. (T5, 21
May)
One interviewee described differences between M’Clintock Channel and Gulf of Boothia
polar bears, although they are known to travel across boundaries (see below).
The bears on M'Clintock Channel area seems to be more slender, less fat. And it's
always been that way, they always heard of it. And it's still like that today. And for Gulf
of Boothia, you have the open floe edge area behind Astronomical Islands. The ice
would close up, freeze, and then through the cycle of the strong current following the
moon, the ice would open up. And there's many seals. And wherever you have a floe
edge or open water, there's known to be more seals and more bears in those areas.
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And that is the difference and we've known it for a long, long time. (Interpreter
translating for T2, 21 May)
Interviewees indicated that overharvesting results in a reduction in quotas in subsequent
years.
We only get so much tags to, you know, harvest polar bears. That's what we try to go
by; we try not to overharvest. When we overharvest, for defence kill or something,
around the community, one tag is taken out from our quota. You know, if it's a female
that's been caught in the community it might cost us two tags. So, we can't overharvest
what is given to the community in terms of quotas. Today that's the only way we could
hunt polar bears using quotas from the government. (GH1, 3 June)
To avoid overharvesting, HTOs distribute tags through a lottery and hunters are given a time
limit to use the tag. If harvesting is not successful, the tag is returned and passed on to
another hunter.
They give us 10 days to catch the bear and if it's not [used it] within the 10 days then
they pass it on to the next person. (CB1, 11 May)
Usually, the HTO would give us about five days to pack up and get ready. But once
you're actually hunting out there, there's really no time limit until you come back home
with or without a bear. And then when you do get back, usually we pull another name
from the draw. (GH2, 16 June)
There's usually more hunters than the tags that are open the first time. So, they draw
all the names out like a lotto style. And then those first [hunters] who want to go out
polar bear hunting. But they're allowed to keep their tags for three days or depending
on the weather...as soon as they come back, they're asked to bring the tags back right
away 'cause there's other hunters that want to go out, take a crack at catching a polar
bear. (T5, 21 May)
Here in Taloyoak, he knows for a fact that it's been like policy or procedure for many
years up to today. If you grab a tag at a local HTO office or Department of Environment,
they have three days to hold on to the tag. It can be due to weather or waiting for some
money to buy gasoline and grub...As long as they have a tag and they are out on the
land, usually the hunter can stay out as long as they want. They could be out for a day,
two days. They could be out for two weeks or even a month as long as you're out on
the land with the tag. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May)
In addition to quotas, harvest regulations also protect females and cubs.
Can't shoot the younger bears that are with the mothers because they're still too young
and so if there's a bear that by itself and no mother around then you know. You can
harvest the bear cause it's shown that is the mature bear and that go out by himself, a
bear that's worth harvesting. (CB1, 11 May)
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They see bears right away, but if they have cubs, they (hunters) don't bother with them
at all. 'Cause we're not allowed to catch polar bears with cubs. But if they are alone
and if it's a male or a female full-grown, they'll catch. (T5, 21 May)
Hunters’ selection for larger males for the sale of hides also further supports this bias in
hunting.
Females out there and males, you'd see a bunch of young males growing up and you
should try to stay away from the smaller ones and get the bigger ones because for
some of the hides you could get a lot more income off of it. (CB1, 11 May)
The majority of hunters hunt big bears, the bigger, the better. More money (if you are
going to) sell very high, as well as whether it's a male or female, as long as they don't
have cubs. And it's mainly because the cubs are protected by the government.
(Interpreter translating for T4, 21 May)
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Appendix 2. Map of the M’Clintock Channel polar bear subpopulation

Fig. 1.

M’Clintock Channel (MC) polar bear subpopulation in Nunavut, sharing a
border with Gulf of Boothia (GB), Foxe Basin (FB), Viscount Melville Sound
(VM), and Lancaster Sound (LS) subpopulations. The Baffin Bay (BB)
subpopulation is also shown, as well as the communities in these areas.
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Appendix 3. Additional quotations
IQ of polar bear ecology
Mostly bears seem more personality than other animals. We know, we know other
animals have different personalities. But the polar bears seem to have more, almost
like in tune with human. (Interpreter translating for T1, 21 May)
Because they know that they're being hunted by humans. Whatever the humans
cannot go through, the rough ice that's where the bear likes to be, it's their environment.
That's their livelihood. They're run away to those areas. If it were to be [smooth] ice
and, you know, it seems like harder to see because they're out in a rough ice and trying
to be away from being hunted. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May)
When it's really cold, say March I mean, January and February they usually be in their
dens, even if it's a full-grown bear, even if it's a male bear. 'Cause it's cold and bad but
they, from my experience and what’s passed down to me from my dad and relatives,
is when there's moonlight and the [rutting] season starts around March area, that's
when they start, the big bears start roaming more. And it's a lot easier to catch bears
that time. And they usually go close to the floe edge, where there's open water, where
the ice is thin. But they don't go far from the land. (T5, 21 May)
Description of hunting
Many years ago, they were able to hunt whatever they see. They see a mother and a
cub there, they harvest food. They see a big boar [male bear] then they harvest that.
Whatever they may, whatever they see polar bears back and then, they will harvest it.
Today is totally different. You're unable to hunt whatever you want. And you have to
go through the tagging system. You got to hold on to a tag in order to harvest a polar
bear nowadays. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May)
Some elders prefer to catch younger ones because they're more tender, smaller bears.
Some people prefer—possibly more people prefer the large male bears. Of course, it's
hard to find work up here and they do have some price in them, to sell them. (T5, 21
May)
Depending on the condition of the ice, it's too thin, our community is usually opening
or postponing the tags to be open...Sometimes they finish them before the hunting
season is over by the 31st [of May]. But sometimes they have some more tags that we
never use. They always have some leftover. Depending on the year, I guess, if there's
good bear hunting. Like every season is different. Every year is different. (T5, 21 May)
Most of the guys that go out polar bear hunting, depending on how much daylight there
is at the time they go polar bear hunting, most of the guy that go out polar bear hunting
go out in the morning and come back with a bear. And sometimes some guys go out
for three to four days. (T5, 21 May)
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Changes in abundance
From the ‘60s and ‘70s, from those early time, few bears, very few sightings to sightings
every time I go out on the east side of the island [M’Clintock Channel], I'll either spot
them or see first signs of them. So, compared to way back, 50 years ago, the population
just boomed. It exploded in this region. I hear people say otherwise. (CB3, 12 May)
They used to use dog team, once in a while they see the bear out in the outpost camp
or out on the sea and they'd get a polar bear every so often. But it seems like there is
a lot more polar bears within the last years, like starting around ‘90s up to today, even
though we have snowmobiles. Seems like they're easier to see. (Interpreter translating
for T1, 21 May)
I believe this moratorium has made a population boom of polar bears and the Inuit are
scared now because there's too many polar bears. 'Cause way back in history as a kid
growing up, even in the Boothia peninsula I used to go out polar bear hunting and you
wouldn't see polar bears at all. (GH2, 17 June)
When I first moved here in 1981, there was never any polar bears when you travel
between here and Taloyoak, never see any polar bear tracks. You get the occasional
polar bear that would wander into town. But it was very rare. But now today you go
north of the (King William) island, the polar bear population is booming. (GH2, 17 June)
There's much more, much more polar bear tracks. Like for example, polar bears like to
use pressure ridges and cracks in the sea ice where seals may keep their blowholes
open or breathing holes open. But I noticed, because I went on two trips, the first trip I
went on was in April, and I noticed a lot of polar bear activity. But we didn't get any
polar bear on the first trip. So, the second trip I went down I knew exactly where to go
because of what I seen on a trip before. But I noticed there's a lot of polar bear tracks
out there now. And the bears are very healthy. (GH2, 17 June)
The population's grown. Just lots of polar bears out there and the government or I
guess it's controlled. For our area anyways, we don't get very much tags now. When I
go out hunting we usually see between 16 and 24 polar bears trying to tag along. (CB1,
11 May)
Population's growing. I mean, the bears that are coming around, there's some that go
into the ones that are coming really close to town are just young, mature bears that
just left their mothers and looking for food. (CB1, 11 May)
Mainly the six footers are the ones I have always had trouble with, like even the one
with you (was) that size, they're all that size. The bigger ones never seem to bother.
Yeah, but then there's the sows and the cubs. They come in and they try to go in the
camp too. When the mother’s hungry. (CB2, 16 May).
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The number of polar bears have increased dramatically. Especially seems like the
smaller, younger bears are very many and easy to see. (Interpreter translating for T3,
21 May)
For the hunters that are going out, they always seem to have a success every year
with the polar bears since the total allowable harvest increased to four tags. Once the
HTO does their job for the tags and the hunters are gone in February, before end of
February anyway. So, the four tags are always used. (CB4, 20 May)
Changes in distribution and behaviour
There was signs of them. It was four years ago, there was two bears into town. But
every year since, there's polar bear tracks close by town every spring that they're
walking just on the outside of town, going north or east. And last year, every year now,
there's bears just in close to the town and I mean people go out there with their vehicles
just to take pictures of them. (CB1, 11 May)
It was just last month that there was a polar bear coming into the communities, and it
was not only once for that same polar bear coming in, right into the community. Less
than a mile from here. Just uphill from this HTO. So, every year they are coming in and
the last one was just last month. (Interpreter translating for unidentifiable Gjoa Haven
elder, 3 June 2020)
After the ban, the polar bears are coming in every year, and even during summertime,
they will come around, as opposed to the community or the town during the
summertime. Most likely even through the camping grounds, where people are
camping. And so, every year the polar bears are coming into the community. Even
during summertime. (Interpreter translating for unidentifiable Gjoa Haven elder, 3
June)
Many years ago, the polar bear hunting, catching the polar bear there was never any
problem because of no quotas in place. But after the government first started taking
quotas on polar bears [he said] they have become a problem. And it became a problem
with the hunters [shooting in the] community because whenever the polar bear comes
into town or gets too close, and if it's killed, it's like illegal to try and kill polar bear
without quota so it's a problem in today's way. Compared to many years ago 'cause
many years ago there, polar bears are, show [up in the camp, because of] the campers
or the community are happy to be getting meals to eat. But it's totally different today.
After the quotas were put in place. (Interpreter translating for GH5, 3 June)
Many years ago, the polar bears were harder to get. But after many years of biologists
collecting information, polar bears not being threatened, or not being slaughtered or
killed by biologists and with limits on polar bears and requiring tags to hunt them. It's
the number of polar bears being killed are way less than years ago, so it seems that
the polar bears are learning that they aren't going to be killed. And it's different from
many years ago. But years ago, it was not coming to town, but presently they're more

Page 43 of 45

of them coming into town because they're not being in danger or like not being killed
locally. (Interpreter translating for unidentifiable Gjoa Haven elder, 3 June)
Polar bear health
I've always noticed the M'Clinctock Channel’s bears are not as aggressive as the bears
in Boothia. But that may be due to the size of the populations because the bears I get
from the M'Clintock Channel have a lot less scars. They don't look as beat up and
they're healthier. They have much more fat, whereas the bears in Boothia, they tend
to have a lot more scars. I guess there's too much competition for food or they seem
to be a beat up a bit more in Boothia...The bears in the M.C. Channel have always
been much healthier for me anyway compared to the bears in Boothia. But again, like
I said, it may just be from the population size. (CB2, 17 June)
He don't know if it's because he's in his old age. But he notice a difference in polar bear
fat many years ago [vice versa] for today. Seems like the fat of the polar bear looks
more like seal fat in a way. And seems like the taste is different, a little. The quality of
the meat is different from many years ago. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May)
Interactions with other animals
Big polar bear and a very big muskox were fighting each other. And this fight, they
could see the tracks, the prints in the snow. And they tracked them down and they
tracked down the bear was dead. It got killed by the big muskox and the muskox walked
away. So clearly the muskox won this fight, even though they are both very big, a very
big polar bear and a very big muskox. And that's pretty much the only thing he heard
of. He hasn't seen it before, but he heard of it. And that's what happened before. And
he doesn't know of any polar bears interacting with other animals. (Interpreter
translating for T2, 21 May)
Sometimes the wolves are killing the cubs. And they're always looking to take their
catch away. You know how a bear catches a seal. The pack of wolves are always
looking to steal that from the bear. It's always food, right... Seen a pack of wolves
attacking a bear for its kill, for its seal. Yeah, they don't like wolves and they don't like
humans. (CB2, 16 May)
Management recommendations
That area where having the tagging system and having follow rules is not a good thing
for us in a way, because that is the reason why there's too many polar bears. And then
if we have less restrictions then we'll be able to hunt like we used to. And they would
be the polar bear management of having too many bears coming into camps. And that
would solve a lot of problems as well. (Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May)
We have rules and regulations to follow. And it is okay to follow these today. Because
there are many people that would go out and do whatever they want. It is okay to have
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this in place and practice these. Where many years ago, we didn't have these laws.
Sometimes they would be hungry for a few days, their father is a hunter, they would go
out hunting and they don't always harvest the animal they're hunting. Whether it be
caribou, seal, polar bear or whatever it may be, and they would go days without eating.
(Interpreter translating for T3, 21 May)
The government sets boundaries right. Polar bears don't have boundaries. They go
anywhere. (GH1, 3 June)
You ran out of time your amount of days and when you spend so much money to try
to harvest it and when you run out of days you're forced to give up the tag and someone
else has to go. (CB1, 11 May)
Hunting to Gulf of Boothia. His main concern is the younger generation not knowing
exactly what to expect because it's different from this area where they usually used to
go polar bear hunting. That's one of his big concerns that something may happen to
them because it's a different area, different scenery and it's different...Different ice
conditions, not knowing what to expect, and this is for the younger generation, that's
his main concern. (Interpreter translating for unidentifiable Gjoa Haven elder, 3 June)
My preference would be to go to the M'Clintock channel, as travelling to another
community, going on the polar bear hunts not very traditional to start with...not
everyone does that but going to the Boothia usually causes delays because we have
to travel to another community. (CB2, 16 June)
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓪᓗᒍ
ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖅ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅ: X

ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓄᑦ 2022
ᖃᓄᐃᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑦ
ᒪᐃ 1999-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ) ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕐᒥᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐊᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ
(ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1). ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐅᑉ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᓯᕗᕐᖓᒍᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ
ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᑎ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑦ, ᐃᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑦ, ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᓐᓂᕐᒪᖔᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐃᕕᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᑦᓱᒪᓂ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐋᒌᓯ 30, 2021, ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓇᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᓐᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔨᔨᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᒐᒃᓴᑦ 2022-ᒥ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᕐᓇᐅᓕᖅᐸᑦ. ᐃᓱᓕᕝᕕᒃᓴᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ
ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᖓ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 1, 2021.
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᒪᖔᑦ
ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ - ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᒃᕋᓴᖓᓂ (AW-05) ᐊᐃᕕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓯᑯᓯᓛᑉ
ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᐊᐃᕕᖏᓐᓂᑦ (AW-04) (ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ 1). ᐅᑯᐊ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐊᓂ 2022 ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᕐᓇᕐᒥ:
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᖅ

ᔮᓂᑕᓐ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᐅᑦ Touring Southampton
ᑖᓯ ᓇᑯᓛᖅ
ᐃᐅᕈᓐ ᐃᒥᖅᑕᐅᑦ - Siku
Tours
ᓕᐊᓄᑦ ᓇᑦᓯᖅ -Ancient
Arctic Tours
ᓘᒃ ᐄᑐᒃ - E&E Outfitting
ᕼᐃᓂᒃ Lake
Adventures
ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ
ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ

ᓄᓇᓕᒃ

ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ-ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ (AW-05)

ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᑦ
ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᒃᓴᑦ
5

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ
ᓴᓪᓕᖅ

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ-ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ (AW-05)
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ-ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ (AW-05)

10
7

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ-ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ (AW-05)

6

ᓴᓪᓕᖅ
ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ

ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ-ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ (AW-05)
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᖅ-ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓ (AW-05)

7
4

ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ

ᓯᑯᓯᓛᑉ ᐃᒪᖓ (AW-04)

25

39–ᖑᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᑕᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂᑦ
ᐊᐅᓪᓚᐅᔾᔨᔨᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᕋᓴᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᕈᒪᓪᑎᓗᒃ AW-05-ᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ

1

ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥᐅᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᕐᒥᐅᓄᑦ. ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ, ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᓈᓴᐃᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓕ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᒍᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ
ᓯᐊᒻᒪᒃᑎᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ, ᖃᐅᔨᒐᒃᓴᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᑕᒃᑎᒋᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ. ᓴᓪᓕᖅ
ᓄᓇᖓᑦ 60-ᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᒃᓴᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᓐ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᓯᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ, ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 26). ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓄᒃ
ᑎᓴᒪᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖏᓐᓂ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᓯᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ,
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 6(1)(c)).
25-ᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᑕᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᒐᒃᓴᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᓯᑯᓯᓛᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓂ- ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ AW-04. ᒫᓐᓇᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ 8,153-13,452-ᓂᒃ. ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒡᓯᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ
ᓄᖑᑦᑎᕙᓪᓕᐊᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ 211-ᓂᑦ 422-ᓄᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓐᖔᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕕᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ. ᑭᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐃᓄᒃ
ᑎᓴᒪᕌᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖓᓐᓂ (ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᓯᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ,
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ 6(1)(c)).
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑐᒃᓯᑎᑦᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑲᓐᖑᓇᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 10, 2021-ᒥ.
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ᐅᐃᒍᖓ 1 - ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᕆᔭᐅᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ,
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑕ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᖓ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᓯᖁᓪᓗᒍ, ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ,
ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᐅᓯᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᒻᒪᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂᒋᑦ:
1.

(i) ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᖅᑐᖃᖏᓪᓗᓂ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑐᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ;

2.

(ii) ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᖅᑲᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒦᑦᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ;

3.

(iii) ᐃᓖᔭᖅᓱᐃᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᓂᓗ ᐊᐃᕕᐅᑉ ᓂᕿᖓ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

4.

(iv) ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑦᓯᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑦᑕᐅᖏᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᐱᔨᑦᓯᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᖏᖅᓴᐅᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᕕᑐᔪᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒋᑦ (ᑕᑯᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ
5.1.3(b)(iii))
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᓴᖅᑭᑦᑎᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᖅᐳᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ
ᒪᓕᒐᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᔪᑦ.
1. ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᑰᑕᖃᖏᑦᑐᑦ (ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᕌᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ), ᐱᓕᕆᒐᓱᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᓯᕗᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᓗᑎᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᐊᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᐃᕕᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓐ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᑦ (ᒪᓕᒐᖅ i);
2. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᖑᒻᒪᑎᑦᓯᐊᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᔾᔭᐃᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᓂᕐᒧᑦ,
ᐃᓖᔭᖅᓱᐃᔭᕆᐊᖃᖏᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓗᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒥ
ᐊᖏᕈᑎᓂ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᑦ (ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ii ᐊᒻᒪ iii); ᐊᒻᒪ
3. ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᓱᐊᕆᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑦᓯᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ
‘ᐅᒃᑐᕋᕐᓗᑎᒃ’ ᐱᒋᐊᓂᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ), ᓯᕗᕐᖓᐳᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᒪᓕᒐᖅ iv).
ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᑦ ᖃᑦᓯ ᐳᓴᓐᖓᑦ ᑰᑕᐅᑉ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘ•ᓃᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᐃᕕᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓐ
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᑯᕚᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ.
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐃᒪᓇᐃᓘᖅᑕᐅᖁᓗᒋᑦ

ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔪᑎᒃᓴᑦ:
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ: X
ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS)

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ:
•

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᓚᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐃᓄᓕᒫᓂᒃ
ᓈᓚᖕᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 13-16,
2018.

•

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓᓪᓚᕆᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ
ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ, ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 2:1 ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ
(ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᒧᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖑᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑰᑕᓕᕆᓃᑦ, ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᓗᐊᖅᑐᐊᓘᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᒋᐊᖅᓯᓗᐊᕐᓃᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᔪᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

•

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ, ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ 50% ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 50% ᑐᙵᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑕᖅᖢᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH)
ᐊᖑᓂᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᒃᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ. ᐱᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒪᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒋᑦ 1:1 (ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᑎᓪᓗ) ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ.

•

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᑦ 50% ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᒡᒌᓯ 2019.

•

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᙵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᑲᐱᓪᓚᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2019 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑐᓂᓯᓕᖅᑭᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒫᓂᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓄᑦ.

•

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖓᓂᑦ 2019, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓᓗᒃᑖᖅ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
(RWO)
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (HTO) ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖᓄᓪᓗ (NTI) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᓗᒃᑖᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᓯᕐᓄᑦ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᖏᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑎᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᐃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ
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ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (DOE) ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
•

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᑖᒍᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑏᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ HACCS, ᓇᓗᓕᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ 2:1 ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ.

•

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS)
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᔫᓂ 2020-ᒥᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓇᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐱᓕᕆᓗᑎᒃ
ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᓂᒃ
ᑲᒪᖃᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᒋᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ
ᑲᒪᖃᑎᖏᑦ (ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO), ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (HTO, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ)
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖓ:
•

ᐊᓯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2020-ᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᒫᔾᔨ 19, 2021-ᖑᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ.

•

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (QWB) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ 2021-ᒥᑦ
ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᙱᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᑖᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓃᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᓄᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 2005-ᒥᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ (MOU) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᓗ (HACCS).

•

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᖃᐅᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2 (ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ) ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔪᓚᐃ 2021-ᒥᑦ.

•

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖔᖅᑐᓂᒃ.

•

ᐋᒡᒋᓯ 2021-ᒥᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓᓗᒃᑖᖅ
ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᒪᑐᕝᕕᒃᓴᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 1, 2021-ᒥᒃ, ᐱᕕᖃᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎ.

•

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᓇᓐᓄᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 1, 2021-ᒥᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (DOE) ᐃᓱᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 22, 2021.

•

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
(RWO) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔨᕆᔪᓐᓇᙱᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᑦ 21-ᓂᒃ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ
ᐊᓯᖔᖓᒎᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ.
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•

ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒥᒃ
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
(RWO)
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᕕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᑕᑯᓚᐅᕐᒪᔾᔪᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕆᓇᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS). ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB)
ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᑐᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᕆᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᑕᕝᕗᖓ
ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓈᒻᒪᓈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ A ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ).

•

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᓗᒃᑖᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS), ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᖃᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ.

•

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᐲᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᒪᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᖕᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑳᑕᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓐᓇᔮᙱᑦᑐᖅ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᕐᓗᒐᔭᖅᖢᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᖑᓂᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ.

ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓃᑦ:
•

ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ A
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS).

•

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019-ᒥᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ, ᐊᑐᓚᐅᑲᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᖑᓂᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ, ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᓄ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓᓗᒃᑖᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (RWO), ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (HTO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖᓄᑦ. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᑎ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᑐᓴᕐᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᓚᐅᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ 2020. ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓯᓚᑖᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᒃ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑎᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᔫᓂ 2020 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

•

ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2020-ᒥᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (RWO), ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (HTO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ
ᑎᒥᖁᑖᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒥᑦ (HACCS) ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᔫᓂ 2020-ᒥᒃ. ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ, ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕆᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS) ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ.
o

ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ 2021-ᒥᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᐃᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ.
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•

ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 1, 2021-ᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦ
ᖃᐃᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS) ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᒪᔭᐅᑕᐅᓗᓂ.

•

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ
ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ
ᐅᓪᓗᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ
26,
2021-ᒥᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ
ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐱᕐᕈᓗᐊᕿᓂᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
(DOE)
ᓯᕗᓕᖅᑎᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᔨ, ᒫᑲᔅ ᑕᐃᒃ, ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 25, 2021-ᒥᑦ.

•

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᓕᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐ ᔪᓚᐃ 27, 2021-ᒧᑦ, ᐱᕕᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂᓗ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᑉ
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕐᓗᒍ
ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ
(HACCS)
ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᐊᕐᔪᒍᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖐᓐᓂᕆᓗᐊᖅᑕᖓ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎ. ᐊᔾᔨᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᓯᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᑦᑕᐅᖅ.

•

ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 27 ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE)
ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᓂ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2021 ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ.

•

ᐋᒡᒋᓯ 2021-ᒥᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓᓗᒃᑖᖅ
ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᖃᕐᕕᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ
ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS)
ᑐᓂᓯᓪᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᒪᑐᕝᕕᒃᓴᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 1, 2021.

•

ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2021-ᒥᑦ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᙵᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ
ᐊᖑᓂᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ
ᐱᖓᓱᓂᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (RWO). ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑕᑯᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᓪᓗᓂ
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ
ᑎᑭᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ (NWMB) ᒪᑐᕝᕕᒃᓴᖓ. ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᑦ,
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᓚᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ
ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓈᒻᒪᓈᖅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᑦ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᒃᑯᓂ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ A ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎᓄᑦ).

ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ:
1.

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓗᑎ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᖓᑦ 2020/2021 ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᒥ.
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ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ A
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓃᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS)

2019:

•

•

•

•
•

•

•
•
•

ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ (NWMB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖓ
ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᕆᔭᐅᖔᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 1:1 ᐊᖑᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2019-ᒥᑦ, ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᑖᑦ
ᐊᖑᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ.
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ 1:1 ᐊᖑᓂᖕᓃᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑎᑎᕋᓯᖃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑲᒥᒃ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓂᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂᔾᔪᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ
2019−ᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᑲᑎᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (QWB) ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᓪᓗ (DOE) ᒫᔾᔨ 1,
2019−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᕐᖐᓐᓈᕈᓐᓇᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ (ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖅ ᐅᓪᓗᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᕖᕝᕗᐊᕆ
18, 2019).
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
(DOE)
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ (QWB) ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒍ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᒡᒋᓯ 2019-ᒥᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓴᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᐊᑐᓚᐅᑲᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᑐᓚᐅᑲᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓴᖑᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑰᑕᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ
(DOE). ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒧᑦ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019-ᒥᑦ, ᐅᑎᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᕐᓗᓂ
ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᔪᓚᐃ 1 ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 2019/2020 ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᖃᕐᓇᐅᔪᓄᑦ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (DOE)
ᐱᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᖑᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᒥᒃ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓗᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2019-ᒥᑦ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 2020-ᒧᑦ.
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᔪᖃᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ.
ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓯᓚᑖᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᒍᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓴᖃᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᓇᓗᓕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓂᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒋᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓄᓪᓗ
ᑲᔪᓯᓃᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᓄᑦ, ᑎᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓂᒃ
ᐊᖑᓂᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᖅᑮᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᓄᑦ
ᑕᐅᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓄᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

2020:

•
•

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (DOE) ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ
2020 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᓂ 2020.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓂᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔫᓂ 2020 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ.
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•

•

•

ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑎᖃᖅᑎᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ,
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ HACCS, ᓇᓗᓕᕈᑕᐅᖁᓇᒍᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ 2:1 ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᔪᓚᐃ 2020-ᒥᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (DOE) ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ
(ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂᔾᔪᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ) ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ.
ᐊᓯᐊᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ
ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2020-ᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᒫᔾᔨ 19, 2021-ᖑᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ.

2021:

•

•
•

•

•
•
•

•

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (QWB) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑎᒍᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ 2021-ᒥᑦ
ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᙱᓐᓂᕐᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᒥᒃ ᑖᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS) ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᙱᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ,
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᓃᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᓄᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 2005-ᒥᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ (MOU) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᓗ (HACCS). ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (QWB) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᔾᔨᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅᓴᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᓗᒃᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕ 2021-ᒥᑦ.
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐃᕐᕆᓕᒥᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ:
o ᓴᐳᑎᓯᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐃᓅᓯᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑏᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᖔᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑰᑕ.
o ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓚᐳᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᙱᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᕙᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᐃᓐᓇᕆᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᑦ-ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᑰᑕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓈᒻᒪᓈᕈᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS). ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᓚᖓ ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ (MOU) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎ.
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᖢᓂ ᓴᐳᑎᓯᒪᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖂᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐸᒡᑯᓴᐃᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᒪᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᐱᑕᖃᙱ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 5.1.2(g), 5.1.5(c)).
ᓴᐳᑎᓯᒪᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖂᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᒃᖢᑎᒡᓗ, 7.9% ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 1981-2021 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖃᑦᑕᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ 3.5-ᒥᑦ 19−ᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.
ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊ
ᖃᕆᓴᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ
ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᔪᓚᐃ
2021-ᒥᑦ
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᓗᒃᑖᑦ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᕐᔪᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ:
o ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᓇᓗᓈᕿᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂᓗᒃᑖᖅ.
o ᐃᓚᐅᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᓂᒃ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
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ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᐊᑐᕈᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ.
o ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓᓪᓚᕆᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖃᐅᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕇᓄᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.
o ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO), ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (QWB),
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕝᕕᒃᓴᖓ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2021-ᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ (NWMB) ᑲᑎᒪᓂᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2021-ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᒧᑦ (HACCS) ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ.
ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᔪᓚᐃ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᓚᐅᑐᐃᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 1, 2021.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᖓᓱᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 1-ᒥᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᑎᑭᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 22, 2021, ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (DOE).
ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑎᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ, ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᕘᒥᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ:
o ᓇᐃᓴᐃᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᖃᑦᑕᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᒪᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒡᓗ ᑐᖂᑦᑎᓃᑦ
o ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᓚᐃᓐᓇᖓ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
(RWO)
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓ
ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᐱᖁᔭᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔪᑦ ᑎᓯᐱᕆᒥᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ
(NWMB) ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑖᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᒧᑦ (HACCS).
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒥᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᖓᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᐃᑦ 21
ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᔭᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS)
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᖢᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᖢᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᖕᓄᑦ.
ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᓄᑖᙵᕆᐊᕆᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᑭᐅᔭᓇᓱᐊᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒥᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ:
o ᐊᓯᔾᔨᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
o ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓚᑦᑖᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
(RWO)
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᒪᑕ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
o ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖏᑦ
ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓇᖅᓯᑎᒋᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ
ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᓇᒧᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (RWO)
o ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ
o ᓱᖅᑭᐃᓇᖅᓯᑎᒋᐊᖅᖢᒋᑦ
ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓂᒃ
ᐊᖑᓂᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ
ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
o ᐃᓚᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᑕᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ
o

•

•
•

•

•
•

•

•
•
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o
o

o
o

•

ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᓄᑦ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑕᐅᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᔪᓯᓃᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ.
ᓄᑖᙵᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO) ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᓇᓗᓇᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑏᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ
2018
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ
(NWMB)
ᓈᓚᖕᓂᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᒥᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᑦ, ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ).

ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ (RWO) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑕᑯᓚᐅᕐᒪᔾᔪᒃ ᐊᖏᔫᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ.
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO)
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᒪᑐᕝᕕᒃᓴᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᓪᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᖓᑦ ᐱᐅᓯᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ (HACCS) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᓈᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ,
ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ:
o

o

o

o

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓪᓚᕆᒡᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS) ᐆᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐅᔪᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ
ᐃᓚᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᑐᔪᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᑭᖑᓂᖔᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ
2005
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑎᒍᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ (MOU) ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ 30 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ
ᑭᒡᓕᖓᓂᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓄᑐᐃᓐᓴᖅ ᖃᓂᖏᔭᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (HTO) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᖓᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ (RWO)
ᑭᖑᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑖᓄᑦ.
ᐃᓚᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᑭᖑᕝᕕᖅᑕᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ−ᓇᐃᓴᐅᑎᖏᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᖃᖅᑕᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᖅᓯᒪᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᖢᓂ
ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (RWO), ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᒍᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ (RWO).
ᐃᓚᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓐᓇᐅᒪᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓚᑦᑖᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒍ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ.
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ᓄᓇᕗᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ (HACCS)
(ᑎᑭᖢᒍ 1:1 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ)
1.

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ

ᐃᓄᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑦ
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB), ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᔅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ

ᐃᑲᔪᓱᖅᑐᓂᑦ

ᓄᑖᓂᑦ

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ.

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᓐᓄᑦ,

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦᐊᑐᓕᕐᓗᑎ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓱᑲᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᑎᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕋᔅᓴᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑰᑕᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓗᐊᖃᑦᑕᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓂᑦ

ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏ

ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ

ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ.

ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᓪᓗᓂ,

ᐅᓇ

ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᒃᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᒃᑐᓂᒃ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 1:1)
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ

(DOE).

ᐋᒡᒌᓯ

26,

2019,

ᒥᓂᔅᑕ

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᒧᑦ (1:1).
ᐊᑐᓂ

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ

ᓄᓇᕗᒥᑦ

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ

ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ

ᑖᒃᑯᓂᙵᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᖅ

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ,

(TAH),

ᑖᒃᑯᐊᓗ

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ (RWO). ᐅᓇ ᑕᐃᖒᓯᓕᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᙵᕕᓕᒃ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ. ᐊᑑᑎᓕᒃ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓂ

ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᓕᒃ

ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ

ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ,

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᕕᓃᑦ

ᓯᕗᓂᐊᓂ

ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒥ

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ

ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ,

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ

ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᓂ. ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐃᓕᓴᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ

ᑖᓐᓇᑦᑕᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᓂ

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥ.

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᕕᓂᖃᙱᒃᑯᓂ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᑯᐃᑦ

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥ

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ

ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ
ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓯᒪᒍᓂ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᕕᓂᕐᓂᑦ.
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓄᑦ−ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ
ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓗᑎ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒥ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ

ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᒃᑯᑦ

ᓄᐊᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ

ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.
ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᐱᔪᓐᓇᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ
ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᒥᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ (1:1) ᐊᒃᓱᕈᖅᑎᑦᑎᖏᑦᑐᖅ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᒪᓕᖕᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎ ᐊᔾᔨᓪᓗᐊᖓᓂ 1:1 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓘᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ,
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᓛᕆᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ. ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᑉᐳᖅ
50%-ᖓᓂ.

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ,

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ

ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ

ᖄᖏᐅᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ 50%−ᒥ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ

ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂ

ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᖄᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ(ᖏᓐᓂ)
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ᐱᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ

ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᒥ

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᑦ

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ

ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ

ᑎᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᙱᓚᑦ

ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ

50%−ᒧᑦ

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓄᑦ

ᓇᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑎᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒫᒃ,
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
(100%) ᐊᑐᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓂ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᕆᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ.
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑕᐅᕗᖅ

ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ

ᐊᒻᒪ

ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂ

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ

ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅ,

ᑕᒪᒃᑭᐅᒪᔪᒥ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ

ᐆᒪᓪᓗᓂ

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ

ᐃᓚᖓᒍᑦ,

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᓂ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᒥᑭᓛᖓᓂ ᐅᓪᓗᓂ 90−ᓂ ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ.

2.

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ
2.1.

3.

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᓪᓗᒍ:
2.1.1.

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᕐᓂᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᕐᓂᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ

2.1.2.

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᕗᖅ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ

2.1.3

ᑲᑎᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᑎᒃ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ
3.1.

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᑎᑭᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ 1:1 ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ
2019/2020 ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᒥ (ᔪᓚᐃ 1, 2019). ᐱᑕᖄᓂᒃᑐᒥ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ
ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔫᑉ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᑎᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓗᓂ,
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᖕᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ. ᐅᓇ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᕗᖅ
1:1 ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒧᑦ 2019/2020−ᒧᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ
ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓂᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᔅᓱᕈᖅᑎᑎᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎ ᑕᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᖅ 1:1
ᐊᖑᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᒧᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᓐᓂᖏᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᙳᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᓄᑖᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᓂ,
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓄᑖᓂ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᓕᕈᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᓄᑖᓂ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ 5.4).

3.2.

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ
ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ
ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ
ᓇᓕᒧᒌᙱᒃᑯᑎᒃ,
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᖅᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖓᓴᓪᓘᒍᓂ ᐊᕐᓄᕐᓗᑲᐅᒍᓂ
ᓇᓕᒧᙱᑦᑐᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ [ᓲᕐᓗ: ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ
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ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ 11−ᖑᒍᓂ (6 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ) ᑕᐃᒫᒃ ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ
ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 11 (6 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ)
ᐊᒻᒪ 11 (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 6 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ)]. ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ
ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ
ᐅᑯᓇᓂ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᑯᓂᖓ
ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ.

4.

3.3.

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᑰᑕᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ.

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᑐᖅᑐᑎ

ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ

3.4.

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᑐᒥ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ.

ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ

ᑐᖁᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
4.1.

ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᑰᑕᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᖃᓂᓛᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ 4.3 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 4.4.

4.2.

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᒃᓯᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᖁᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᖏᓪᓗᑎ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ.

4.3.

ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᓂᐊᖅᑑᔮᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕐᓕᓕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓ
ᐃᓄᒻᒧᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᒨᖏᓪᓗᓂ
ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᖅ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ,
ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᖁᖔᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᐅᔪᖅ (CO) ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓ
ᓇᓄᖅ
ᑐᖁᓂᐅᓴᓕᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ.
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ,
ᑐᖁᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ
(ᑐᖁᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᓗᑎ)
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᔮᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ.

4.4.

ᓇᓄᕐᒥ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᒥ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ 97−ᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥ (ᒪᓕᒐᖅ) ᓄᖅᑲᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᒥ ᐱᕐᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ. ᑐᖁᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᕐᓕᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐳᖅ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ ᐱᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓂ
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᙱᓐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᙱᓚᖅ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᑎᒍᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖓᓂ ᑐᖂᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᓇᓄᕐᒥ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᑦᑎᐊᙱᓪᓗᓂ (ᐃᓚᖓ 97(3)−ᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᒥ).
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᕗᖅ
ᑐᖂᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖓᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂ
ᐱᕐᓕᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᓇᐃᓴᐅᖅᑕᐅᔾᔮᙱᓚᖅ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑭᐅᒪᙱᒃᑯᓂ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ
ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ
ᑕᐃᑯᖓ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.

4.5.

ᐃᓄᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᐅᑕᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑯᓂ, ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᖅᑖᕆᐊᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓅᑉ ᐊᖏᕐᕋᖓᓂ
ᓄᓇᖓᓂᙶᖅᑐᒥ
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᖃᕈᓂ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᒍᓂ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ,
ᖃᓂᓛᖑᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑕᖅᑖᖅᑎᑦᑎᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ.

4.6.

ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ 30 ᑭᓛᒥᑐᓂ ᓇᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑭᒡᓕᖓᓂᑦ, ᐊᑐᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᖅ(ᑦ) ᑐᓂᓯᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᓇᓕᖓᖕᓂ ᓇᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖓᓂ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᒧᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓇᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ
ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 3 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 12

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᓇᓄᖅ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦᒥ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕐᕕᒋᔭᖓᓂ). ᐅᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂ (ᔪᓚᐃ
1−ᒥᑦ ᔫᓂ 30−ᒧᑦ) ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ.
4.7.

ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ; ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖅᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᒌᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᓅᓯᖓᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖁᑎᓄᑦ (DLP)
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ.
4.7.1.

4.7.2.

4.7.3.

4.8.

ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᒃ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓛᖃᕈᓂ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐃᓅᓂᑯᓂᒃ (COY), ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᓕᖅᑐᓂᒃ,
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ (ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᖕᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ) ᑐᖁᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ:
4.7.1.1.

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓇᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᒪᑯᐊ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐃᓅᓂᑯᑦ
(COY) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᒃᑎᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᑉᐸᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᒥᒃ (½) ᐊᑐᓂ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᖃᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ.

4.7.1.2.

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ (2 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ) ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖅ ᐊᖑᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᕈᑎ.

ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒍ

ᐊᓈᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐃᓅᓂᑯᑦ, ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓕᑦ (ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ−ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ ᕿᑐᕐᙵᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ) ᕿᒫᒍᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ:
4.7.2.1.

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ
ᐃᓅᓂᑯᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᑦ
ᓇᑉᐸᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᒥᒃ
(½)ᓂᕕᙵᑕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ
4.7.1.1).

4.7.2.2.

ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ
(2-ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦᕿᑐᙵᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ)
ᕿᒪᒃᓯᔪᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᐆᒪᓪᓗᑎ ᐆᒪᔫᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᒍᑎ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᓗᑎ
ᓈᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒥ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖑᓪᓗᑎ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ 4.7.1.2)

ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᕈᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐃᓅᓂᑯᒥ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕕᓂᕐᓂ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᕈᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᓕᕆᓂᖅᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ. ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎ
ᑕᕐᕋᖓᓂᒃ
ᐱᓯᒪᓗᓂ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖕᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ
ᑖᓐᓇ
ᐊᓈᓇᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ
ᖃᓄᐃᑕᐅᔾᔮᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕆᐊᒃᓴᖓᓂᒃ.

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑐᖃᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᑦ (1) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐃᓅᓂᑯᒥ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕕᓃᑦ, ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑕᖃᙱᓗᐊᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ ½ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖅ, ᐅᓇ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᒍᑎᐅᓇᔭᙱᑦᑐᖅ ½
ᓂᕕᙵᑕᕐᒥ
ᐱᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᓯᐅᔪᖅ
ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ
(Polar
Bear
Harvest
Lab)
ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᕈᑎᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᒃᑲᓂᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓖᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖓᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒥᓃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦᐊᔾᔨᒋᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᒧᑦ
ᐊᖑᑎᒧᑦ
ᓇᓄᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᖅ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ, ½ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᐊᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.
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4.9.

5.

ᓇᓄᕐᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᒪᑯᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᑭᒍᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓄᑦ; ᐊᒡᓕᕈᖓ ᓂᐊᖁᖓᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ;
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓱᐊᖓ (baculum) ᑭᓲᓂᖓᓄᑦ. ᐅᓱᐊᖓ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᓐᓂᖅᐸᑦ ᐳᐊᒍᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᓪᓘᓐᓃ,
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᒥ-ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᓱᓕᓂᕋᕈᒻᒥ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᔾᔪᑎᖓᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᑉ
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔨᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒃᑑᑎᐅᔪᓂ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖓᓂ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᐅᓂᖓᓂ.
ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑉᐸᑦ
ᖃᔨᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ,
ᐅᓇ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᖅ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓘᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
5.1.

ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᑎᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑦ
ᑐᖁᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓪᓗᑎ ᐱᔮᖅᑯᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ, ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ
ᐃᓅᓯᖓᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ.

5.2.

ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᒥ, ᑕᒪᒃᑭᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ,
ᐊᑑᑎᓕᖕᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᖅ) ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᑲᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᕐᙲᓐᓇᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᖓᓂ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖃᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓂᖓᓂ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᒃᑯᓂ.

5.3.

ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓇᓄᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.

5.4.

ᓇᓄᖃᕐᕕᐅᔫᑉ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᒥ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᒍᓂ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᑖᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓕᕐᒥᓗᑎᒃ. ᐃᓛᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᙳᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᒍᑎ
ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕈᑎᒃ. ᓄᑖᒥ ᑲᑎᖢᑎᒃ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᐊᓂᒃᐸᑕ
ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓲᖃᐃᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᒻᒧᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᒥ
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᔪᒥ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᔭᐅᓂᐅᔪᒥ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓄ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂ (IQ).

ᓴᓄᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ

ᐊᒻᒪ

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᑦ

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ

ᐅᖃᕋᔭᖅᐳᖅ,
ᓇᓄᐃᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ
(ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ)
ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ
ᓄᑖᙳᕆᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒥᒃᖠᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᑐᖁᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᕐᓂᒥᓂᑦ.
ᑕᐃᒫᒃ,
ᐱᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ
ᓇᓄᕐᓂ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ
“ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᓱᖅᑐᒥ−ᓇᐃᓴᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥ”;
ᓇᐃᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᓚᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂ.
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓴᕋᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒐᔪᒃᐳᑦ
ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐱᓪᓚᕆᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᕿᑐᕐᙱᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖓᓂ,
ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ, ᐆᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ) ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕈᓐᓇᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᒥ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᑕ
ᑕᐃᒪᑦᑕᐃᓐᓈᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ;
ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᙱᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂ ᓄᖅᑲᖓᕗᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ
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ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᒥᒃᖠᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓇᔭᖅᐳᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᐅᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᒥ
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᙱᑦᑐᒥ ᐊᖏᓂᐅᔪᒥ. ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂ
ᖃᖓᐅᔪᒥ ᓄᑖᖑᔪᒥ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᔭᐅᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒥ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᔪᓂ
ᓱᖏᐅᔾᔨᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑐᕌᒐᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ.
5.5.

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐅᑯᓇᓂ
ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᕗᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᔪᓂᑦ:
5.5.1.

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᐸᓪᓕᐊᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᓇᓄᑦ.

5.5.2.

ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ
ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.

5.5.3.

ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓂᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᕐᓂᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᒑᖓᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ,
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᑎᓪᓗᒍᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. [ᓲᕐᓗ: ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᖁᓕᓂᒃ
ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 10−ᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ
6-ᖑᓗᑎᒃ,
ᑕᐃᒪᓕ
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᙱᑦᑐᑦ.
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ,
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᓪᓚᕆᖕᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᑭᐅᒍᓂ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᒍᓂ 10 ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ, ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔾᔮᙱᓚᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ].

5.5.4.

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᒥ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ, ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ ᐱᐅᔪᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᖢᒍ
ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
[ᓲᕐᓗ:
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ
ᖁᓕᓂᒃ
ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 10−ᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ 8-ᖑᓗᑎᒃ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 3 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ), ᓄᓇᓖᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 2-ᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ].

5.5.5.

ᐊᑕᐅᓯᑐᐊᒥ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ ᐃᓚᖓᓐᓂ, ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕗᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. [ᓲᕐᓗ:
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ
ᖁᓕᓂᒃ
ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᖅᐸᑕ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 10−ᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ 8-ᖑᓗᑎᒃ (3 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ), ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 2-ᓂ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ

ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 6 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 12

ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ].
ᐊᓯᐊᒎᖅᑐᒥ,
ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ 8-ᖑᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ (8 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 0 ᐊᕐᓇᓗᑲᑦ), ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᔾᔮᙱᓚᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᐃᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ 2
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᒥ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓂᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ].
5.5.6.

5.6

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ
ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑎᓪᓗᒍ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᙱᓪᓗᓂ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑭᕐᓗᒍ ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ
ᑕᒪᒃᑭᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᙳᖅᐸᑦ,
ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ
ᐱᓯᒪᓗᐊᕐᓂᕈᑎᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐱᑖᕈᑎᒃᓴᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒍᑎᓯᒪᐱᑉᐸᑕ (ᑕᑯᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ 5.6).

ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ
ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓇᓄᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᔪᓂᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
5.6.1

ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᑲᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖓᓄᑦ−ᑐᕌᖓᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᓄᐊᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᓇᓗᑲᕐᓄᑦ.

5.6.2

ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓲᖑᕗᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᒧᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒎᑉ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᔪᓐᓇᙱᒃᑯᓂ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᒧᑦ. [ᓲᕐᓗ: ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 10−ᓂ ᓇᓅᒍᑎᒃ
(5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᒃᑐᑦ 17−ᓂ ᓇᓅᒍᑎᒃ (12 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᓗᑲᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓂᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᐸᑦ
5
ᓇᓄᕐᓂ
(0 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
5
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ).
ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 7-ᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᕐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᕋᔭᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓗᐊᕈᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᓗᑎᒃ 2 (-2) ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓛᕆᓪᓗᓂ. ᐊᓯᐊᒎᖅᑐᒥ, ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 10−ᓂ
ᓇᓅᒍᓂ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᓂᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᑦ 17−ᓂ
ᓇᓅᒍᑎᒃ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 12 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᑯᒥ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᒥ
5 ᓇᓅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 0 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ). ᓄᓇᓕᐅᔪᖅ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥ
2 (-2) ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᐅᓛᕆᓪᓗᓂ].

ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ:
5.7

ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓇᓄᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.
5.7.1

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓂᖓᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓇᓄᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑭᓖᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᖅᑐᖅ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
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ᐊᑦᑎᓕᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖏᖔᕐᓗᑎ
ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᓗᐊᕈᑎᓄᑦ.
ᒫᓐᓇᔪᒥᑦ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ
ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐊᑭᓖᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ (ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ 1).
5.7.2

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᕆᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᑰᑕᓕᐊᖑᖁᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ
ᒪᓕᓐᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᓴᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ 2. ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᖃᐅᑏᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ, ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒥᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓯᓇᔭᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ
ᓴᖅᑭᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐱᐅᕐᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓄᑦ, ᐱᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᐸᑦ.
5.7.2.1

6.

ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ
ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ
25%
ᓇᓄᒡᒍᑕᓄᑦ
ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᖃᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᒃᑯᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᑎ
ᐆᒥᖓ
ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥ ᐱᐅᖅᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ.

ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
6.1.

ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ−ᑐᕌᖓᓂᐅᕗᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ.

6.2.

ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᐹᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᙱᑎᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᓗᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᑲᑕᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐅᓇ 1:1
ᐱᓇᓱᒍᑎᒃᓴᖅ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕈᑎᒃᓴᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅᒧᑦ.
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᒥᒃᖠᖏᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᔪᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ [ᓲᕐᓗ: ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ
ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂ
ᑐᓐᓂᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 10-ᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ)
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 20-ᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ (10 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 10 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ);
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᙱᑉᐸᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᔾᔪᑎᕕᓂᕐᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᕙᓃᓐᓇᔭᖅᑐᖅ
0−ᓂ
ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ.
ᓄᑖᖅ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓴᖅᑐᑦ
0
ᖄᖏᐅᑎᓗᐊᕈᑎᕕᓂᕐᓅᖓᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑭᖏᓪᓕᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᓕᓛᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᙱᐊᓪᓚᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ (0) ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ].

6.3.

ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑦᑐᒥ

ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ
ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓇᓄᒡᒍᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᔪᓂᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᒪᓕᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᔅᓯᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᒍᑎᕕᓃᑦ,
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ,
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ
ᐱᔭᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᑭᓱᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᓱᒡᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᓕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ (ᑕᑯᒍᒃ
ᐃᓚᖓ 5.6).
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ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂ
ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓪᓗᑎ:
6.4.

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ:
6.4.1.

6.5.

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ:
6.5.1.

6.6.

ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᔾᔨᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓄᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ,
ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᓂᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂ
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ. ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᓗᖃᕐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓐᓇᑎ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.
ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ
ᐅᑯᓇᓂ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓂᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓛᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
[ᓲᕐᓗ: ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
10−ᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ
12-ᖑᓗᑎᒃ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 7 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ
ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᒪᓕᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 8-ᖑᓇᔭᕐᑐᑦ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 3 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ)].

ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᒃᐸᑕ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥ
ᐅᑯᓂᖓ
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᕐᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᓇᓕᒧᑦᑐᓂ,
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᓗᑲᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᓇᔭᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ,
ᑕᐃᒪᓕ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖕᓂ
ᓇᓐᓄᓗᐊᖅᑐᐊᓘᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ.
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ
ᐱᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ
ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ
ᓇᓐᓄᓗᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ,
ᐊᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᓂᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. [ᓲᕐᓗ: ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 10−ᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ (5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 12-ᖑᓗᑎᒃ (7 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖃᙱᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ
ᓇᓄᕐᓂ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 8-ᖑᓇᔭᕐᑐᑦ
(3 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ)].

ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᓐᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ:
6.6.1.

ᐊᕐᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᓂᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ (ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᙵᔪᑦ)
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓪᓗᑎ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒎᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑐᙵᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᑲᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᓗᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. [ᓲᕐᓗ: ᓄᓇᓖᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ 10−ᓂ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ
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(5 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 5 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ 13-ᖑᓗᑎᒃ
(7 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪ
6
ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ),
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᖃᙱᓪᓗᓂ
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᑦ
ᓇᓄᕐᓂᑦ,
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ 7ᖑᓇᔭᕐᑐᑦ (3 ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 4 ᐊᕐᓇᕐᓗᐃᑦ)].
7.

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ

“ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ”

ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ

ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ

ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ

ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒧᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᕝᕕᓕᕆᔭᐅᕗᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ,

ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᒥ

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᓪᓗ

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ.

ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᔭᕇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ, ᐃᓚᓕᐅᔾᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᖦᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᒥ
ᐊᑐᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒨᖅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ.
7.1.

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ
ᓂᐊᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓄᑦ.

ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ

7.2.

ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓇᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᒃ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᓐ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᕐᓇᕐᒧᑦ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓂᕕᙵᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᒍᑕᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᑲᑕᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.
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ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ 1. ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ-ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ
(ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ).
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ᐊᔾᔨᓐᖑᐊᖅ 2. ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓂ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖑᔪᓂᑦ-ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂ
(ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑎᒌᖕᓂᐅᔪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂ).
ᒪᒃᐱᒐᖅ 12 ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 12

1
ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ (HACCS) – ᐄᐳᓗ 1, 2021
ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ: 2:05 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ
ᓄᖃᕐᓗᓂ: 4:45 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

ᑲᑎᒻᒪᒋᐊᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ:
ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᒪᐃᑯᓪ ᐳᒍᓴᓐ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᓚᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ)

ᑐᕆᑲᔅ ᔨᔅᓯᖕ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᑕᓂᔅ ᓇᑎᓗᐅ (ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ)

ᔪᓇᑕᓂ ᐸᐃᓐ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᐸᒥᓚ ᐅᐋᖕ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ)

ᔪᓐ ᓃᓕ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᐃᒪ ᖃᒡᒍᑕᖅ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ)

ᒫᑯᓯ ᑕᐃᒃ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᑯᓗᓚ ᐱᑦᓯᐅᓚᒃ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᓚᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ)

ᔭᔅᒪᓐ ᐅᐊᕐ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᑎᐊᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ

ᑭᐊᕙᓐ ᒥᑐᐃᓐ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ

ᐹᓪ ᐃᕐᖓᐅᑦ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ)

ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ

ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐊᓕᖃᑐᖅᑐᖅ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ)

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ

ᑲᐃᐅᓪ ᕆᑦᓰ (ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ)

ᖃᕈᓖ ᐊᐃᐱᓖ−ᕿᐊᑦᓱᒃ (ᑐᓵᔨ)

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (DOE) ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖓ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ HACCS
ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 1.
[ᒪᐃᑯᓪ] – ᐱᓕᕆᔪᖃᓐᓂᐋᖅᐹ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓐᓂᒦᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᑖᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ
ᐃᓗᓕᖃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒍᒪᔭᐅᒪᔭᐅᓕᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᑐᖃᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑯᓇᖓᑐᖃᒃ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓂᒃ (MOU) ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓐᓂᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ.
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᐊᔪᑲᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᑕᑯᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓗᑕ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᒍᑎᖃᓪᓗᑕ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ
ᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂ. ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᖁᑎᖃᓐᓇᑕ ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᒍᑎᖃᕋᓱᒍᓐᓇᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ−19 ᓱᓕ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒻᒪᑦ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 2.

[ᐹᓪ] – ᑐᑭᓯᑎᑕᐅᒍᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 4.5.1 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 4.5.11.

[ᔮᔅᒪᓐ] – ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᕗᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᔾᔭᐃᑦ
ᐆᒪᐃᓐᓇᕈᓐᓇᖏᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᑕ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᓄᓪᓚᒃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᑎᓕᖅᓯᒍᒪᓇᑎᒃ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᑦ
ᓂᕕᖓᑕᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ.
[ᐹᓪ] – ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᔾᔭᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᐋᓗᓱᖑᒻᒪᑕ, ᐊᕐᓇᖏᑎᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᑎᒋᐸᓗᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓱᓖ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᐹ
ᐊᕝᕙᕆᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑉ?
[ᒪᐅᑲᔅ] – ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᔪᑎᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖃᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ/ᐊᕐᕌᒍᔾᔭᖃᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒃᐸᑕ
ᐊᒃᓱᕈᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᒪᑭᑕᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒃᓴᖃᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᒃᐸᑕ
ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒻᒥᓐᓂᒃ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 3.
[ᑎᓂᔅ] – ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖏᓛᖅ ᐊᓯᕈᕋᓱᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖏᑦ 5.4.11 ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᖏᖔᕐᓗᑎᒃ
“ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (TAH) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒐᓱᐊᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓ”,
ᑎᑎᕋᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ.
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᖓ, ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐃᑦ ᑐᑭᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖓᑖ “ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (TAH) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒐᓱᐊᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒋᒐᓱᐋᖅᑕᖓᓃᒃ” ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᑉᐹ
ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓂᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᐊᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ HACCS

ᐄᐳᓗ 1, 2021

1

2
ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖔᓕᓪᓗᓃ “ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓂᖓᓅᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓃ”?
[ᑎᓂᔅ] – ᐄ, ᑐᕌᖓᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᒌᒻᒪᑕᓕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (TAH) ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒐᓱᐊᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒌᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᖔᓕᕋᑦᑕᓕ
ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᓈ ᐊᓯᕈᕈᓐᓇᖃᕘᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑏᒃ (TAH) ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᖔᓕᓪᓗᓃ ᐊᓯᐊᓃᒃ?
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᐄ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕋᓕ ᐊᓯᕈᑦᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᕆᓪᓗᒎ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᖔᓕᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒐᓱᐊᓪᓚᕆᓐᓂᖓ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂ.
ᔮᔅᒪᓐ ᖃᔪᓯᕗᖅ ᓇᖏᓈᖅᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ HACCS ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᑦ
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 4.
[ᐹᓪ] – ᐅᖃᖅᑳᐅᒐᕕᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ
ᓂᕕᖓᑕᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖅᑳᐅᒐᕕᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᖃᔅᓰᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ
ᑕᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖏᓐᓅᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓈ ᑐᑭᖃᒃᐹ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᓰ
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᖃᑦᑕᓂᖏᓐᓃᒃ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑖ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖁᑎᓰ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓅᑦ ᓇᓄᕐᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑲᔭᕈᔅᓯ 4 ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ
5−ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᑦᓯ, ᑕᒪᓐᓈ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓅᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᐅᒐᔭᖅᐹ, ᐱᖃᓐᓂᕋᓗᐋᕈᔅᓯᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐊᖑᑎᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ?
[ᔮᔅᒪᓐ] – ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᖅᑰᒃᑐᑎᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᒃᐸᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓄᑦ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ
ᓂᕕᒐᑖᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓄᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓗᐋᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒋᐊᖃᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ,
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒃᑕᖃᖏᑉᐸᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓗᐊᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓕᕋᔭᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᔅᓰᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓗᐊᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᑐᕐᓂᐋᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ.
[ᐹᓪ] – ᐱᓗᒍ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖓ 10, ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒍ ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᖃᕆᐊᖃᕋᔅᓯ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᒐᔭᓪᓗᑎᒃ.
ᖃᓄᓪᓕ ᑕᐃᒪ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᖅᐸᑦ 7−ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓱᓕ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᐱᖃᕋᔭᒻᒪᑦ 3−ᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ?
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓱᓖ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᐹ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓗᐊᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᓗᑏᒃ, ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᐅᒐᓗᐋᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓱᓕ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᔫᑦ.
[ᔮᔅᒪᓐ] – ᐄ, ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 7 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂ
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ 10−ᓂᒃ. ᑎᑭᐅᒪᒃᐸᑕ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓄᑦ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓅᖓᒐᔭᒻᒪᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᒍᕕᐅᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 2:1 ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒥ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ 33% ᐳᓴᓐᑏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᒐᔭᖅᐸᑕ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. ᖃᓄᐃᒃᑲᔭᖏᒻᒪ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕈᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑎᑭᐅᒪᒃᐸᑕ
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒻᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᖅ ᐃᒫᖑᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᑎᑭᒥᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᒐᔭᖃᑕ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᕆᐊᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ 7 ᐃᒪᑎᒋᐅᒐᔭᒻᒪᑦ 70% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ
10−ᓂᒃ. ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓛᓪᓕ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓗᐊᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᓂᖓ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓕᕋᔭᖁᒃ, ᐱᖃᓐᓂᖏᑉᐸᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒍᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐋᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᓐᓂᖅᐸᑦ, ᑖᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᕝᕙ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐋᓗᕗᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓ. ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐋᓗᕗᖅ
ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᒐᔭᖅᐸᑦ: ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐱᓯᒪᒍᑦᑎᒍ ᐃᓕᔅᓯ 10−ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᓯ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᒥᓂᐅᒃᐸᑦ
7−ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᒃᑎᑦᑎᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᓂᒃ 2 ᓇᓅᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓛᓪᓕ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ,
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᐃᒍᓐᓃᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ 10−ᐅᒍᓐᓃᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐃᒫᓐᓇᑎᒋᐅᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ 5 ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ.
ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᐊᑭᓖᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᓪᓗᓂᒋᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓗᐊᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒃ ᐊᓂᒍᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ
ᓯᕗᓂᖓᓂ. ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒫᓐᓇᑎᒋᐅᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ 8 ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᓂᖏᑉᐸᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
[ᐹᓪ] – ᓇᑯᒻᒦᒃ ᔮᔅᒪᓐ, ᑐᑭᓯᔭᕋ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖏᑦᑐᖓ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᑎᖓᐅᔪᑦ (HTO) ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕋᓗᐋᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐱᕆᓚᕿᖃᐅᕗᖓ.
ᐊᐱᕆᒐᓱᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᐳᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ ᐅᑐᑉᐱᕆᖏᑦᑑᔭᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᕋ
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ. ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᑦ, ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖅ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᐸᓪᓗᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᒃᐸᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ
ᐊᖑᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᐸᓗᒻᒪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᒋᐊᖓ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 5.
[ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ] – ᐃᓚᖏᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᐃᖅᓱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ
3−ᓂᒃ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖃᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᖅᑎᒋᓲᕆᒻᒪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᖓᑦᑕ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᓇᓗᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓄᖓᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᓲᖑᕚᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᓂ
ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓂᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᐊᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ HACCS
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ᓇᓅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓲᕐᓗ ᓇᓄᓪᓚᕆᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑏᒃ?
[ᔮᔅᒪᓐ] – ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓚᒃ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᑉ ᐱᐊᕋᖏᑦ ᓈᓴᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᓱᖑᕗᑦ ᐊᕝᕙᕆᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᓂᕕᖓᑕᒻᒧᑦ ᒪᑯᐊ ᐃᕐᓂᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᓕᖅᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᑉᐸᑕ,
ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓕᒫᒻᒥᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᕐᕈᓐᓂᒃ−ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓛᓗᓱᖑᒻᒪᑕ, ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᒥᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓄᓪᓚᕆᐅᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᓲᖑᓪᓗᑐᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒋᐊᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒻᒪᖔᑕ, ᐊᖑᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᖅ,
ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒃᐸᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ.
[ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ] – ᐊᒡᓛᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᐱᕈᕇᒃᓯᒪᓕᕋᓗᐋᖃᑖ ᐊᖏᑎᒋᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᕐᓇᖏᑎᑑᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᔭᐅᓲᖑᕚᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᑎᑕᐅᓗᑏᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᔮᔅᒪᓐ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᔅᓯᔪᖅ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ.
[ᐹᓪ] – ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᔪᖓ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᕋᑖᖅᑐᒥᒃ. ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᐅᔪᒥᒃ, ᐊᒡᓛᓪᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᔭᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᖏᔫᑎᒋᓕᕈᓐᓇᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᖏᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑖᔅᓱᒪ
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᒋᔭᖓ ᐃᒪᐃᓕᒻᒪᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᒐᔭᖅᐱᓯᐆᒃ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᓯᒍᓘ ᐊᕝᕙᖓᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖃᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓃ? ᑕᐃᒫᑦᑎᐊᖅ
ᐃᖃᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᕈᒫ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖏᓐᓇᑦᑕ ᐃᓚᒌᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᓐᓇᒻᒪᕆᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔪᖃᒃᐸᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒻᒥᒃ,
ᐱᓕᕆᒋᐊᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᒍ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ. ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔭᒃᑲ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔭᓐᓂᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ.
ᓇᓗᓕᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓄᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᖏᒃᑯᕕᑦ ᐃᓚᒌᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᔪᖃᒃᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᔾᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ.
[ᔮᔅᒪᓐ] – ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕋᕕᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂ. ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᔪᓂ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ
ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᒌᓂ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᔪᓂ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᓂᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᓯᒪᓇᓂ. ᐊᖏᓂᖓ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐅᑉ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᒃᐸᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕝᕙᐅᓗᓂ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓗᓂ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᒻᒥᒃ, ᒪᓐᓇᐅᖔᕐᒪᓪᓕ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᓐᓂᖓ ᓇᓅᑉ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐊᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᕈᒃᓴᐃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᐋᓗᒃᐸᑦ ᕿᑐᙵᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒻᒥᒃ−ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒃ
ᐊᖏᔪᐊᓗᖂᔨᒃᐸᑦ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑕᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᕝᕙᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓲᖑᓪᓗᑕ ᖃᖓᓕᓴᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᑎᖏᑎᒍ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓂᕆᔭᑦᑎᒍ. ᐱᖃᑖ
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᒍᒪᔪᖅ, ᖃᖓᒃᑯᓪᓕ ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᓚᒌᓂ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᖅᑐᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᓯᒐᔭᖅᐹ? ᐱᖁᔭᒻᒥᒃ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᓂᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑕᓕᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ (HTO) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᕕᖓᓂ
ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑐᕋᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒥᒃ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 6.
[ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᑎᐊᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ] – ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐊᕐᓇᖓ ᕿᒪᐃᒃᐸᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᔭᐅᔫᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑕᙳᑎᒋᒃ ᓇᕈᓕᖅᐸᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓗᑎᒃ, ᓱᓖ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕚᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᑦᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑏᒃ?
[ᒫᑯᓯ] – ᓇᕈᖃᑎᒌᓕᖅᐸᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕈᕇᒃᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᒃ ᑐᖔᓂᑉᐸᑎᒃ 3 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ, ᓱᓕ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᕗᒃ ᐃᓚᒌᒃᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᔪᒃ ᑕᐃᒫᖑᒃᐸᑎᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᙳᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᖃᑎᖃᒃᐸᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᖓᓂᒃ. ᑐᒪᓐᓇ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᓚᐅᕐᓚᕗᑦ. ᐅᖃᕋᓱᐊᖅᐲᑦ, ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃ ᐊᕝᕗᑎᓗᑏᒃ ᓇᒧᖓᖃᑎᒌᓕᓪᓗᑎᓪᓘ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓗᑏᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ
ᐊᕝᕗᑎᓯᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᕈᓇᖃᑎᒌᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓗᑏᒃ?
[ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᑎᐊᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ] – ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑎ ᐊᕐᓇᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ
ᕿᒪᐃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒥᓐᓂᒃ, ᖃᑕᖑᑎᒋᒃ ᓇᕈᓇᓕᓲᖑᒪᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᒻᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᓱᓐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ
ᐊᐃᐸᖅᑖᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᒻᒥᓂ ᓱᒥᓕᐊᔭᒥᓂᓪᓘᓐᓂᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ ᓇᕈᓇᖃᑎᒌᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓱᓖ ᐃᓚᒌᒃᐸᑦ ᓱᕐᓗ 2
ᐊᖑᑎᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᖑᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᖅ ᕿᒪᕉᑎᕋᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᒃ ᐊᓯᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᖓᑕ ᕿᒪᒃᑎᓪᓗᓂᒋᒃ.
[ᒫᑯᓯ] – ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖁᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃ ᓇᕈᓇᓕᖅᐸᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓐᓇᕈᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖃᑦᑕᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᒻᒥᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᒃ ᐃᓚᒌᖑᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔪᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᕐᓇᖓ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐋᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᕝᕗᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒥᓂᒃ, ᐱᓇᓱᐊᓕᒻᒪᑎᓪᓕ ᓇᒻᒥᓂᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓘᕐᓂᕆᔭᒥᓐᓂᒃ.
ᐃᓚᒌᓐᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓃᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᔪᑦ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 7.
[ᐸᒥᓚ] – ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕋᑖᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ
ᐊᔾᔨᓪᓗᐊᐸᓗᒋᑎᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᖓᓂᒃ. ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖀᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᖃᑦ
ᑖᔅᓱᒪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓐᓇᐅᓱᕆᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐅᓚᕆᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᖏᔪᑲᓪᓛᓗᓂᖓ ᓇᓅᑉ, ᑭᓇᓕ ᑕᐃᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕋᔭᖄ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖄ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᒦᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᕐᓕ
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐋᓕᒃ ᐋᔨᖃᑎᒋᒍᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᐹ?
[ᒫᑯᓯ] – ᑕᐃᒫᖑᖅᑰᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᕙᓪᓚᐃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᔾᔭᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᖏᑎᒋᓕᖅᑐᒥᒃ
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ᐊᕐᓇᖓᑎᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᒥᒃ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᑕᖄᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᖓᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᕐᓂᐊᖅᑎᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᐃᖏᓐᓇᐸᓗᓲᖑᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᖓᓕᒫᐸᓗᒃᑯᑦ. ᐅᑭᐅᖃᓐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᒋᓪᓗᓂ ᑭᒍᑎᖏᑎᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᓲᖑᒋᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᒡᓕᕈᖏᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓯᐅᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓚᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᑲᓪᓛᓗᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓲᖑᔪᒍᑦ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᒍᑎᒋᒐᓱᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᕙᒃᑕᕗᑦ ᑕᖅᑳᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᔮᔅᒪᓐ ᖃᔪᓯᕗᖅ ᓇᖏᓈᖅᓯᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ HACCS ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᑦ
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 8.
[ᔭᐃᓴᓐ] – ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑎᓪᓗᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓄᐊᒃᑲᔭᒻᒪᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᖃᑦ ᑐᖔᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᖑᑕᒪᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᒪᒥ
ᓱᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᖏᑉᐸᑦ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ. ᓄᐊᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓯ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒍᑕᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ
ᐱᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᖅᐸᑦ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑦᑕ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᖃᒃᐹ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᒃ 2 ᑎᑦᑕᑲᓪᓛᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓃᑦᑐᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᙱᓛᒃ?
[ᔮᔅᒪᓐ] – ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᔪᑎᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐅᒃᐸᑕ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖃᖏᓪᓗᓂ, ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑐᖃᓐᓇᓂ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᒃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᒥ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᑕᐅᕗᖓᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᒃᓯᕈᑕᐅᒍᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑕᖏᑕ. 1:1
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᓇᑎᓪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (TAH) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓕᒐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓗᐊᖅ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑯᔅᓯ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓂᒃ, ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᔅᓯᓐᓇᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ
ᑕᐅᕗᖓᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᖃᒃᐸᑦ.
[ᔭᐃᓴᓐ] – ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅᑕᕋ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᑭᓯᔪᓐᓇᐅᖁᓪᓗᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ. ᐊᒥᓱᑲᓪᓛᓗᐃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ (HTO) ᐱᖃᒃᑐᑦ 2:1 ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓕᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᓐᓂᐊᕆᐊᖓ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓂᒃ, ᓄᖃᒃᑎᑦᑎᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᖅ
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (TAH) 10−ᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ (HTO) ᐱᓕᕆᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᒋᐊᖃᓐᓂᒻᒥᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᖃᒃᑎᑦᑎᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᖁᓇᒍ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᑯᐊ ᓱᓕ ᐊᓄᓪᓚᒃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔾᔪᑎᖃᓐᓂᐋᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ
ᐱᒍᓐᓇᔾᔮᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ. ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᕗᖔ?
[ᔮᔅᒪᓐ] – ᐄ ᔭᐃᓇᓐ, ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᓪᓗᐊᖅᑐᑎᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᖏᑉᐸᑕ, ᐊᓄᓪᓚᒃᓯᖅᑕᐅᓂᐋᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒻᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᒻᒧᑦ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᓗ ᐊᒃᓱᑲᓪᓛᓗᒃ ᐊᓯᕈᐃᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᑯᓂᖓ 2:1 ᐊᓄᓪᓚᒃᓯᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᔅᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᓐᓄᑦ
ᓇᓄᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᓱᐋᓗᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖓ ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑐᙱᐅᕋᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᑉ
ᑕᐅᔅᓱᒪ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑑᑉ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ (HTO) ᓂᕈᐊᕈᓐᓇᒻᒪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᒥᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᐅᓇᐅᒐᔭᖅᐸᑦ, ᐱᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᓐᓂᖅᐸᑕ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ 10−ᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᖃᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒻᒥᒃ
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒻᒥᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ (HTO) ᐅᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒻᒥᒃ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᖃᕆᐊᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᔮᖁᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᖃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓕᒻᒥᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᑦ 3 ᐊᖑᑎᑦ. ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᖃᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ 7−ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3 ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ.
ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑦᑐᖃᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓗᐊᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ,
ᐱᖃᓐᓂᐋᓕᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᖃᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᓴᒪᐅᔪᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑕᐅᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑎᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᒍᔾᔭᐅᒐᔭᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ (5 ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 3 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ). ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒃ
ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᒻᒪᑦ ᖃᔅᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᖃᔅᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ, ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᒋᐊᖃᕋᑦᑎᒍ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ
ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖃᑕ.
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[ᑎᓂᔅ] – ᑕᐅᕗᖓᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᔭᐃᓴᐅᑉ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᖓᓄᑦ, ᐅᑎᕐᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 10, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᖃᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 6−ᖑᒐᔭᖃᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ,
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋᐅᒐᔭᖄᑦ 9−ᖑᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᖃᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓚᒃ ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᑕᐃᓐᓇᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᕙᕋ ᔮᔅᒪᓐ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᖃᐅᔭᖓ, ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᑎᑦᑕᑲᓪᓚ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ
ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓴᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᐊᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᖏᑕ,
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑎᑎᖃᒃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ
ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓐᓂᖏᑉᐸᑕ. ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ
ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᐊᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᖃᓐᓂᖃᑦ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 9.
[ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ] – ᑕᐃᒪᓕ [ᓄᓇᓕᒃ] ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᕕᐅᓐᓂᖃᑕ 10
ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ, ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᒐᔭᖄᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖏᓐᓃᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᐃᓐᓇᐅᓗᑏᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔫᑦ ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᓇᓐᓄᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓃᒃ?
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᑭᐅᓗᒍ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐄ, ᐱᔭᐃᓐᓇᕆᓐᓂᕈᕕᒋᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ 10 ᐊᖑᑏᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᕆᓗᓯᐅᒃ,
ᐊᓄᓪᓚᒃᓯᖅᑕᐅᔪᑎᖃᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᓯ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ. ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓕᕐᒥᒃᐸᑦ ᐱᑎᑕᐅᓕᕋᔭᒻᒥᔪᓯ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᒍᔾᔭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓕᕐᒥᓗᓯ.
[ᔮᔅᒪᓐ] – ᑖᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒥ, ᐅᖃᓲᖑᒐᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ 1:1 ᓇᓗᓇᐃᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒍ ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᓂᒃ (HTO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᔭᐅᒍᒪᓪᓗᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᑦ ᐱᒍᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᑎᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦᑎᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖔᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᓐᓂᒃ. ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒐᔅᓯ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᓂᒃ 50%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓯ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ, ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐱᖔᕈᒪᒍᔅᓯ, 70%
ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ, 100% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ, ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔭᐅᖏᑐᐋᖃᑕ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ
ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᖏᑐᐊᖃᑕ. ᐃᓱᒪᖅᓱᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 10 [ᒪᐃᑯᓪ] – ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᖃᒃᑐᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖃᐅᔭᖓᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᓪᓗᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᔭᐃᓴᓐ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖃᐅᔭᖓᑕ.
ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᓄᐊᓕᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᔅᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ.
ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᒃᑲᔭᓐᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ; ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓄᐊᒃᑲᔭᖏᓐᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᓲᑎᓪᓗᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓄᓪᓚᒃᓯᕈᑎᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑎᔭᖓᓂ ᐹᓪ
ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕋᑖᓐᓂᒻᒥ, ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᖅᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ 10−ᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᐸᑕ 7−ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂᓗ
ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᖅ, ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖁᑎᖃᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐅᖃᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᔾᔮᖏᓐᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᓚᐅᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᓄᓪᓚᒃᓯᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ
ᓴᒃᑯᐃᓯᒋᐊᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ 3 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᒫᖑᓐᓂᖃᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ
ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖃᓐᓂᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓄᓪᓚᒃᓯᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᑦᑎᐊᕋᓱᐊᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᖃᐅᑎᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᓐᓄᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ 3−ᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᓕᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᓄᓪᓚᒃᓯᓂᖅ ᐊᓄᓪᓚᒃᓯᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᒻᒪᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ 3−ᓄᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓄᒃ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔮᒍᓐᓃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒐᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᓚᐅᖏᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ,
ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᑏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᓐᓂᖃᑕ 3 ᐅᖓᑖᓄᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒋᐊᓕᐅᒐᓗᐋᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᒃᑲᔭᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᓐᓂᖃᑦ ᑐᖔᓂᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒥ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᖏᑉᐸᑕ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᐃᒋᐊᖃᕋᕕᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᖏᒻᒪᑕ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅ ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᖓ
ᑐᑭᖃᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔪᖃᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ. ᓇᓗᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᖃᐅᒐᒪ ᔮᔅᒪᓐ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᖓᓄᑦ. ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᑐᔮᖃᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᕗᖓᑦᑕᖅᐳᖅ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᖔᓕᕆᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᓯᐋᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᖓᑕ. ᓇᓗᓕᕐᓇᕆᒐᒃᑯᓕ.
[ᑐᕆᑲᔅ] – ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᐊᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᓯᕕᒋᔭᕗᑦ. ᐊᖏᖃᑕᐅᔪᖓ ᑕᓐᓇ ᑭᓲᓂᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᓂᕆᒻᒪᒍ
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓐᓂᖃᓐᓂᐅᑉ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓴᕿᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᓐᓂᐊᕋᑦᑎᒍ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕋᓕ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᒃᑐᕆᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᕈᑦᓯ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔨᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑖᒪᑐᒧᙵᔪᒥᒃ,
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᒍᓐᓇᖅᓯᒐᔭᕋᑦᑎᒍ.
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[ᒪᐃᑯ] – ᐃᓚᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᔭᕋᒃᑯᓕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖓᓂ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᑉ ᓯᕗᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᕐᒥ
ᑎᑦᑕᑲᓪᓚᒻᒥ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᐅᑎᒋᖃᐅᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒐᔭᖅᑐᓂ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᒥᒃ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 11. [ᐹᓪ] – ᑖᒃᑯᐊᒃ 1:1, ᐃᒫᖑᑎᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑖᒃᑲᒃ ᓯᖁᒥᑦᑎᖁᓇᒋᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᖅᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᖏᑦ (NLCA),
ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ
5.6.48 ᐱᑖᕆᔭᑦᑎᓐᓂ, ᑭᒡᓕᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᖏᒻᒫᑦ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓕᕆᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓈ ᐊᑭᕋᒃᑐᖏᒃᑲᓗᐋᖃ
ᓄᓇᕗᖅᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᖏᓐᓃᑦ? 5.6.48, ᐅᖃᓕᒫᓐᓂᐊᖃᕋ, ᐅᑯᓇᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒋᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ,
“ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᓪᓗᓂ ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒪ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔫᑉ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB)
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᓕᒫᖓᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ, ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᓯᒍᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ
ᐲᖅᓯᒍᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᑯᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᖅᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓕᖃᑦ, ᑭᒡᓕᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᒋᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᕕᐅᔪᒥ ᓇᔪᒐᕐᒥ.” ᖃᐅᔨᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑭᕋᒃᑐᓕᖏᒃᑲᓗᐋᕐᒪᖓᑦ
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᒥᒃ. ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓕᕆᓐᓂᖏᑦ, ᑕᒪᓐᓈ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᒃᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᕚ?
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᓇᑯᒻᒦᒃ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒋᔭᓐᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕋᓕ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᒐᓐᓂᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᑖᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒥᓲᓕᕆᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖃᕕᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᖓᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᒥᓂᐅᓱᕆᓪᓗᒍ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ (NWMB), ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓚᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᖓᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐸᓯᔭᒃᓴᐅᓂᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓅᖓᒻᒪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 12. [ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ] – ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ
ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ, ᐱᓗᐊᙳᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓕᑦ ᐃᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᓛᖅ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᓛᖅ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᓃᒃ
ᐱᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ? ᓯᕗᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᔪᖃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᐋᓗᒻᒥᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ.
[ᑐᕆᑲᔅ] – ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᔭᐅᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑑᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᕆᐊᖓᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ. ᐅᕙᒍᓪᓕ ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᑦᑎᒍ
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓐᓂᖃᑦᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐃᒫᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᒃᓴᖏᓪᓚᕆᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ 2:1 ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᐊᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᒻᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᑦᑎᒍᑎᖃᒃᑐᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒫᓪᓗᐊᑦᑎᐊᖅ
ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᖃᐅᒪᑎᑐᑦ. ᐊᓱᐃᓪᓛᒃ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᒍᒪᓕᓚᐅᖁᑦ ᐃᒫᖑᒍᒪᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ 1:1 ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ
ᐊᒃᓱᑲᓪᓛᓗᒃ ᐃᓚᖓᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᐊᓕᖅᑐᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒫᖑᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂ, ᑕᐃᒪᒃ ᐅᖃᕋᒪ,
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᐳᒻᒥᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᒻᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ. ᓂᕆᐅᓇᖅᑐᒐᓗᐋᖅ,
ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᐅᒥᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᒃᓴᐅᒐᓗᐊᖁᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ.
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᔪᖃᕋᔭᕆᐊᖑ ᐃᓚᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᒻᒥᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᐅᑉ, ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒋᑦ ᑐᖁᑦᑎᔪᑦ
ᐲᒃᑕᐅᒍᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 13. [ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᑎᐊᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ] – ᐊᑐᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᕕᔅᑲᐅᑦ ᒪᓪᕕᓪᓕ
ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒍᒪᔪᖓ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒃᑲᔭᒻᒪᖔᖅᐱᒋᑦ, ᑐᑭᓕᐅᑎᓗᒍ, ᐱᖃᕋᑦᑕ 3.15 ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ
ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 4.85 ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᕗᑦ. ᐃᒫᖑᒍᓐᓇᖄ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᒃ .15 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓇ .85
ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᕈᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔫᖅ? ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕋᔭᓐᓂᖏᑉᐸᑦ, ᐊᖑᑎᒨᖓᒍᓐᓇᕋᔭᖅᖄ?
[ᔮᔅᒪᓐ] – ᑖᓐᓇ .15 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ .85 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᑎᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓚᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᕙᓂ 2:1
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥ, ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᓇᓖᕋᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒍᒪᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ,
ᐅᑎᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒧᑦ, ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑎᑦᑕᕋᓂᒃ. ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ,
ᐊᖑᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᓐᓂᖏᒃ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᒃ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓪᓗᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖃᖏᓚᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒃᑲᔭᕆᐊᖏᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖃᑕ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 14. [ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ] – ᐱᔭᐅᑎᒍᒪᔭᕋ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᖃᐅᖓ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᔪᒥᒃ
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖅᑖᕈᑎᒋᒍᒪᓪᓗᒍ. ᒪᒃᐱᒐᒻᒥ 13, 5.9. ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒐᒪ ᐱᖃᓐᓂᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᑲᑐᑎᓪᓗᑎᒍ
ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖃᑎᒌᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᓄᓇᔅᓯᐊᕐᓗ. ᑕᐃᒫᖑᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒍᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ ᐱᓂᐅᓴᖏᒻᒪᕆᒃᑲᒪ
ᓴᒃᑯᐃᒐᔭᓂᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᔅᓯᐊᒻᒧᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕋᑦᑕ ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᓇᔅᓯᐊᒻᒥ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᖓᓂ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᓪᓗᖓ ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓱᓂᒃ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓂᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᐊᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ HACCS
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ᖃᐅᔨᒪᒋᓪᓗᖓ ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᓇᔪᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᔅᓯᐊᒻᒥ HTC ᓄᖒᑦᑎᓕᕇᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᖁᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᒍᒪᔪᖓ
ᐱᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᒋᔭᕗᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᒐᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑎᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐋᖃᑦ ᓴᒃᑯᐃᓯᒋᐊᖃᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ
ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑑᔭᖅᑐᑉ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓄᑦ, ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑎᕗᖔ?
[ᑐᕆᑲᔅ] – ᐊᓯᐅᔨᔾᔮᙱᑕᓯ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᓄᑖᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᖃᕋᑦᑕ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ. ᐄ,
ᐱᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᑦᑎᓐᓂ. ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒫᑦ ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐱᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ.
ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓯᐅᑕᐅᖑᑎᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᐊᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ,
ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (TAH).
[ᓕᐅᕆ] – ᓇᑯᒻᒦᒃ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑭᐅᒐᕕᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᑦᑎᐊᕈᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᑖᖅᑐᖓ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᒍᒪᓇᖓ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᓐᓂᒃ
ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖁᑎᒃᑲ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᑯᒻᒦᕈᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᔭᓐᓄᑦ, ᑐᕆᑲᔅ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 15. [ᑕᓂᔅ] – ᑕᐃᔅᓱᒪᓂ ᐹᓪ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᐅᑎᖃᒃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕋᑖᐸᓗᓐᓂᒻᒥ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ
ᑭᒡᓕᒋᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᖓ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᖃᐅᔭᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᐅᕆᓐ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕋᑦᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᒻᒥ ᐃᒫᖑᒐᑦᑕ ᐅᖃᓪᓚᐅᑎᖃᕋᒃᑕ ᐅᓪᓗᒥ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᑦᑕᐅᓕᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑐᙵᕕᖃᒃᑐᓂ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᖃᐅᔭᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓐᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ.
ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ.
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 16. [ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ] – [ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᓇᖏᓐᓂᒃ.]
ᐃᒫᖑᓚᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ GN) ᑐᓴᕐᕕᖃᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓱᑐᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᒃ.
[ᒫᑯᓯ] – ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᓚᐅᕋᑦᑕ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᑦᑐᖅᓴᕐᕕᒡᔪᐋᓂᒃ, ᓄᐊᑦᑎᖁᔨᓕᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᓇᓐᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒐᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓃᖓᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᐅᑉ ᓯᑯᖓᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᒪᐃᓘᕈᑕᐅᓕᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᖅᑐᓂ ᖃᔅᓯᑲᓪᓚᓐᓂ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᕉᑎᓂᖓ ᓄᐊᑦᑎᒍᓃᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᓇᓐᓂᒃ.
ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓇᑯᒻᒦᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᓕᒫᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓂᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒍᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᑦ.
ᐃᓘᓐᓇᓕᒫᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᖁᔨᕗᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓂᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᒻᒪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᒍᑕᐅᒐᔭᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᒍᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐱᕕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᖃᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
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ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖃᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓂᖅ ᐱᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ (HACCS) – ᔪᓚᐃ 27, 2021
ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓗᓂ: 2:10 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ
ᓄᖃᕐᓗᓂ: 4:45 ᐅᓐᓄᓴᒃᑯᑦ

ᑲᑎᒻᒪᒋᐊᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ:
ᑭᐅᕆᓐ ᓯᒥᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᒪᐃᑯᓪ ᐳᒍᓴᓐ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᓚᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ)

ᑐᕆᑲᔅ ᔨᔅᓯᖕ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᑕᓐᓂᐊᓕ ᑕᐃᓚᓐ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᓚᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ)

ᓴᒪᓐᑕ−ᓵᐊ ᓴᒪᒃ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᑎᐊᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ

ᔪᓐ ᓃᓕ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ)

ᖁᓪᓗᖅᑑᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ

ᕈᕕᓐᓴᓐ ᐊᕋᒥ (ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ)

ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ

ᐹᓪ ᐃᕐᖓᐅᑦ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ)

ᑭᙵᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ

ᑕᐃᕙᑦ ᓖ (ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᑦ)

ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ

ᑲᓚᐃᑕᓐ ᑕᕐᑕᒃ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ)

ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ

ᐸᒥᓚ ᐅᐋᖕ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ)
ᐃᒪ ᖃᒡᒍᑕᖅ (ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ)
ᑯᓗᓚ ᐱᑦᓯᐅᓚᒃ (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᓚᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ)

ᐊᐅᓱᐃᑐᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ
ᓖᑎᐊ ᕿᐊᑦᓱᒃ (ᑐᓵᔨ)

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᑦᑐᑦ
ᐃᓚᖓ 1:
ᓇᐃᓈᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ HAACS ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᑦ.
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑦ ᐄᐳᓗ 1
ᑕᔅᓱᒥᖓᓪᓗᐊᐸᓗᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕆᐊᖅᓯᒪᓂᒻᒥᒃ.

•
•
•
•
•
•

ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑐᑦ “ᑐᙵᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ”, “ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ”, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ “ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ”
ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 1: ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᑦ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ (1:1) ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᕗᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓅᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 2: ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᓯᖅ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᑎᒋᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ.
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 3: ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖁᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 4.4: ᐃᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓇᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ “ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦ”
ᐅᓇᐅᓕᕐᓗᓂ “...ᐃᓅᖃᑎᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᑎᒍᑦ”.
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 4.5.3: ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖁᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪ
ᑐᑭᓯᐊᖃᑎᒋᒡᓂᕐᒧᑦ (MOU) ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔩᑦᑐᕆᔭᐅᓐᓂᒻᒪᑦ.
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•

•

ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 4.7: ᑖᓐᓇ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖁᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪ
ᑐᑭᓯᐊᖃᑎᒋᒡᓂᕐᒧᑦ (MOU) ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᕋᑖᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᐅᔩᑦᑐᕆᔭᐅᓐᓂᒻᒪᑦ. ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓂᐊᕆᓪᓗᓂ
ᑖᔅᓱᒧᖓ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒎᕆᐊᖃᒃᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᒍᑎ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓗᓈᐃᖅᓯᒍᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓴᐅᓈᖓ ᐱᑕᖃᓐᓂᖏᑉᐸᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐆᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑭᓱᑯᑦᑎᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑉᐸᑕ
ᐃᓗᑦᑎᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒪᔾᔪᑎ DNA ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᖏᑦ.
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 5.4: ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᓯᖏᑦ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.

•

ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 5.6 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐅᓇᓃᑦᑐᑦ: ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
o ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᓯᖓ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓴᕿᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂ
ᑭᒡᓕᒋᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᑕ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ, ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒫᖑᒃᐸᑕ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᑲᑎᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ 50% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓗᒍ
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᐅᔪᑉ ᑭᒡᓕᒋᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓄᑦ.

•
•

ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 6: ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᑦᑎᐊᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.
ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 7: ᐅᖃᓪᓚᒍᓯᖓ ᐅᕙᓃᑦᑐᖅ 7.2−ᒥ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ − “ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎ (RWO) ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑕᑦ
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓱᖑᒻᒪᖔᑕ”.

ᐃᓚᖓ 2:
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑏᑦ
ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 1.
[ᑲᓚᐃᑕᓐ] – ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ/ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (TAH) ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓲᖑᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᐅᑉ (RWO) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᒻᒪᒍ ᐅᑯᓇᖓᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ GN
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᖏᑕᖓ.
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᐅᑯᓇᖓᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᑕ (RWO) ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᒻᒪᒍ
ᓇᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐴᖅᓯᕕᖓᓄᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐋᑦᑎᐊᕈᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᖃᑦ/ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐋᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᖃᒃᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓕᓐᓂᖃᑕ,
ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᒻᒥᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (TAH). ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᒪᒻᒪᖔᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᑐᐊᖃᑕ.
[ᑲᓚᐃᑕᓐ] – ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᒡᒐᓇᓗᐊᕐᒪᑦ, ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎ (RWO) ᐱᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ
ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᓐᓂᖃᕕᖃᓪᓗᓂ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᐊᖅᓯᒍᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂ (HTO) ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᖏᑎᒍᑦ
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᒃᑎᒎᖓᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ−ᐊᑐᓂ−ᓄᓇᓕᒃᑎᒍ. ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᓄᐊᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓅᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ.
[ᐹᓪ] – ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᔭᕋ ᑲᓚᐃᑕᓐ; ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎ (RWO) ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᖃᑦᑕᕆᐊᓕᐅᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ (HTO). ᓄᓇᕗᖅᑖᕈᑎᑦ
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎᖏᑦ (NLCA) ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑎᑦᑎᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᑦ (RWO) ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᖁᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᐋᖅᑎᑦᑎᒍᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᒥᒍᑦ.
[ᑕᐃᕙᑦ] – ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᒃᑐᖅ
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[ᑐᕆᑲᔅ] – [ᐊᔾᔨᒋᖏᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑎᖃᒻᒪᑦ] ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᕐᕕᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ (RWO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ (HTO) ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᒍᒪᓐᓂᖃᑕ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑭᕋᒃᑐᔾᔮᖏᑦᑐᑦ
[ᔭᐃᒪᓯ] – [ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᒃᑐᖅ ᑲᓚᐃᑕᓐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐹᓪᒥᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐱᒍᒪᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ (HTO) ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᕕᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᓂᒃ
(RWO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ (TAH) ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᒍᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ.]
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔪᖃᓐᓂᐋᖃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (TAH), ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᓂᑦ (RWO).

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 2.
[ᔭᐃᒪᓯ] – ᖃᓄᕐᓕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ ᐊᑐᓲᖑᒻᒪᑖ ᒪᑯᓇᓂ MC? ᐱᓗᐊᙳᐊᖅᑐᒥᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᑖᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓕᕆᒃᑐᖁᑎᖏᑦ.
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – [ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᕗᖅ ᔭᐃᒪᓯᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᖁᓪᓗᓂᐅᒃ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ
(KRWB).] ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ FB ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓲᖑᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᓂᑦ (RWO).

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 3.
[ᐹᓪ] – ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᖏᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᖔᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂ 7 ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅ “ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᖅ” ᐅᓇᐅᖔᓕᕐᓗᓂ “ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᓂᖅ”. ᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᖔᓕᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᒃᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᓂ:
“ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎ (RWO) ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᖑᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᒻᒥᒃ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᐃᓂᐋᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᐅᓂᐋᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᕐᓚᖅ ᓇᓪᓕᕉᑎᓂᖓᓄᑦ...”
[ᑐᕆᑲᔅ] – ᐊᑭᕋᒃᑐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐊᓯᕈᐃᓂᒻᒥᒃ. ᐃᒫᐃᓕᖔᖁᔨᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᒍ “ᑕᕝᕗᖓᑕᐅᑎᒋ”
ᐃᒫᐃᓕᙱᖔᕐᓗᓂ “ᐅᖃᐅᑎᓗᒍ” ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ “ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ”
[ᐸᒥᓚ] – ᐊᖏᖃᑕᐅᕗᖅ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 4.
[ᐸᒥᓚ] – ᐊᑏ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᕆᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑐᒃᓯᕌᖑᔪᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎ ᓴᖅᑭᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑦ? ᑕᒪᓐᓈ
ᐱᓯᒪᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᖏᒃᑲᓗᐊᒻᒫᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᒍᓐᓇᕐᕕᖓᓃᓪᓗᓃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᑖ
(RWO)?
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎ ᓄᑖᕈᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᒐᓱᐊᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᓚᖏᖅᓯᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓈᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ. ᓄᑖᖅ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᖅ 1:1 ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅᓯᐅᑎᓕᐊᖑᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ
ᑭᖑᓂᖓᒍᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓈᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒡᒐᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᓂᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ
ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎ ᐱᐅᓯᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᑲᐃᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᒥᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB).

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 5.
[ᐸᒥᓚ] – ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎ
1−ᒥ: ᑕᐃᒪᓖ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᕚᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓲᖑᕚ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᓐᓃᑦ (RWO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᓐᓃᑦ (HTO)?
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᐅᖃᕕᖃᓲᖑᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓲᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ (RWO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᖅᓯᕕᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᓲᖑᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ
ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᓲᖑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᓂᒃ ᓇᓕᐊᓐᓄᐋᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᒻᒥᒃ.
ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓂᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᐊᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ HACCS
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ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 6.
[ᒪᐃᒃ] – ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᓚᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᑦ (QWB) ᐱᖃᒻᒪᑦ 8−ᓂᒃ ᐊᖏᔪᐋᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᔪᒐᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᒥ
ᐱᒍᒪᒃᐸᑕ (ᐊᖏᔪᓂᒃ) ᐊᓯᕈᐃᖁᔨᒃᐸᑕ. ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᒃᑐᕆᓇᓂᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᐅᐱᓐᓇᕋᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB)
ᐱᓕᕆᒍᓐᓇᓐᓂᖃᕐᕕᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ.
[ᑲᓚᐃᑕᓐ] – ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᒋᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᐅᖃᕐᕕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ
ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᓄᑦ (RWO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ
ᐸᒡᕕᓴᒃᓯᓂᕋᒃᑕᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᒃ
ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᓐᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᙱᓚᑦ. ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖃᑦᑕᕆᐋᓕᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ (RWO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ (HTO).
[ᒪᐃᒃ] – ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ (TAH),
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᓐᓂᑦ (RWO) ᐊᓯᕈᐃᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᖓᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓘᕈᒪᑐᐊᕈᑎᒃ,
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖏᑦ (RWO) ᐊᑐᓗᐋᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᓐᓂᒃ.
[ᑐᕆᑲᔅ] – ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖁᔭᐅᓚᐅᑉᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᒍᓐᓇᓐᓂᖃᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ PB
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒍᑎᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓚᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪ ᑐᑭᓯᐊᖃᑎᒋᒡᓂᕐᒨᖓᔪᓂᒃ (MOU). ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓛᑦ ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ
ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓈᕈᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒍᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᒍᑎᑦ 2:1 ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ
ᐊᒥᓲᓕᕇᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᐃᓕᑎᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔨᓗᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑐᒥᓂᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᖃᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ 1:1 ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᓐᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᑐᙵᕕᒋᓗᒋᑦ
ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᒻᒥᑦ.
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ [ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB)] ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᑦ 1:1−ᒧᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᒻᒪᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᓲᖑᒻᒪᖔᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᕋᑦᑎᒍ. ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒃ ᓱᓕ ᐱᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ
ᐆᓚᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ (QWB); ᐊᑏ ᑐᔫᑎᒋᓚᐅᓯᐅᒃ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐋ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᖏᑉᐸᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐱᔭᕇᒃᓯᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᓲᖑᒻᒪᑕ.
[ᒪᐃᒃ] – ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᓚᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (QWB) ᐱᔭᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᐊᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᐊᓚᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᕇᒃᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖅ
ᓇᒻᒥᓂᓱᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ. ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᖑᓐᓂᖃᓗᑭᐊᖅ ᐱᐅᒃᓴᓐᓇᑎᒃ, ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓐᓂᖏᓚᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖏᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᕆᓪᓗᓂ. ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᓚᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᑦ
(QWB) ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐱᐅᒃᓴᖅᑐᕆᔭᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᒃᑕᐅᑎᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᙵᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᓐᓂᖏᒻᒪᑕᓗᑭᐊᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕐᕕᖃᖏᒻᒪᑕ
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓯᒍᑎᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᕈᓐᓇᖏᒻᒪᑕ.
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᐊᑏ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᕆᔅᓯ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᒋᔭᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᒐᓱᐊᓐᓂᐊᖃᕗᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᐅᓂᐋᖅᑐᖅ.

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 7.
[ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᖅ] – ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᑎᑦᑎᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᖓᑎᓗᐊᖓᓄᑦ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᑎᓂᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᐊᑕᓲᖑᒪᑦ ᖃᐅᓱᐃᑦᑐᒻᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᒍᒪᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ.
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 1:1 ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᒻᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᒐᔭᙳᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓇᐃᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᖑ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔪᑦ 100% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᓄᑦ ᓴᓂᕝᕙᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᖑᑎᐅᒍᓐᓇᒻᒪᑕ.

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 8.
[ᒪᐃᒃ] – ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᐅᖁᒻᒪᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᐃᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᑎᑦ
ᓴᓂᕐᕙᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᒫᖑᒋᐊᖃᒃᑎᑕᐅᓕᕌᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎ (RWO).
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᓕᕇᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᒥ. ᑕᐃᒪᓕ ᐊᔪᖏᒍᑎᖏᑦ
ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓕᑐᐋᖃᑕ, ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 3.1 ᐊᑐᓕᕋᔭᖁᒃ.
ᑲᑎᒻᒪᓂᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓕᐊᑦ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ HACCS
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[ᒪᐃᒃ] – ᓇᓂᓯᒍᓐᓇᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᑐᕌᕈᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᕙᓂ 3.1

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 9.
[ᓴᐃᒪᓐ] – ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ IQ: ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ ᐃᓯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᓵᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᑕᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᕿᒻᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᓛᒍᓕᓐᓄᑦ. ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓕᕋᔭᒻᒪᑕ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓅᓕᓪᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒍᓐᓇᐃᓕᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖁᑭᕆᐋᖅᑐᖃᖃᑦᑕᓕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᓵᑎᐊᙱᓗᐊᓐᓂᑯᒧᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᖃᑦᑕᓕᒻᒪᑦ ᖃᔅᓰᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᓴᓂᒃ
ᐊᑲᐅᙱᓕᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᓄᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒃᐱᕈᓱᒃᑐᓂ ᑐᖁᑕᐅᔪᒥᓂᐅᒋᐊᖏᑕ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᒥᑐᐃᓐᓈᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ.
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᓇᑯᒻᒥᒃ ᐅᖃᕈᓐᓇᕋᕕᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑦᑎᒐᕕᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓂᒻᒥᒃ.

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 10. [ᔭᐃᑯᐱ IHTO] – ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑰᖓᓂᖅ 4.5.3−ᒥᒃ, ᑭᓇᐅᒻᒪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕ ᑕᐃᓐᓇ ᐊᖏᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᑖᔅᓱᒥᖓ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒦᒃ?
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓲᖑᕗᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂ (DoE), ᔫᐅ ᓴᕕᑲᑖᕐᒧᑦ. ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᑦ
ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓱᖑᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᒐᓐᓂᖅᓯᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᑐᑎᒃ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᒃ.
[ᒪᐃᒃ] – ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦᑕ (QWB) ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᒍᒪᑦᑎᐊᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᓪᓗᓂ ᐃᑲᔪᕆᐊᖃᑐᐊᑉᐸᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ (HTO) ᐱᔭᕇᒃᓯᒍᒪᒃᐸᑕ
ᑐᔅᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓂᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᑭᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᔪᖃᑉᐸᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ.

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 11. [ᐹᓪ] – ᑕᐃᒪᓖ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔫᖅ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑏ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᖅᐹ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᕈᒃᑎᓃᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐹ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᓐᓂᖓᓃᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓅᑦ (NWMB)? ᑕᒪᓐᓇ
ᓂᕆᐅᒋᒍᓐᓇᖃᕘᑦ?
[ᑐᕆᑲᔅ] – ᐄ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒋᐊᖃᓐᓂᐊᒻᒪᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᒍᓯ 6, 2021, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᑕᐅᕗᖓᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓᑦᑕᐅᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB).
[ᑲᓚᐃᑕᓐ] – ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᓇᓗᓇᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᓯᓚᑖᓃᒻᒪᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒋᒍᓐᓇᖅᑕᖓᑕ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ. ᐅᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎ (RWO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ (HTO) ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᒻᒪᑕ.
[ᑐᕆᑲᔅ] – ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒍᓯᒐᓱᐊᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔮᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᑕ (RWO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓᑕ (HTO), ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕋᑦᑕ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᒍᑕᐅᓲᖑᒻᒪᖓᑦ. ᑭᒃᑯᓕᒪᑦ ᑐᙵᓱᒃᑐᑦ ᑐᓂᓯᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB).

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 12. [ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᕐᕕᖁᑎᖓ HTO] – ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᕿᒪᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑎᖅᑕᐃᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ (TAH)?
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᐄᒐ, ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᖅᑯᓯᒻᒥᒍᑦ ᑐᖁᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᑐᑦ.

ᐊᐱᖅᑯᑎ 13. [ᔭᐃᒪᓯ] – ᓱᒻᒪᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᐅᑕᐅᕚ? ᓱᒻᒪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒍᒪᕚᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᒍᓯ 6?
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᐅᕚᑦ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫᒥ ᓇᓄᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖐᑦ?
[ᑭᐅᕆᓐ] – ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᒍᑎᖃᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᓇᓪᓕᐊᓐᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᓕᒫ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓅᖓᑐᐃᓐᓇᒻᒪᑦ. ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᐃᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑕ ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑉ. ᑕᒪᑐᒨᓇ
ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ, ᑐᒃᓯᕋᒃᑐᖃᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒻᒪᑦ ᑭᖑᕝᕕᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕋᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓐᓄᒃᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
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ᐱᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑖᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᓯᐊᓅᖓᖏᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓗᐋᓂᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ.
[ᔭᐃᒪᓯ] – ᓱᓕ ᐱᕕᒃᓴᑲᕋᑦᑕ ᐱᐅᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᒋᐊᕈᓪᓚᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᓐᓇ ᑎᑎᕋᒃᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓘᖁᔨᓪᓗᓂ
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᖅ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ.
[ᑲᓚᐃᑕᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᐃᒃ] – ᑕᒪᒃᑮᒃ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒻᒪᑎᒃ.
[ᑐᕆᑲᔅ] – ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᑐᖃᐅᓕᒻᒪᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐋᓗᒃ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐱᐅᓈᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᓯᕈᓐᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᒍᒪᔭᐅᓚᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ. ᓱᓕ ᐱᑕᖃᒻᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐊᐱᖅᓱᓐᓂᐅᒋᐊᓕᒻᒥᒃ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐋᓕᒃ. ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᒍ ᐱᓕᕆᒍᓐᓇᓐᓂᕆᔭᓂ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᕈᓐᓇᖃᓗᐊᒻᒪᖔᒻᒥᐅᒃ.
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ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 3, 2021
ᑖᓂᐅᓪ ᓯᐅᑦᓴᒃ
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 1379
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
X0A 0H0
ᐱᔾᔪᑎᓕᒃ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓇᓐᓂᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ
ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᕗᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᒃᓯᒪᓕᕐᒪᑕ
ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑯᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓂᐊᖃᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓐᓄᒍᓐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ
(ᓇᐃᓈᕐᓗᒋᑦ HACCS) ᐊᖏᕈᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᓂᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᕕᒃᓴᖓᓂ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 2021-ᒥ. ᐊᐱᕆᓕᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᒪᕐᒥ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᓯᓚᐅᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.
ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᔪᓚᐃ 27, 2021−ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᐱᕆᓪᓗᑕ
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᖁᑎᕗᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐊᓯᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᑎᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᒪᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓕᖓᖁᔭᕗᑦ
ᓱᓕ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖏᑦᑐᑦ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᒪᔭᐅᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᓕᕆᔪᒻᒪᕆᐊᓘᖕᒪᑕ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑐᔪᓂᒃ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓕ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᕆᐊᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᖁᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ,
ᐃᓚᐅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓇᔭᕈᑎᒃ. ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᓇᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓈᓴᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᐃᑦ ᓇᓄᒍᓐᓇᐅᑏᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑲᓂᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ
ᓴᓇᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕈᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᓕᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ
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ᐱᔭᕆᐊᑭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ.
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ,

ᐹᓪ ᐃᑯᐊᓪᓛᖅ
ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖓᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ: ᐊᒫᓐᑕ ᑐᒫᓐᑦ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐱᐊᕗᓕ ᒪᒃᓴᒐᖅ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑐᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᑳᓂ ᑲᐳᓚᖅ, ᕿᖓᐅᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐲᑐ ᑲᐳᓚᖅ, ᐊᔭᑉᐱᒃᐸᒃᑐᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐃᓄᒃ ᐸᐅᓗᓯ, ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᔮᓱᐊ ᕿᖑᐊᓐ, ᖁᑕᐃᕈᕐᕈᐊᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᑯᓗᓛ ᐱᑦᓯᐅᓛᖅ, ᕿᑭᖅᑕᓂᖕ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂ
ᐴᑦ ᑏᓐ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᑦ
ᑐᕋᐃᑲᔅ ᒋᓯᖕ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓂ

Footer to change…

SUBMISSION TO THE
NUNAVUT WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BOARD (NWMB)
Regular Meeting No. RM 004-2021
FOR
Information: ☐

Decision: ☒

Government of Nunavut’s Polar Bear Harvest Administration
and Credit Calculation System (HACCS)

Issue:

Background:
•

In 2019, the Nunavut Wildlife Management Board (NWMB) provided interim
approval pending consultation to a version of the Government of Nunavut’s (GN)
Polar Bear Harvest Administration and Credit Calculation System (HACCS). The
GN did not consult the Regional Wildlife Organizations (RWOs) and the Hunters
and Trappers Organizations (HTOs) on this document before submitting it to the
NWMB for approval.

•

The GN did consult the RWOs and HTOs in two 2-hour conference calls in April
and July 2021. Most HTOs were unable to participate due to short notice and
poor seasonal timing. As well, the GN did not provide enough time during these
calls for both parties to resolve the concerns of the RWOs and HTOs about the
HACCS.

•

On August 10, 2021, the GN provided the QWB and other RWOs with an
updated version of HACCS, requesting RWO feedback by October 1, 2021.

•

The latest version of HACCS infringes on the powers and functions of the RWOs,
as provided for in section (s.) 5.7.6 of the Nunavut Agreement (NA), infringes on
other sections of the NA, and fails to address concerns raised by Inuit during and
after the 2018 NWMB public hearing on the polar bear management plan.

•

The staff of the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board KRWB), the Kivalliq Wildlife
Board (KWB) and the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB) have collaborated to
develop a draft RWO-sponsored Nunavut Polar Bear Harvest Administration
System (NPB HAS), which addresses NA infringements, and other RWO and
HTO concerns regarding the GN’s revised HACCS.

•

Through a QWB Executive motion on September 29, 2021 sent to both the GN
and NWMB on October 1, 2021, the QWB did the following:

o
o
o

o

The QWB advised the GN that it does not support the GN’s revised
HACCS proposal;
The QWB invited the GN to develop a joint GN-RWO submission for the
NWMB, based on the draft RWO-sponsored NPB HAS as soon as
possible;
The final NPB HAS or any other polar bear harvest system should work
hand-in-hand with RWO Polar Bear Harvest Administration By-laws
(PBHAB) in accordance with the NA (currently under active
development);
The QWB asked both the GN and the NWMB to conduct staff reviews of
the draft RWO-sponsored NPB HAS, which was attached, and provide
constructive comments on the draft NPB HAS to the QWB, KRWB and
KWB on or before October 22, 2021.

•

Active work by the QWB has continued on the NPB HAS and potential conditions
and terms for the developing PBHAB with six of 13 individual HTO consultations
completed as of October 30,2021.

•

On October 19, 2021, the QWB received a letter from Drikus Gissing, Director of
Wildlife Management and Research for the GN Department of Environment,
indicating that the RWO’s proposed NPB HAS will require extensive review, and
that the review would not be completed by October 22, 2021. Mr. Gissing did not
indicate when the review could eventually be completed.

•

In spite of the fact that the QWB does not support the revised HACCS, Mr.
Gissing stated that the GN would still submit the updated version of the Polar
Bear Harvest Administration and Credit Calculation System (HACCS) for the
NWMB meeting of December 08, 2021.

•

The GN has not provided any urgent justification for that submission date.

•

The version of HACCS given interim NWMB approval pending consultation in
2019 has functioned adequately since then, while subsequent versions of
HACCS offered by the GN have generated significant and serious concerns
among the RWOs and HTOs.

•

The QWB and other RWOs will continue to develop RWO Polar Bear Harvest
Administration By-laws, in accordance with sections 5.7.8 to 5.7.12 inclusive of
the NA, and present them to NWMB together with the RWO NPB HAS. The
RWOs will incorporate any appropriate comments and input that we may receive
from the GN and/or NWMB.

•

A letter from QWB’s legal counsel addressed to the Chairperson of the NWMB is
attached.

Recommendations:
In brief, the QWB’s legal position is that “… the RWOs and HTOs are populated by Inuit
members who are more than simply stakeholders — they are rights holders under the
NA.
The QWB thus respectfully requests that the NWMB delay adjudicating on the GN
proposed HACCS until such time that (a) the QWB and the other RWOs have
satisfactorily been consulted by the GN and (b) the GN has had an appropriate amount
of time to complete the “extensive review” of the RWO proposed NPB HAS to which it
committed in its October 19, 2021 letter to the QWB.”
In the meantime, the QWB respectfully requests that the NWMB continue to utilize the
2019 version of HACCS, which was given interim approval pending consultation, which
is incomplete at this time.
Prepared by: Michael Ferguson and Kolola Pitsiulak, Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board
Date prepared: November 1, 2021

D ANIEL W. DYLAN | ᑖᓂᐅᓪ ᑎᓚᓐ
Barrister & Solicitor in the Territory of Nunavut
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WITHOUT PREJUDICE
Thunder Bay, Ontario
November 2, 2021
Mr. Daniel Shewchuk
Chairperson, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board
PO Box 1379 Iqaluit, NU X0A 0H0
Dear Chairperson Shewchuk:
RE: Government of Nunavut’s Polar Bear Harvest
Administration and Credit Calculation System (HACCS)
On September 23, 2021 the Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board (QWB) provided to, and requested that the
Government of Nunavut (GN) review and provide comments respecting the RWO’s proposed
Nunavut Polar Bear Harvest Administration System (NPB HAS) by October 22, 2021. The proposed
NPB HAS was jointly drafted by the QWB, the Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board (KRWB), and
the Kivalliq Wildlife Board (KWB) — the RWOs under the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NA).
On October 19, 2021 the GN informed the QWB via a letter from Drikus Gissing, Director of
Wildlife Management and Research for the GN Department of Environment, that the RWO’s
proposed NPB HAS “…raises a number of concerns and proposes major changes to the overall polar
bear harvest management in Nunavut. This will require an extensive review before any formal
discussions can take place. Due to the nature and extent of the proposed changes and review required,
the GN will not be able to meet the [October 21, 2021] deadline that is proposed.” Mr. Gissing added
that “…the GN will continue with its plan to submit the consulted and updated version of the Polar
Bear Harvest Administration and Credit Calculation System (HACCS) to NWMB during their
December 08, 2021 meeting. Feedback and discussion from the April 1st, 2021, and July 27th, 2021,
consultations on the HACCS will be reflected in the updated version for the December NWMB
meeting.”
The QWB expressed serious concerns with the GN’s proposed HACCS at the April 1, 2021 and July
27, 2021 meetings among the RWOs and the GN. The QWB has continued to express those concerns
to the GN as reflected in NPB HAS.
The QWB is of the position that the GN’s HACCS has, in several places, exceeded its jurisdiction
under the NA. For example, and perhaps of the most significant concern, the HACCS attempts to
determine how annual quotas will be set for individual communities in respect of polar bear
harvesting. The NA clearly provides in sections 5.7.1 to 5.7.14 that the RWOs and HTOs are
responsible for the allocation and enforcement of basic needs levels and adjusted basic needs levels
among HTOs, as well as generally the management of harvesting among HTOs and their members.
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The GN’s HACCS, therefore, usurps the powers given to the RWOs and the HTOs in the NA, a
constitutionally protected treaty which provides rights to Inuit.
It is the QWB’s position that the HACCS remains flawed and cannot, therefore, form the basis of a
lawful polar harvest management system at least and until such flaws are addressed and remedied.
For greater clarity, the current HACCS proposed by the GN is unacceptable to the QWB.
Further, because of these flaws, the QWB respectfully requests that the NWMB delay adjudication
on the GN proposed HACCS so that the GN will have the time to conduct—what it referred to in its
October 19, 2021 communication to the QWB as—an “extensive review [of NPB HAS].”
Mr. Gissing stated in this same October 19, 2021 communication that “I would like to reaffirm that
the GN Department of Environment is committed to working with all RWO’s and HTO’s to find a
way forward that respects the concerns of stakeholders for effective polar bear management and
ensures continued trade and economic benefits for Inuit while ensuring long-term population
sustainability for the future of Nunavummiut.” While the GN’s commitment to working with RWOs
and HTOs is to be commended, the absence, however, of any recognition of Inuit rights in Mr.
Gissing’s communication to the QWB, as well as any recognition of the social and cultural aspects
of polar bear harvesting for Inuit is certainly problematic and epitomizes many of the concerns the
QWB has with the currently proposed HACCS.
In the present case, the RWOs and HTOs are populated by Inuit members who are more than simply
stakeholders — they are rights holders under the NA.
The QWB thus, again, respectfully requests that the NWMB delay adjudicating on the GN proposed
HACCS until such time that (a) the QWB and the other RWOs have satisfactorily been consulted by
the GN and (b) the GN has had an appropriate amount of time to complete the “extensive review” of
the RWO proposed NPB HAS to which it committed in its October 19, 2021 letter to the QWB.
Please reach me at dwdylanlaw@gmail.com or the QWB Director of Wildlife and Environment Dr.
Michael Ferguson at MFerguson@niws.ca should you have any questions or require further
information.
Sincerely,

Daniel W. Dylan
Legal Counsel, Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board
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From: Michael Ferguson <wildlifeadvisor@niws.ca>
Sent: Mar. 1, 2019 5:23 p.m.
To: Denis Ndeloh <DNdeloh@nwmb.com>
Cc: "Smith, Caryn" <CSmith@GOV.NU.CA>; "Gissing, Drikus" <DGissing@GOV.NU.CA>; Kolola Pitsiulak
<kpitsiulak@niws.ca>; Jackie Price <jprice@niws.ca>; Ema Qaqqutaq <krwb@niws.ca>; Qovik Netser
<kwb@niws.ca>
Subject: Questions & Suggestions re: NWMB RM-001 2019; TAB 2 Adjusting Polar Bear TAH to 1-1 MaleFemale Sex-Ratio Harvest with simpler credit calculation system
Denis,
The QWB has reviewed the GN's Request for Decision under TAB 2 for NWMB
RM-001 2019. We would appreciate some clarification of the proposal and
have some re-wording to suggest for proposal to be incorporated before
the NWMB makes a decision on this matter.
The attached document explains these requested clarifications and
suggested wording changes.
If you or the Board have any questions about the attachment, please do
not hesitate to contact me. FYI... we expect to send an Inuktitut
translation to you early next week.
Sincerely,
Mike
Michael Ferguson
Senior Wildlife Advisor
Qikiqtaaluk Wildlife Board
3050 Huntingdon Court, Unit A
Ottawa, ON K1T1R2
Canada
E-mail: wildlifeadvisor@niws.ca
Phone: 1-613-407-1197
CONFIDENTIALITY: This email, including any attachments, may contain
information that is confidential and privileged. Any unauthorized
disclosure, copying or use of this email is prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please notify me by reply email or
telephone and immediately delete this email and any copies. Thank you.

February 18, 2019
Requested Clarifications and Suggestions regarding
Government of Nunavut (GN) Submission to the Nunavut Wildlife Management
Board (NWMB)
Issue: Adjusting Polar Bear Total Allowable Harvests to a 1:1 Male to Female
Sex Ratio along with a simpler credit calculation system

1. Title:
Does this submission propose to adjust the harvest ratio to 1:1 male to
female polar bears for all communities, as suggested by the title?
In clause 1 of Recommendations, it states that up to 50% of a TAH could
be females. This implies that less than 50% of a TAH could be females, so
the harvest ratio could be greater than 1:1 male to female, even 2:1 male
to female.
The current title does not seem to be clear about the apparently flexible
intent of the Submission.
2, Sex-selectivity and Updated Subpopulation Information:
Sex selectivity is used in the Recommendations of this submission since
apparently a maximum of 50% of a TAH could be females.
In the Current Status section, the following sentence appears: “Following
the collection of updated subpopulation information …, the use of sexselectivity could be included as part of management recommendations to
address conservation concerns going forward.”
For added certainty, are the Recommendations proposed by the GN in this
submission to be implemented for all polar bear sub-populations in

Nunavut during 2018-19, even for those for which “updated subpopulation
information” is not available at this time?
3. Recommendations:
i.

Part 1 of the GN Submission would allow a community to harvest
up to 50% females in a given year. As well, part 2.b appears to
allow the same community to harvest more than 50% of their
allocation as males.
Assuming that is correct, minor over-harvests of females may occur
inadvertently at the end of a season. If, for example, a community
has a tag allocation of 40, a harvest of 21 females and 19 males in
year 1 could easily occur. Since the community did not surpass
their total allocation, it should be acceptable that in year 2 the
community could be allowed to take 19 females and 21 males. Over
the two years, the 50% female harvest would be maintained.
We suggest the following revised wording for 2.a.:
a. An overharvest of one female, more than 50% of the tag
allocation in one year, would reduce a community’s maximum
allocation of female tags by one in the subsequent year, while
the community could harvest an additional male bear without
changing the community’s total allocation in year 2.

ii.

Part 2.b. of the GN Submission could be clarified with the following
wording, assuming that is the intent:
b. The maximum number of males that may be harvested will be
up to the limit of a community’s total tag allocation less the
number of females harvested in the same year. An overharvest
of the community’s total tag allocation would result in a
reduction of the same amount of tags in the following year,
unless the community has credits available to apply to the
overharvest.
Explanatory Note: Since the maximum number of males would be
determined after subtracting the number of harvested females, then
a community would have surpassed its total tag allocation if it
overharvested males.
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ᒪᑯᓄᖓ
ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ: X

ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᖅ: ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖑᔭᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ. ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓂᒃ.

Lisa Pirie-Dominix
ᓖᓴ ᐱᐅᕆ−ᑖᒥᓃᒃ

ᓖᓴ ᐱᐅᕆ ᑕᒪᓂᒃ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓇᓃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖑᔭᐃᑦ. ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐊᖑᔪᖅ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ.

ᖃᓄᖅ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ:
ᓇᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᓲᖑᓂᖏᑦ


ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖑᔭᐃᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒻᓚᕆᐅᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᓗ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥᐅᓂᓗ ᐅᑮᕙᒃᓱᑎᒡᓗ ᓂᒋᒻᒪᕆᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓂ
ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᐅᑦ ᓄᓈᓗᐊᑕ ᓂᒋᐊᓂ.



ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᓄᓕᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓱᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ.



ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᓲᖑᕗᓪᓕ ᓄᓕᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᕼᐊᑦᓴᓐᐲᑉ ᒪᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᓄᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓚᖓᓂ
ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓐᑎᐅᕆᔫᒥ, ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᒪᑭᓐᓯᐅᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐃᓗᑐᓄᐊᓗᐊᓂ, ᓄᓇᑦᓯᐊᕐᒥ.



ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᓕᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᖃᑕᕆᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᖓᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᓂ.

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ 867 222-0112
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ᐅᑎᖅᐸᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᖕᒥᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᐅᑦ ᓂᒋᐊᓗᐊᓂ.

ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓪᓗ
 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖑᔭᕐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒥᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᑕᒪᓂ ᒪᐃ 2019-ᖑᑎᓪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓂᖅᓯᒪᕐᔪᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᕿᖑᕙᖅᑕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓯᒪᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᕐᕈᐃᖅᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᖅᑕᖅᓱᑎᒃᓗᓐᓂᒃ.


ᐊᒥᓲᔪᓐᓃᖅᓯᒪᖕᒪᑕ ᑕᒫᓂ 44% ᐳᓴᓐᑎᖏᓃᑐᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᕚᖅᑖᖅᐸᓕᐊᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ (23−ᓂᒃ
ᐊᕐᕋᒍᓂ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓕᕐᒥᒃ).



ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᐅᑦᑎᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᕐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑕᒻᒪᖅᓯᒪᓗᐊᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ.



ᒫᓐᓇᐅᓂᖅᐹᒥᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖑᔭᐃᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒫᓃᓐᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᓂᖅ
ᐱᕈᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 41,000−ᖏᓐᓂ.



ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᑯᓂᖓ: ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓃᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᐅᑮᕕᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᒥᐅᑦ
ᓂᒋᐊᓗᐊᓂ), ᓱᕈᖅᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑕᑯᐃᑦ (ᐱᕈᖅᓯᐊᖃᕐᕕᒡᔪᐊᕌᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᑎᑭᓴᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᕕᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂ,
ᐅᑮᕕᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᓗ ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᖃᓕᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ
ᓇᔪᖅᐸᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᔫᑎᐊᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓄᑦ).

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᑦ
 ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖑᔭᖅ ᐊᕐᕋᒍᑕᒫᖅ ᐅᑎᖃᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᕐᔪᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ, ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐅᓪᓗᖁᑎᖏᑦ. ᐱᔭᐅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑖᒍᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᑲᓂᕈᓐᓇᕋᔭᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖑᔭᕐᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ. ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔾᔭᖏᒻᒥᔪᑦ.


ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖑᔭᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓐᓂᕋᖅᑕᐅᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

ᐊᒥᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥᓗ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᓚᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ
ᐊᒥᓱᔪᓂᕈᑕᐅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᕙᓕᐊᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ.


ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖓᑕ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒐᕙᒪᐅᔪᑦ, ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᑐᖃᐃᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖏᑦ.



ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓂᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅ
ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖓᑕ.



ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᓄᓇᖏᑦ, ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᒻᒪᕆᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ
ᐱᑕᖃᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖑᔭᐃᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᖃᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᕈᖅᓯᐊᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂ.



ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᓯᓚᐅᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥᒃ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑯᑕ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᕙᒃᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓱᕋᖅᑎᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ.

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ

Hᐊᐃᓕ ᕋᐳᑦᔅ 867 222-0112

ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ 2021



ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᓕᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᓇᔪᒐᕆᔭᐅᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ, ᓴᐳᓐᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒫᒥ ᒥᕐᖑᐃᕐᓯᕕᐅᔪᓂ, ᑲᓇᑕᓕᒪᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂ.

ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ:
ᑲᑎᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖁᑎᖏᑦ
 ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᐃᑦ ᑕᑯᓈᒐᒃᓴᐃᓪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᒐᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 9−ᖑᔪᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ,

ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᑐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ

ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 2020−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᑯᓄᖓ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆ
2020−ᒥ. ᑎᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᖏᑦ ᐊᓕᓚᔪᐃᑦ/ᐸᐃᐹᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᔪᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᒫᔾᔨ 2020−ᒥ..
ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᓇᒃᓯᐅᔾᔭᐅᕙᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᓂᒃ, ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑲᓕᐊᓂᒃ, ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ, ᑕᕐᕆᔭᐅᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᓪᓗ.


ᖁᓕᐅᖏᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ 9 ᓄᓇᓕᑦ ᐅᑯᐊᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ: ᐊᕿᒡᒋᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᑦ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐃᓴᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᕿᒡᒋᐊᖅ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᔭᑉᐸᒃᑐᕐᕕᖕᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ,
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ.



ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᒋᓚᐅᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ 9-ᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ. ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ
ᐊᒃᑑᐱᕆᒥ 2020−ᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒫᓂ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ
2020−ᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᐅᓚᐅᕆᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒫᖓᑦ ᕕᕗᐊᕆᒥᒃ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ ᐄᐳ 2021−ᒧᑦ.



ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕐᕕᒋᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᕐᒥᔭᕗᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᑎᖃᖅᑖᕐᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᓂ ᔪᓐ 2021−ᒥ.

ᑐᑭᓯᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᕙᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ
 ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᓐᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᐊᕿᒡᒋᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ, ᐊᕐᕕᐊᓂᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ,
ᐃᓴᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕿᒡᒋᐊᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ


ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᒍᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᕿᑎᖅᒥᐅᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ
ᑐᓐᖓᕕᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑎᖓᓂᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ
ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑎᓕᒫᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᓱᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᒪᓂ’ᑐᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ.



ᑭᐅᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒍᑦ “ᖃᓄᐃᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ” ᐊᔭᑉᐸᒃᑐᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑑᑉᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᕐᒥᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ
ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᑑᑦᑎᐊᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒃ.

ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᑦ:
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᐃᓕᔭᐅᔾᔮᖏᒪᖔᑕᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᕆᐊᖑᔭᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᓕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ
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ᐊᒥᔅᓲᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓂᑦᑐᑦ
5.2.34(f) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 5.3.16−ᒥᒃ 5.3.23−ᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ.
ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ, ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ
ᐊᒥᔅᓱᖏᓗᐊᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᖁᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒡᓗ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᓐᓂᒡᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᑦ (ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᖕᓂᒃ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ,
ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᒍᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂᒃ 5.3.16−ᒥᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕈᑎᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂ,
ᐃᒃᐱᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᓕᐊᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕐᔪᐊᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
ᐊᑐᖃᑕᕐᒪᑕ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐅᕐᓂᐊᕌᖓᒥᒃ, 30−ᓂᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᖃᕐᕕᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ,
ᐱᕕᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᒑᖓᒥᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ Canada Gazette−ᒥ, ᐃᓚᖓᓂ I-ᒥ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᓕᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ. ᑕᐃᒃᑯᐊ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᓕᔭᐅᖁᔨᓂᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᑕᒡᕘᓇ ᒪᓕᒐᖅᑎᒍᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᓕᖅᐳᖅ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᐅᕙᖕᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 1-ᒥ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᖑᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓂᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᓕᐊᖏᓐᓂ ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒪᓕᒐᓕᕆᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᖏᓐᓂᒃ − Canada Gazette−ᑯᑦ, ᐃᓗᓕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂ II−ᒥ.

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ:
ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ
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ADDITION OF SPECIES TO THE
SPECIES AT RISK ACT
THE SPECIES AT RISK ACT AND THE LIST OF
WILDLIFE SPECIES AT RISK
The Government of Canada is committed to
preventing the disappearance of wildlife species
at risk from our lands. As part of its strategy for
realizing that commitment, on June 5, 2003, the
Government of Canada proclaimed the Species at
Risk Act (SARA). Attached to the Act is Schedule 1,
the list of the species provided for under SARA,
also called the List of Wildlife Species at Risk.
Extirpated, Endangered and Threatened species
on Schedule 1 benefit from the protection afforded
by the prohibitions and from recovery planning
requirements under SARA. Special Concern
species benefit from its management planning
requirements.
The policy “Timeline for amendments to Schedule
1 of the Species at Risk Act” has set standardized
timelines for listing decisions. These new timelines
mean that the Minister will seek to have the final
decision made within 24 months. The 24 months
begin with the date that the Minister receives a
species’ status assessment from COSEWIC. This
date is published in the response statement for
each species. The Minister’s receives the COSEWIC
Annual Report at the same time.
The response statement can be found on the
SAR Registry, on the species’ page, in the documents
section. The Timeline for amendments to Schedule
1 of the Species at Risk Act policy can be viewed
on the SAR Public Registry at: https://wildlifespecies.canada.ca/species-risk-registry/document/
default_e.cfm?documentID=3203 and the
COSEWIC Annual Report can be viewed at:

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/committee-status-endangeredwildlife.html.
The complete list of species currently on Schedule 1
can be viewed on the SAR Public Registry at:
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/s-15.3/
page-17.html#h-435647.
Species become eligible for addition to Schedule 1
once they have been assessed as being at risk
by the Committee on the Status of Endangered
Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC). The decision to add
a species to Schedule 1 is made by the Governor
in Council further to a recommendation from the
Minister of Environment and Climate Change. The
Governor in Council is the formal executive body
that gives legal effect to decisions that then have
the force of law.

COSEWIC AND THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS
FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AT RISK
COSEWIC is recognized under SARA as the authority
for assessing the status of wildlife species at risk.
COSEWIC comprises experts on wildlife species at
risk. Its members have backgrounds in the fields of
biology, ecology, genetics, Indigenous traditional
knowledge and other relevant fields. They come
from various communities, including academia,
Indigenous organizations, governments and
non-governmental organizations.
COSEWIC gives priority to those species more
likely to become extinct, and then commissions
a status report for the evaluation of the species’
status. To be accepted, status reports must be
peer-reviewed and approved by a subcommittee
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of species specialists. In special circumstances,
assessments can be done on an emergency basis.
When the status report is complete, COSEWIC
meets to examine it and discuss the species.
COSEWIC then determines whether the species
is at risk, and, if so, it then assesses the level of
risk and assigns a conservation status.

Parks Canada shares responsibility for these species
with Environment and Climate Change Canada.

TERMS USED TO DEFINE THE DEGREE OF
RISK TO A SPECIES

After COSEWIC has completed its assessment of a
species, it provides it to the Minister of Environment
and Climate Change. The Minister of Environment
and Climate Change then has 90 days to post a
response on the Species at Risk Public Registry,
known as the response statement. The response
statement provides information on the scope of
any consultations and the timelines for action,
to the extent possible. It identifies how long the
consultations will be (whether they are “normal”
or “extended”) by stating when the Minister will
forward the assessment to the Governor in Council.
Consultations for a group of species are launched
with the posting of their response statements.

The conservation status defines the degree of risk
to a species. The terms used under SARA are
Extirpated, Endangered, Threatened and Special
Concern. Extirpated species are wildlife species
that no longer occur in the wild in Canada but still
exist elsewhere. Endangered species are wildlife
species that are likely to soon become Extirpated
or Extinct. Threatened species are likely to become
Endangered if nothing is done to reverse the factors
leading to their extirpation or extinction. The term
Special Concern is used for wildlife species that
may become Threatened or Endangered due to
a combination of biological characteristics and
threats. Once COSEWIC has assessed a species
as Extirpated, Endangered, Threatened or Special
Concern, it is eligible for inclusion on Schedule 1.
For more information on COSEWIC, visit the
COSEWIC website at: www.canada.ca/en/
environment-climate-change/services/
committee-status-endangered-wildlife.html.

TERRESTRIAL AND AQUATIC SPECIES
ELIGIBLE FOR SCHEDULE 1 AMENDMENTS
The Minister of Fisheries and Oceans conducts
separate consultations for the aquatic species.
For more information on the consultations for
aquatic species, visit the Fisheries and Oceans
Canada website at www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca.
The Minister of Environment and Climate
Change is conducting the consultations for
all other species at risk.
Species at risk also occur in national parks or
other lands administered by Parks Canada;

THE MINISTER OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CLIMATE CHANGE’S RESPONSE TO THE
COSEWIC ASSESSMENT: THE RESPONSE
STATEMENT

COMMENTS SOLICITED ON THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENT OF SCHEDULE 1
The conservation of wildlife is a joint legal
responsibility: one that is shared among the
governments of Canada. But biodiversity will not
be conserved by governments that act alone.
The best way to secure the survival of species
at risk and their habitats is through the active
participation of all those concerned. SARA
recognizes this, and that all Indigenous peoples
and Canadians have a role to play in preventing
the disappearance of wildlife species from our
lands. The Government of Canada is inviting and
encouraging you to become involved. One way
that you can do so is by sharing your comments
concerning the addition or reclassification of
these terrestrial species.
Your comments are considered in relation to
the potential consequences of whether or not a
species is included on Schedule 1, and they are then
used to inform the drafting of the Minister’s proposed
listing recommendations for each of these species.
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THE SPECIES AT RISK ACT LISTING PROCESS
AND CONSULTATION
The addition of a wildlife species at risk to Schedule 1 of SARA facilitates providing for its protection and
conservation. To be effective, the listing process must be transparent and open. The species listing
process under SARA is summarized in Figure 1.

THE PURPOSE OF CONSULTATIONS ON
AMENDMENTS TO THE LIST

NORMAL AND EXTENDED CONSULTATION
PERIODS

When COSEWIC assesses a wildlife species,
it does so solely on the basis of the best available
information relevant to the biological status of the
species. COSEWIC then submits the assessment to
the Minister of Environment and Climate Change,
who considers it when making the listing
recommendation to the Governor in Council.
The purpose of these consultations is to provide
the Minister with a better understanding of the
potential social and economic impacts of the
proposed change to the List of Wildlife Species
at Risk, and of the potential consequences of
not adding a species to the List.

Normal consultations meet the consultation
needs for the listing of most species at risk. The
consultations last between four and nine months
(known respectively as normal and extended
consultation paths). Longer consultations may be
needed to ensure appropriate consultations. The
reasons more time may be needed include, but are
not limited to, ensuring appropriate engagement
with Indigenous Peoples and complex socioeconomic
analyses. Consultations are also required with
wildlife management boards, which are authorized
under land claims agreements for functions
involving a wildlife species.

LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT OF THE
CONSULTATIONS: THE MINISTER’S
RECOMMENDATION TO THE GOVERNOR
IN COUNCIL

The extent of consultations needs to be proportional
to the expected impact of a listing decision and the
time that may be needed to consult. Under some
circumstances, whether or not a species will be
included on Schedule 1 could have significant and
widespread impacts on the activities of some
groups of people. It is essential that such stakeholders
have the opportunity to inform the pending decision
and, to the extent possible, to provide input on its
potential consequences and to share ideas on how
best to approach threats to the species. A longer
period may also be required to consult appropriately
with some groups. For example, consultations can
take longer for groups that meet infrequently but
that must be engaged on several occasions. For such
reasons, extended consultations may be undertaken.

The comments collected during the consultations
inform the Governor in Council’s consideration of
the Minister’s recommendations for listing species
at risk. The Minister must recommend one of three
courses of action. These are for the Governor in
Council to accept the species assessment and
modify Schedule 1 accordingly, not to add the
species to Schedule 1, or to refer the species
assessment back to COSEWIC for its further
consideration (Figure 1).

Occasionally, for reasons such as these, the
timelines initially set out in the response statement
may not be adequate. In such cases, if Governor in
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Council does not receive the assessment at the
time specified in the response statement, within
one month another statement is to be published
on the Registry describing. It will describe the
reason(s) for the delay and set out next steps.
For both normal and extended consultations, once
they are complete, the Minister of Environment and
Climate Change forwards the species assessments to
the Governor in Council for the government’s formal
receipt of the assessment. The Governor in Council
then has nine months to come to a listing decision.

The consultation paths (normal or extended) for
the terrestrial species eligible for an Amendment
to Schedule 1” are announced when the Minister
publishes the response statements.
No consultations are undertaken for species already
on Schedule 1 and for which no change in status is
being proposed.
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FIGURE 1: THE SPECIES LISTING
PROCESS UNDER SARA

1

The Minister of Environment and Climate Change receives species assessments from
COSEWIC at least once per year.

2

The competent departments undertake internal review to determine
the extent of public consultation and socio-economic analysis
necessary to inform the listing decision.

3

Within 90 days of receipt of the species assessments prepared by COSEWIC,
the Minister of Environment and Climate Change publishes a response statement
on the SARA Public Registry that indicates how he or she intends to respond
to the assessment and, to the extent possible, provides timelines for action.

4

Where appropriate, the competent departments undertake
consultations and any other relevant analysis needed to prepare
the advice for the Minister of Environment and Climate Change.

5

The Minister of Environment and Climate Change forwards the assessment to the
Governor in Council for receipt. This generally occurs within twelve months of posting
the response statement, unless further consultation is necessary.

6

Within nine months of receiving the assessment, the Governor in Council, on the
recommendation of the Minister of Environment and Climate Changemay decide
whether or not to list the species under Schedule 1 of SARA or refer the assessment
back to COSEWIC for further information or consideration.

7

Once a species is added to Schedule 1, it benefits from the applicable provisions
of SARA.
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WHO IS CONSULTED, AND HOW
It is most important to consult with those who
would be most affected by the proposed changes.
There is protection that is immediately in place
when a species that is Extirpated, Endangered
or Threatened is added to Schedule 1 (for more
details, see below, “Protection for listed Extirpated,
Endangered and Threatened species”). This
immediate protection does not apply to species
of Special Concern. The nature of the protection
depends on the type of species, its conservation
status, and where the species is found.
Environment and Climate Change Canada takes
this into account during the consultations; those
who may be affected by the impacts of the
automatic protections are contacted directly,
others are encouraged to contribute through
a variety of approaches.
Indigenous peoples known to have species at risk on
their lands, for which changes to Schedule 1 are being
considered, will be contacted. Their engagement is of
particular significance, acknowledging their role in the
management of the extensive traditional territories
and the reserve and settlement lands.
A Wildlife Management Board is a group that has
been established under a land claims agreement
and is authorized by the agreement to perform
functions in respect of wildlife species. Some
eligible species at risk are found on lands where
existing land claims agreements apply that give
specific authority to a Wildlife Management Board.
In such cases, the Minister of Environment and
Climate Change will consult with the relevant board.
To encourage others to contribute and make
the necessary information readily available, this
document is distributed to known stakeholders and
posted on the Species at Risk Public Registry. More
extensive consultations may also be done through
regional or community meetings or through a more
targeted approach.
Environment and Climate Change Canada also
sends notice of the consultations to identified

concerned groups and individuals who have made
their interests known. These include, but are not
limited to, industries, resource users, landowners
and environmental non-governmental organizations.
In most cases, it is difficult for Environment and
Climate Change Canada to fully examine the
potential impacts of recovery actions when species
are being considered for listing. Recovery actions
for terrestrial species usually have not yet been
comprehensively defined at the time of listing, so
their impact cannot be fully understood. Once they
are better understood, efforts are made to minimize
adverse social and economic impacts of listing
and to maximize the benefits. SARA requires that
recovery measures be prepared in consultation with
those considered to be directly affected by them.
In addition to the public, Environment and Climate
Change Canada consults on listing with the
governments of the provinces and territories with
lead responsibility for the conservation and
management of these wildlife species. Environment
and Climate Change Canada also consults with
other federal departments and agencies.

ROLE AND IMPACT OF PUBLIC
CONSULTATIONS IN THE LISTING PROCESS
The results of the public consultations are of great
significance to informing the process of listing
species at risk. Environment and Climate Change
Canada carefully reviews the comments it receives
to gain a better understanding of the benefits and
costs of changing the List.
The comments are then used to inform the
Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement (RIAS).
The RIAS is a report that summarizes the impact
of a proposed regulatory change. It includes
a description of the proposed change and an
analysis of its expected impact, which takes into
account the results of the public consultations. In
developing the RIAS, the Government of Canada
recognizes that Canada’s natural heritage is an
integral part of our national identity and history and
that wildlife in all its forms has value in and of itself.
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The Government of Canada also recognizes
that the absence of full scientific certainty is not
a reason to postpone decisions to protect the
environment.
A draft Order is then prepared, providing notice
that a decision is being taken by the Governor in
Council. The draft Order proposing to list all or
some of the species under consideration is then
published, along with the RIAS, in the Canada
Gazette, Part I, for a comment period of 30 days.
The Minister of Environment and Climate Change
will take into consideration comments and any
additional information received following

publication of the draft Order and the RIAS in the
Canada Gazette, Part I. The Minister then makes a
final listing recommendation for each species to
the Governor in Council. The Governor in Council
next decides either to accept the species assessment
and amend Schedule 1 accordingly; or not to add
the species to Schedule 1; or to refer the species
assessment back to COSEWIC for further information
or consideration. The final decision is published in
the Canada Gazette, Part II, and on the Species at
Risk Public Registry. If the Governor in Council
decides to list a species, it is at this point that it
becomes legally included on Schedule 1.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ADDITION OF A
SPECIES TO SCHEDULE 1
The protection that comes into effect following the addition of a species to Schedule 1 depends upon a
number of factors. These include the species’ status under SARA, the type of species and where it occurs.

PROTECTION FOR LISTED EXTIRPATED,
ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES
Responsibility for the conservation of wildlife is
shared among the governments of Canada. SARA
establishes legal protection for individuals as soon
as a species is listed as Threatened, Endangered
or Extirpated, and, in the case of Threatened and
Endangered species, for their residences. This
applies to species considered federal species
or if they are found on federal land.
Federal species include migratory birds, as defined
by the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994, and
aquatic species covered by the Fisheries Act.
Federal land means land that belongs to the
federal government, and the internal waters and
territorial sea of Canada. It also means land set
apart for the use and benefit of a band under the
Indian Act (such as reserves). In the territories, the
protection for species at risk on federal lands

applies only where they are on lands under the
authority of the Minister of Environment and
Climate Change or the Parks Canada Agency.
Migratory birds are protected by the Migratory
Birds Regulations, under the Migratory Birds
Convention Act, 1994, which strictly prohibits
the harming of migratory birds and the disturbance
or destruction of their nests and eggs. For more
information, please refer to the Regulations for
the complete list of prohibitions: https://laws-lois.
justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/C.R.C.%2C_c._1035/
index.html.
SARA’s protection for individuals makes it an
offence to kill, harm, harass, capture or take
an individual of a species listed as Extirpated,
Endangered or Threatened. It is also an offence
to damage or destroy the residence of one or
more individuals of an Endangered or Threatened
species or an Extirpated species whose
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reintroduction has been recommended by a
recovery strategy. The Act also makes it an offence
to possess, collect, buy, sell or trade an individual
of a species that is Extirpated, Endangered or
Threatened.
Species at risk that are neither aquatic nor
protected under the Migratory Birds Convention
Act, 1994, nor on federal lands, do not receive
immediate protection upon listing under SARA.
Instead, in most cases, the protection of terrestrial
species on non-federal lands is the responsibility
of the provinces and territories where they are
found. The application of protections under SARA
to a species at risk on non-federal lands requires
that the Governor in Council make an order defining
those lands. This can only occur when the Minister
is of the opinion that the laws of the province or
territory do not effectively protect the species. To
put such an order in place, the Minister would then
need to recommend the order be made to the
Governor in Council. If the Governor in Council
agrees to make the order, the prohibitions of SARA
would then apply to the provincial or territorial
lands specified by the order. The federal government
would consult before making such an order.

RECOVERY STRATEGIES AND ACTION PLANS
FOR EXTIRPATED, ENDANGERED AND
THREATENED SPECIES
Recovery planning results in the development of
recovery strategies and action plans for Extirpated,
Endangered or Threatened species. It involves the
different levels of government responsible for the
management of the species, depending on what
type of species it is and where it occurs. These
include federal, provincial and territorial governments
as well as Wildlife Management Boards. Recovery
strategies and action plans are also prepared in
cooperation with directly affected Indigenous
organizations. Landowners and other stakeholders
directly affected by the recovery strategy are
consulted to the extent possible.

Recovery strategies must be prepared for all
Extirpated, Endangered and Threatened species.
They include measures to mitigate the known
threats to the species and its habitat and set the
population and distribution objectives. Other
objectives can be included, such as stewardship,
to conserve the species, or education, to increase
public awareness. Recovery strategies must
include a statement of the time frame for the
development of one or more action plans that will
state the measures necessary to implement the
recovery strategy. To the extent possible, recovery
strategies must also identify the critical habitat of
the species, which is the habitat necessary for the
survival or recovery of the species. If there is not
enough information available to identify critical
habitat, the recovery strategy includes a schedule
of studies required for its identification. This
schedule outlines what must be done to obtain the
necessary information and by when it needs to be
done. In such cases, critical habitat can be
identified in a subsequent action plan.
Proposed recovery strategies for newly listed
species are posted on the Species at Risk Public
Registry to provide for public review and comment.
For Endangered species, proposed recovery
strategies are posted within one year of their
addition to Schedule 1, and for Threatened or
Extirpated species, within two years.
Once a recovery strategy has been posted as final,
one or more action plans based on the recovery
strategy must then be prepared. These include
measures to address threats and achieve the
population and distribution objectives. Action plans
also complete the identification of the critical habitat
where necessary and, to the extent possible, state
measures that are proposed to protect it.

PERMITS AND AGREEMENTS
For terrestrial species listed on SARA Schedule 1
as Extirpated, Endangered or Threatened, the
Minister of Environment and Climate Change may
authorize exceptions to the Act’s prohibitions,
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when and where they apply. The Minister can enter
into agreements or issue permits only for one of
three purposes: for research, for conservation
activities, or if the effects to the species are
incidental to the activity. Research must relate
to the conservation of a species and be conducted
by qualified scientists. Conservation activities
must benefit a listed species or be required to
enhance its chances of survival. All activities,
including those that incidentally affect a listed
species, its individuals, residences or critical
habitat must also meet certain conditions. First, it
must be established that all reasonable alternatives
to the activity have been considered and the best
solution has been adopted. Second, it must also be
established that all feasible measures will be taken
to minimize the impact of the activity on the listed
species. Finally, it must be established that the
activity will not jeopardize the survival or recovery
of the species. Having issued a permit or agreement,
the Minister must then include an explanation on
the Species at Risk Public Registry of why the
permit or agreement was issued.

PROTECTION FOR LISTED SPECIES OF
SPECIAL CONCERN
While immediate protection under SARA for
species listed as Extirpated, Endangered and
Threatened does not apply to species listed as
Special Concern, any existing protections and
prohibitions, such as those provided by the
Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 or the
Canada National Parks Act, continue to be in force.

MANAGEMENT PLANS FOR SPECIES OF
SPECIAL CONCERN
For species of Special Concern, management
plans are to be prepared and made available on
the Species at Risk Public Registry within three
years of a species’ addition to Schedule 1, allowing
for public review and comment. Management plans
include appropriate conservation measures for the
species and for its habitat. They are prepared in
cooperation with the jurisdictions responsible for
the management of the species, including directly
affected Wildlife Management Boards and
Indigenous organizations. Landowners, lessees
and others directly affected by a management
plan will also be consulted to the extent possible.

PROVIDING COMMENTS
The involvement of Canadians is integral to the
listing process, as it is to the ultimate protection
of Canadian wildlife. Your comments matter and
are given serious consideration. ECCC will review
all the comments that it receives by the deadlines
provided in consultation materials.
For any information on the Species at Risk Act,
please visit the Species at Risk Public Registry at:
www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/
services/species-risk-public-registry.html.
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GLOSSARY
Aquatic species: A wildlife species that is a fish

Down-listing: A revision of the status of a species

Canada Gazette: The Canada Gazette is one

Federal land: Any land owned by the federal

as defined in section 2 of the Fisheries Act or a
marine plant as defined in section 47 of the Act.
The term includes marine mammals.

of the vehicles that Canadians can use to access
laws and regulations. It has been the “official
newspaper” of the Government of Canada since
1841. Government departments and agencies as well
as the private sector are required by law to publish
certain information in the Canada Gazette. Notices
and proposed regulations are published in the
Canada Gazette, Part l, and official regulations are
published in the Canada Gazette, Part Il. For more
information, please visit http://gazetteducanada.gc.ca.

Canadian Endangered Species Conservation
Council: The Council is made up of federal,
provincial and territorial ministers with responsibilities
for wildlife species. The Council’s mandate is to
provide national leadership and coordination for
the protection of species at risk.

COSEWIC: The Committee on the Status of

Endangered Wildlife in Canada. The Committee
comprises experts on wildlife species at risk. Their
backgrounds are in the fields of biology, ecology,
genetics, Indigenous traditional knowledge and
other relevant fields. These experts come from
various communities, including, among others,
government and academia.

COSEWIC assessment: COSEWIC’s assessment

or re-assessment of the status of a wildlife species,
based on a status report on the species that COSEWIC
either has had prepared or has received with an
application.

on Schedule 1 to a status of lower risk. A revision of
the status of a Schedule 1 species to a higher risk
status would be up-listing.
government, the internal waters and territorial sea
of Canada, and reserves and other land set apart for
the use and benefit of a band under the Indian Act.

Governor in Council: The Governor General of

Canada acting on the advice of the Queen’s Privy
Council for Canada, the formal executive body that
gives legal effect to those decisions of Cabinet that
are to have the force of law.

Individual: An individual of a wildlife species,

whether living or dead, at any developmental
stage, and includes larvae, embryos, eggs, sperm,
seeds, pollen, spores and asexual propagules.

Order: An order issued by the Governor in Council,

either on the basis of authority delegated by legislation
or by virtue of the prerogative powers of the Crown.

Response statement: A document in which

the Minister of Environment and Climate Change
indicates how he or she intends to respond to
the COSEWIC assessment of a wildlife species.
A response statement is posted on the Species at
Risk Public Registry within 90 days of receipt of the
assessment by the Minister, and provides timelines
for action to the extent possible.

RIAS: Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement.
A document that provides an analysis of the
expected impact of a regulatory initiative and
which accompanies an Order in Council.
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Species at Risk Public Registry: Developed

as an online service, the Species at Risk Public
Registry has been accessible to the public since
proclamation of the Species at Risk Act (SARA).
The website gives users easy access to documents
and information related to SARA at any time and
location with Internet access. It can be found at
www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/
services/species-risk-public-registry.html.

Schedule 1: A schedule of SARA, also known as

the List of Wildlife Species at Risk, which presents
the list of species protected under SARA.

Up‑listing: A revision of the status of a species

on Schedule 1 to a status of higher risk. A revision
of the status of a Schedule 1 species to a lower risk
status would be down-listing.

Wildlife Management Board: Established

under the land claims agreements in northern
Quebec, Newfoundland and Labrador, Yukon,

Northwest Territories, British Columbia, and
Nunavut, Wildlife Management Boards are the
“main instruments of wildlife management”
within their settlement areas. In this role, Wildlife
Management Boards not only establish, modify and
remove levels of total allowable harvest of a variety
of wildlife species, but also participate in research
activities, including annual harvest studies, and
approve the designation of species at risk in their
settlement areas.

Wildlife Species: Under SARA, a species,

subspecies, variety, or geographically or genetically
distinct population of animal, plant or other organism,
other than a bacterium or virus. To be eligible for
inclusion under SARA, a wildlife species must be
wild by nature and native to Canada. Non-native
species that have been here for 50 years or more
can be considered eligible if they came without
human intervention.
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Hudsonian Godwit

ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ

The Species at Risk Act (SARA)
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᖅ

• SARA is federal legislation that aims to prevent wildlife from
disappearing from Canada
ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᑐᕌᕐᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᑎᑦᑎᑦᑕᐃᓕᔪᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

• SARA does not affect Inuit harvesting rights
SARA ᐊᑦᑐᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᑎᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᕋᓱᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᖏᓐᓂ

Distribution ᓇᓃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ

Lisa Pirie

• Hudsonian Godwit is a large shorebird that is found during the breeding
season in the Kivalliq region of Nunavut and can occur through the western
part of the Kitikmeot region as well.
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖁᖅᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᔫᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓴᓂᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᕙᓇᕐᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ
ᑭᕙᕐᓕᕐᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᑭᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑕᐅᖅ.

•

Migrates to South America in the winter.
ᐅᑎᖅᑕᓲᖑᕗᖅ ᓂᒋᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᓕᑲᒧᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ.

Conservation status
• The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada
(COSEWIC) assessed Hudsonian Godwit as a Threatened species in May
2019.
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖁᖅᑐᔪᐊᖅᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᐃ 2019ᒥ.

• A threatened species is likely to become endangered if threats to its
recovery are not addressed
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᓄᖑᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᕆᓂᖓᓂ ᐸᒡᕕᓵᕆᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᑭᐅᔭᐅᙱᑉᐸᑕ.
• This species has experienced a 44% decline in population size in the last
23 years
ᐅᓇ ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᕗᑦ 44%-ᒥ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂ ᖄᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ 23-ᓄᑦ.

Threats to recovery ᐊᑦᑕᓇᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
Climate change ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᕐᓂᖓ
• e.g. Warmer temperatures, rising sea levels
ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖅᑰᓂᖅᓴᒥ ᓯᓚᐅᔪᒥ, ᖁᕝᕙᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓄᑦ
Habitat loss ᓇᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕈᓐᓃᕐᓂᖏᑦ
• Wintering grounds in South America are threatened by habitat loss
and degradation.
ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᒋᕐᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ
ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᔪᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
Pollution
• Wintering grounds and migration routes exposed to agricultural
pollution and pollution from ships and industrial activities
ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᖃᑕᕐᐳᑦ ᐱᕈᓰᕕᖕᓂ,
ᓄᒃᑎᐸᓕᐊᓕᕈᑎᒃᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ, ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓂ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂ,
ᑕᒪᓇ ᓱᓃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ.

We want to hear from you ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔪᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᔅᓯᓐᓂᒃ
• Consultation with partners on the proposed listing will be held between
January and October 2020.
ᐅᖃᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᕙᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓇᓱᐊᖅᑐᒥ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᐳᖅ ᕿᑎᐊᓂ ᔭᓄᐊᕆ ᐊᒻᒪ ᐅᒃᑐᐱᕆ 2020-ᒥ.

• Your comments and input are very valuable.

ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕆᔭᓯ ᑐᓴᖅᑕᐅᖁᔭᔅᓯᓗ ᐊᑑᑎᓕᒻᒪᕆᐊᓗᖕᒥᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖃᖅᐳᑦ

• Please complete the attached questionnaire and return to the Canadian
Wildlife Service by October 7, 2020.
ᐊᑏᑐᖅ ᑕᑕᑎᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᐳᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᑕᒃᑯᓇᓃᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒡᓗ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᔨᑦᑎᕋᐃᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᖓᓂ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᓪᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᑐᐱᕆ
7, 2020
Email: Teresa.Tufts@canada.ca
Fax: 867-975-4645

ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᖅᑐᔪᐊᖅ

Photo: © Holy Bickerton

ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᓂᖏᑕ ᑐᑭᓯᓇᕈᑖ ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓗ

ᑭᒃᓕᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᑯᑦ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᓯᐊ

ᓕᒧᓴ ᕼᐊᐃᒫᔅᑎᑲ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᑕᐅᔪᑖ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓃᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᔪᑳᓐ, ᓄᓇᓯᐊᖅ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ, ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊ, ᐃᐅᓪᐳᑕ,
ᓴᔅᑳᒃᓱᕚᓐ, ᒫᓂᑐᐸ, ᐊᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅ, ᑯᐸᐃᒃ, ᓂᐅ ᐳᕋᓐᓱᕕᒃ, ᐳᕆᓐᔅ
ᐃᕗᑦ ᕿᑭᑕᖓ, ᓄᕙ ᓯᑰᓴ, ᓂᐅᕙᓐᓛᓐ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓛᐸᑐᐊ
ᐱᔪᑎᖓ ᑎᑯᐊᕐᑕᐅᓂᖓᑕ
ᑕᑯᐊ
ᐊᖏᔫᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᓄᓇᖓᓂ
ᐃᕙᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᓯᒡᔭᕐᒥᖃᑕᐅᑐᑦ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ
ᐅᐊᓯᔭᐅᑎᐊᖏᒪᑕ
ᓇᓂ
ᐃᕙᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᓯᐅᔮᓘᑉ
ᓄᓇᑭᑑᓂᖏᓂ.
ᒪᑭᓐᔨᐅᑉ
ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᓄᑦ
ᐅᐊᓯᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑯᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓂᕐᐹᓕᕐᑐᓛᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ ᑭᖑᕚᕆᖕᓂᑦ ᒪᕈᐃᓂᑦ
ᐱᖓᔪᖏᓄᑦ. ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᔪᑎᓗᐊᑕᖏᑦ ᐃᓪᓗᓕᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ
ᐃᕙᕕᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᒥᑭᓕᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᑯᓂᖓ
ᓂᕿᖃᕐᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓯᕙᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓂᕿᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᓕᕐᓂᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔮᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᑑᓂᖏᓂ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑲᓂᖅ
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓗᑎᒃ
ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓂ ᓂᒋᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ.

ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᓪᓗᓂ, ᓂᐅᑯᑖᖃᕐᖢᓂ ᓯᖕᔭᒥᐅᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᖅ ᑕᑯᔪᖅ ᓂᐅᖓᕈᔪᒃᖢᓂ ᓯᒍᖓ.. ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖏᓪᓗ
ᐊᖑᓴᓗᖏᓗ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓪᓗᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐊᕐᓇᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᑯᐊᖓᓂᕐᓴᐃᑦ ᓂᓕᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ.
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖏᑦ
ᐊᐅᐊᓵᕐᓂᓴᐃᑦ
ᖃᑖᖏᑦ
ᓄᓕᐅᓕᕌᖓᑕ,
ᐊᕐᓇᓗᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᐹᖓᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᕐᓴᖏᑦ. ᑕᒪᕐᒥ ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᐃᑦ
ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᓪᓗ ᓯᐊᕐᓇᐅᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᔪᐃᑦ ᒥᕿᖏᑦ ᓄᓕᐅᕈᓃᕋᖓᑕ.
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᓯᒪᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᐊᔨᒋᖏᓂᖏᑦ ᓴᕿᑎᓯᔪᑦ
ᑲᑎᖓᐅᕐᑐᑏᑦ
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᓯᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅᓂᒃ
ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓕᖃᖓᓕᕐᖢᑎᒃ,
ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ
ᐃᕙᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᕐᓯᒪᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔮᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖏᓂ.
ᑕᓯᐅᔮᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖏᓂ, ᒪᑭᓐᔨᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖓᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓚᔅᑲᒥ,
ᓄᓇᖏᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ. ᐱᖓᓱᓗᐊᑕᐃᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᕋᓗᐊᖏᑦ,
ᓂᒋᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖔᖏᓂ ᐃᕙᕕᖃᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓃᖓᒧᑦ ᐃᕙᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ,
ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᕙᕝᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᐅᑮᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓪᓗ ᓱᓕ
ᐃᓚᐃᓇᖓᓂ, ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓂ ᓄᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐅᑮᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓄᑦ. ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᕐᑕᕐᕕᖃᕐᒪᑕ ᑭᖑᕙᕇᒃᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒧᑦ, ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᖓᖏᓂᑦ
ᓄᓕᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᖅ. ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓂᖓᓄᑦ, ᒪᓇᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᐃᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᒪᖏᓗᐊᕐᑐᑦ
ᑭᖑᕚᕆᒃᓄᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓱᓕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᑐᓃᖓᓂᖏᑦ.
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ
ᐊᕋᒍᓂ
ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓂ
ᐃᓱᒪᖏᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐊᔨᐅᖏᓛᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓗᒍ
ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᖏᒪᑕ, ᐅᖓᓯᓛᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐅᑎᑕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ
ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐅᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᑯᐃᓐ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᕿᑭᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ
ᓯᒃᔭᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᖓᑕᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᓄᖃᓚᐅᖏᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒐᓴᖕᓂᒃ.

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑯᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᑎᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ

ᓇᓃᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᐃᕙᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᖓᑕ ᐊᑎᖔᖓᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᓂᐅᔪᕐᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᑮᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓂᒋᕐᐸᓯᐅᓛᖑᓂᕐᒥ ᓂᒋᕐᐸᓯᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ.
ᐃᓚᖏᑦ
ᐃᕙᕝᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ.
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᓗᐊᑕᐃᑦ
ᐃᕙᕝᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᑕᓯᐅᕐᔮᔪᐊᕌᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᒪᓂᑐᐸᒥ ᐊᓐᑎᐊᕆᐅᒥᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᒪᑭᓐᔨᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᓐᓂᖓᓂ, ᓄᓇᓯᐊᕐᒥ. ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥ ᐃᕙᕕᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᓴᒪᐃᓂ, ᕿᑎᕐᐊᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᑭᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓂᒋᕐᐸᓯᖏᓂ ᑕᐅᕙᒃᓱᒪ.
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᓇᓃᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ

ᐃᓗᐊᓂ
ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ,
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᓗᐊᑕᖏᑦ
ᓂᒋᕐᒧᑦ
ᐅᑎᐸᓕᐊᓕᕋᖓᑕ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᔨᖏᑦ ᔭᐃᒥᔅ ᐸᐃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ
ᐅᑯᓇᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᓯᐅᔮᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑭᓐᔨᐅᑉ
ᓄᓇᑭᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓯᕐᓂᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᔅᑲᑦᓱᕙᓐᒧᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ
ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥᖔᕐᑐᓂᒃ. ᐅᑎᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑕᐃᒪ ᖃᖓᑕᓂᐊᕐᓕᕐᒪᑕ
ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᒋᕐᒧᖓᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᔪᐊᑉ
ᐃᓄᐃᑦ
ᓄᓇᖓᑕ
ᐃᒪᖁᑖᓂᑦ
ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ
ᑕᕆᐅᖓᒍᑦ,
ᓄᖃᑲᐃᓇᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ
ᕿᑎᖓᓄᓗᓃᑦ
ᓂᒋᖓᑕ
ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐅᑉ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᓂᒃ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓂ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓄᑦ
ᓂᒋᑲᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᐃᕐᓂᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊ ᐅᒃᐱᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓄᖓᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ, ᑎᖕᒥᐊ ᐱᖃᑎᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔮᓘᑉ
ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖓᓂᖔᕐᑐᓂᑦ, ᐅᑮᔭᑐᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᐅᕋ ᑎᐅᓪ ᕕᐅᒍᒧᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓂᒋᐸᓯᐊᓂ
ᐸᑕᒎᓂᐊ,
ᑕᐃᑯᐊ
ᒪᑭᓐᔨᐅᑉ
ᓄᓇᑭᓐᓂᖓᓂᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᒐᔪᖕᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ ᓵᒻᐳᕌᒻᐸᓐ
ᑲᖏᓱᖓᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᐊᕐᔨᓐᑏᓇᐅᑉ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᑯᐊ
ᐊᒡᓚᔅᑲᒥᖔᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᐃᓘ ᕿᑭᑕᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑭᖔᖓᓂ
ᐃᓗᐃᓕᖓᑕ
ᓯᓕᐅᑉ.
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᒧᖓᐅᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ
ᓄᖃᓚᐅᖐᓇᕐᖢᑎᒃ
ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓂᑦ
ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ
ᑯᐅᓪᕝ
ᓯᒃᔭᖓᓅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖁᑎᒋᒐᔪᒃᑕᕐᒥᓅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ
ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᑕᐃᒪ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐃᕙᔭᕐᑐᕐᖢᑎᒃ.
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ
ᑕᐅᕙᓂᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᐃᕙᔭᕐᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᓅᓕᕋᖓᑕ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᑦ
ᐱᖑᓱᐃᓂᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ
ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᓇᓕᕐᔪᐊᖏᓂᑦ ᐊᒍᑐᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐳᕆᑎᔅ ᑲᓚᒻᐱᐊᒥᑦ ᑯᐸᐃᖕᒧᑦ,
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓪᓚᓂᑯᑦ ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᑯᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᖏᓂᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ
ᑕᕆᐅᖓᑕ.

ᓇᑭᑦ

ᐱᔭᐅᒪᖔᑦ:
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᕐᒦᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖓ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕᓗ
ᐅᓂᑳᖏᑦ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ.
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᐱᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᐅᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᑐᕚ .

ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᐃᒪᕐᓱᕈᔪᖕᓂ ᐃᕙᖃᑕᕐᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ
(ᐃᒪᕐᓱᕐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᖁᓕᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᑐᕕᓃᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓱᐃᑦ) ᐅᑭᐅᑕᕐᑑᑉ
ᑭᒃᓕᖓᓂ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᓕᖕᓂ
ᐃᒪᕐᓱᕈᔪᖕᓂᖃᑕᐅᑐᑦ.
ᓇᓂᕈᓘᔭᑲᐃᓇᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓅᕋᓱᓕᕋᖓᑕ
ᐃᓂᒋᓂᐊᕐᑕᖏᑕ, ᐃᓪᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᑕᓰᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓱᖏᑦ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ
ᑕᕆᐅᕈᔪᐃᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᓂ, ᐃᒪᕐᓱᖑᕐᓯᒪᔪᓂ, ᐃᑲᑐᓂ ᑕᓯᐊᕈᕐᓂ,
ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓰᑦ
ᐃᒪᕐᓱᖏᓂ.
ᐅᑮᕕᒋᔭᖏᓂ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᑦ
ᓂᕆᔭᒃᓴᕐᓯᐅᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᑭᑐᓂ ᑲᖏᓱᕐᓂ, ᐃᒪᐅᓂᐅᔪᓂ
ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑲᖏᓱᔭᕐᓂ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑎᓂᑕᕐᑐᓛᓗᓗᖕᓂ ᒪᕋᕈᔪᖕᓂ,
ᓴᐃᓗᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᔨᒌᖏᑐᓂ ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᐅᕋᕐᓂ,
ᐅᔭᕋᓛᔪᓂ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᓂ, ᑕᕆᐅᕐᓂ ᐱᕈᑐᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᕕᖃᐅᕐᑐᓂ.
ᑕᑯᐊ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ
ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᒥᓂ
ᐊᓯᐅᔨᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐅᔪᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᐃᓇᖅ
ᐊᕋᒎᑉ
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥ
ᐊᖁᑎᒋᓗᒍ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓ ᓴᓇᕙᓕᐊᔪᓪᓗ.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ
ᐊᕋᒍᖃᓕᕌᖓᒥᒃ
ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ
ᓄᓕᐅᕈᓇᕐᓯᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓃᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᖕᒥᓂᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᓄᓕᐅᓕᕐᓂᓂ ᑎᑭᖢᒍ. ᐊᕐᓇᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᑕᐅᓯᐊᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᑎᓴᒪᓂ
ᒪᓂᖕᓂᒃ
ᐃᕙᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᐊᐃᐸᕆᓕᕐᑕᖓᓂ
ᐃᕙᑲᓂᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᒪᓂᖏᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ
ᐱᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ.
ᑭᖑᕚᕐᑕᓚᐅᖏᓂᖏᓂ ᑕᑯᐊᓴᐃᓇᐅᓇᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕋᒍᓄᑦ 7ᓄᑦ.
ᑕᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᓗᐊᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᓗᓕᖕᓂᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᒥᔪᑦ ᐱᕈᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᓱᓪᓗᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᖃᖃᑕᕐᒥᔪᑦ.

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑯᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᑎᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯ

ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒐᔪᖕᒪᖔᑕᓗ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᒻᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᕿᑲᐅᑎᒋᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᐊᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖏᑐᑦ ᑕᑯᓄᖓ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᖑᒪᖔᑕ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓄᐃᒐᔪᒪᖔᑕ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᒪᓈᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ. ᓄᑖᖑᓛᑦ ᖃᓯᐅᓇᓱᖏᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅᓄᑦ
ᐃᒪᖄ
41,000
ᐃᓇᖑᕐᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓄᑦ (24,300ᖑᔪᑦ ᑕᓯᐅᔮᓘᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖓᓂ, 800ᖑᔪᑦ
ᒪᑭᓐᔨᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, 15,750 ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥ). ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ
ᓄᒃᑎᓕᕋᖓᑕ ᐅᐊᓯᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᑎᖃᓯᒪᔪᓂ
1995ᒥᑦ 2016ᒧᑦ (ᑐᖓᓂᓱᖔᕐᔪᒃᔪᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᑦ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ)
ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ 6ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ
(71ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᔪᑦ) ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓕᒫᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑎᒃᑐᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᐱᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᓕᕐᑕᕐᕕᖃᒪᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᕕᓃᑦ ᓇᑭᖔᕐᓂᖏᑦ (ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᓄᖃᖔᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᕐᐊᓯᖓᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ
ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ). ᓇᐃᓴᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᔪᑦ
ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐸᓕᐊᓂᖏᓂᒃ 4.08ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᑎᐅᕋ ᑎᐅᓪ
ᕕᐅᑯᒥ 2002ᒥᓂᑦ 2018ᒧᑦ, ᐊᔨᓗᐊᖓ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓕᖃᖓᒧᑦ
ᑭᖑᕚᕇᑦ ᐅᓄᖁᓃᕐᐊᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ 62ᐳᓴᒥᒃ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓗᐊᖏᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᓴᐃᓗ ᕿᑭᑕᖓᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᓄᖑᖏᓂ
1980ᖏᓂᑦ.
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒋᑦ
ᖃᓯᓗᐊᐸᓗᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᑮᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂ, ᐊᑕᖏᕐᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕋᒍᑕᒫᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐅᓄᕈᓃᕐᐊᓕᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᓂᒍᕐᑐᓂ 16ᓂ ᐊᕋᒍᓂ ᐃᒪᖃ 2.5ᐳᓴᒥᒃ,
ᐊᕿᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 44ᐳᓴᒥᒃ ᐊᓂᖑᕐᑐᓂ ᐱᖓᓱᐃᓂ ᑭᖑᕚᕇᖕᓂ (23
ᐊᕋᒍᐃᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐃᓱᓕᑕᕈᑏᓪᓗ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᓵᖓᒃᖠᕐᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᑐᓂ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᓂᒃ
ᐊᕋᒍᓕᒫᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑐᕐᒥᓂᖏᓄᑦ. ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓗᐊᕐᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖓ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᓂᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ ᐃᒥᓂᒃ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᐊᓕᐊᔪᑦ,
ᑕᑯᓗᐊᑕᐃᑦ
ᐱᒪᕆᐅᓗᑎᒃ
ᐅᓗᕆᓇᓛᖑᖃᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐅᕗᑦ.
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᕗᖅ
ᓱᓃᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᓂᒃ
ᐊᔨᒌᖏᕈᓗᔭᕐᑐᕐᑎᒍᑦ.
ᐃᒪᖅ
ᖁᑎᒃᓯᕙᓕᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᓂᖓ
ᒥᑭᒃᓕᕚᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐊᕋᒎᑉ ᐃᓪᓗᐊᓂ. ᐅᖁᓯᕚᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐸᓂᕐᓂᓴᐅᓕᕐᓂᖓ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᓂᕐᒥ ᐃᒪᕐᓱᒐᐃᑦ
ᒥᑭᓕᕚᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ.
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᐸᓯᒧᑦ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᕐᓂᖓ
ᒥᒃᒃᓕᕚᓕᕐᓂᐊᕐᑐᒃᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓈᒪᒃᑐᓂ ᐃᕙᕕᖏᓂᒃ, ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ
ᒪᑭᓐᔨ
ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖓᓂ. ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓ
ᓯᓚᐅᑉ
ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᖓ
ᐅᐊᓇᒧᖓᐅᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᕙᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᐊᓯᔩᖁᔨᔪᑦ
ᖃᖓᑯᑦ
ᐃᕙᖃᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓯᐅᓂᕆᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ

ᑕᓯᐅᔮᓗᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖓᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑭᓐᔨᐅᑉ ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖓᓂ.
ᐸᓂᕐᓂᖓ
ᓱᓃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᓂᒃ,
ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥ
ᓇᐹᕐᑐᖃᖏᓂᕐᔪᐊᒥ
ᑕᐃᔭᐅᔪᕐᒥ, ᐅᐱᖓᓵᑯᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᕋᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᖓᑕᓕᕌᖓᑕ.
ᐅᖁᓯᕙᓕᐊᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᒃᑎᓕᕐᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᖁᑎᖏᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓚᐃᑐᕐᒥ ᓯᓚᕈᔪᖑᖃᑕᕐᓂᓴᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᖅ,
ᑕᒪᓇ ᓲᓂᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᕙᕆᐊᕐᑎᓯᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓄᖓᐅᓇᓱᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ.
ᐊᖏᓂᕐᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᓂᒋᕐᖓᓂ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ ᐅᑮᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓇᔪᖃᑕᕐᑕᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᐅᔨᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᐅᔪᓃᕐᐸᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ,
ᐃᒡᓗᖃᖏᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᕕᐅᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ
ᓱᓃᔪᑦ
ᓂᕆᕕᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖏᓂᒃ
ᐸᑕᒎᓂᐊᒥ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓕᕙᓕᐊᓂᖏᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᒥ ᐱᕈᓯᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ
ᐃᖃᓗᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃᓗ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓂᕐᓂᖃᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᕈᓇᖏᑐᓂᒃ
ᐱᕈᓰᓇᓱᖕᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑎᓯᔪᑦ ᓯᐃᓘ
ᕿᑭᑕᖓᓂ, ᓯᒃᔭᕐᐊᓯᖕᒥ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᓂᖅ ᒥᑭᓕᑎᓯᕙᓕᐊᒥᔪᖅ
ᓇᐃᓕᕕᖏᓂᒃ.
ᐅᑮᕕᖏᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᓄᖃᖔᕐᕕᖏᓪᓗ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊ
ᓴᖓᒃᓯᑲᓂᓕᕆᕗᑦ
ᐸᒃᕕᓵᕐᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᓄᑦ.
ᐊᑕᖏᐸᓗᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᖃᑕᕐᐳᑦ
ᐱᕈᓰᕕᖕᓂ, ᓄᒃᑎᐸᓕᐊᓕᕈᑎᒃᓗᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓄᑦ,
ᐅᑮᕕᖏᓂ, ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂ, ᑕᒪᓇ ᓱᓃᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᖏᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓂᒃ.
ᐅᕐᓱᐊᓗᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖏᓂᖅ ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᖏᔪᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᖕᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᑎᓯᖃᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᕐᐳᑦ,
ᐱᓗᐊᕐᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᓯᒃᔭᖏᓂᒃ ᓂᒋᐊᓂᖁᓄᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᑦ. ᐃᓚᖓ
ᑕᓯᐅᔮᓘᑉ
ᓄᓇᑭᓂᖓ
ᓂᕿᓴᑭᓕᕐᑐᖅ
ᓇᐹᑐᖃᖏᓂᕐᒥ
ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑕᕐᑕᖓᓂ ᑲᖑᕐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᖠᕐᓄᓪᓗ, ᓱᓂᕐᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᑦ ᓱᓕ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᑐᖅ:
ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᑐᕐᒥᓂᖏᓪᓗ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᑦ
ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᕗᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᒪᓕᖢᖏᑦ
ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᓂᖏᑕ ᒪᓕᒐᖓᓂ. 1994ᒥ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᕐᓂ ᒪᓕᖢᒋᑦ ᐅᑎᕐᑕᖃᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊ
ᓄᓇᓕᑉᔪᐊᑦ
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᒥ
ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖓᑕ
ᒪᓕᒐᖓ.
ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥ ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐅᖁᓇᒋᑦ ᓱᓂᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓯᓚᐅᕐᐳᑦ
ᑕᑯᐊ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᓇᖏᓂᕐᐹᑦ
ᓄᓇᔪᐊᓕᒪᕐᒥ.
ᑲᓇᑕᓗ
ᒥᐊᓕᒐᐃᓪᓗ
ᓯᒃᔭᕐᒥᐅᑕᐅᑦ
ᓴᐳᔭᐅᕕᖏᑕ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᖓ ᐃᓕᓴᕐᓯᕗᑦ ᑕᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᓗᓇᓚᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᒥᐊᓕᒐᕐᓂ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ
ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖏᑕ
ᐅᐊᓯᔭᖏᓂᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ.
ᓱᓂᕐᓯᒪᖏᑐᑦᐃᔨᓯᕐᑏᑦ ᑎᓕᓴᕐᓯᐅᒪᕗᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᔪᐊᕐᒥᓗ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑐᓄᓪᓗ ᐃᕙᖃᑕᕐᑐᓂᒃ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᖏᓂᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ.

ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑯᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓕᕐᑎᓅᖓᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅ

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑦ ᖁᒃᓴᓚᖕᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᓄᖑᑕᐃᓕᑎᓯᔨᖏᑕ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᖃᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ
ᓴᐳᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓖ

ᓇᑭᖔᕐᒪᖔᑕ:
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ: 2019 ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᑯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕ
ᐅᓂᑳᖏᑦ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᑐᔪᐊᖅ
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ. ᐊᑐᕚ. xi ᐊᒪ 50
ᒪᒃᐱᕐᑐᕋᖓ

Please fax this form to 867-975-4645
or email to teresa.tufts@canada.ca
by October 7, 2020. Reply by August
31, 2020 if you require more information.

Hudsonian Godwit
Proposed listing as Threatened
The following questions are intended to assist you in providing comments.
They are not limiting and any other comments you may have are welcome.
We also encourage you to share descriptions and estimates of costs and
benefits where possible.
Questionnaire filled out by:
(Print name / title)

Organization:

Date questionnaire completed:

_______________________

Have you seen Hudsonian Godwit in your area?

Yes

No

Do you have enough information to make a decision on your position/opinion on the
proposed listing of Hudsonian Godwit as Threatened under the federal Species at
Risk Act?
If you need more information let us know by August 31, 2020
Yes
No
and someone will contact you to see how best to provide this
information
What is your organization’s position/opinion on the proposed listing of Hudsonian
Godwit as Threatened?
Support the proposed listing of Hudsonian Godwit as Threatened
Do not support the proposed listing of Hudsonian Godwit as Threatened
Indifferent to the proposed listing of Hudsonian Godwit as Threatened
What are your reasons for this position?

Hudsonian Godwit
Proposed listing as Threatened

Please fax this form to 867-975-4645
or email to teresa.tufts@canada.ca
by October 7, 2020. Reply by August
31, 2020 if you require more information.

Do you have any additional comments?
Some points to consider:
•

How does the Hudsonain Godwit benefit you or the environment? (this can
include economic, cultural, spiritual, and environmental benefits)

•

What impact do you think that adding Hudsonian Godwit to the list of
wildlife species at risk would have on your activities?

•

What impact do you think that adding Hudsonian Godwit to the list of
wildlife species at risk would have on the species?

•

Do you have any other information or concerns that the federal Minister of the
Environment should consider before making a decision on the listing of the
species?

Hudsonian Godwit
Proposed listing as Threatened

ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᐅᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 1870 ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0A 0H0

ᔭᓄᐊᕆ 24, 2020

ᐅᓪᓗᓯᐊᑯᑦ,
ᐱᔪᑎᒋᔭᖓ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓯᐊᒪᒃᑎᓯᔪᒪᓗᑕ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᓗᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᓯᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᓯᐅᑎᖁᓗᒋᑦ
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖁᖅᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔩᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᖏᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓄ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᒥ.
ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖁᖅᑐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᖏᔫᓗᑎᒃ ᓯᒃᔭᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᓴᓂᔭᐅᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ ᐃᕙᓇᕐᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑭᕙᕐᓕᕐᐸᓯᖕᒥ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᑦ
ᐊᑭᓇᕐᐸᓯᐊᓂ ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑕᐅᖅ.
ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓚᐅᕐᑐᑦ ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖁᖅᑐᔪᐊᖅᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᐃ
2019ᒥ. ᑐᖓᓱᒃᑎᑕᐅᕗᑎᑦ ᑐᓂᓱᔪᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᕐᓂᒃ ᓱᓃᔪᑕᐅᑐᐃᓇᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥᒃ ᐊᕿᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᕐᓃᑐᓂᒃ ᒪᓕᖢᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᑕᐅᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓴᕐᑎᓯᓂᐊᕐᑐᑦ ᒐᕙᒪᑐᖃᑯᑦ ᒥᓂᔅᑕᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᖁᔭᖓᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᖃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᒪᖔᑕ ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖁᖅᑐᔪᐊᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ
ᐃᓱᒫᓗᒋᔭᐅᓕᖅᑐᓂᖃᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ. ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᑎᑦ ᐊᒻᒻᒪ ᑐᓴᑎᓯᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᕐᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ
ᐃᓱᒪᓕᕈᑎᖃᖁᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒥᖓ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᒪᖔᑕ.
ᑐᔪᐃᔪᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᓯᓄᑦ ᓇᐃᓕᒋᐊᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓂᑳᖓᓂᒃ,
ᑐᑭᓯᓇᓱᖑᑏᑦ ᐅᖃᓕᒪᒐᖏᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐱᖁᑏᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓅᕐᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᑕᑯᐊ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ. ᑲᑎᒪᔨᕋᓛᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᒪᖔᑕ
ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᑐᕐᒥᑐᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᒪᖔᑕ ᐅᓂᑳᖏᑦ ᐃᑭᐊᕐᓯᕕᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒋᐊᕈᓇᕐᑐᑦ:
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry/cosewicassessments-status-reports/hudsonian-godwit-2019.html
ᑕᑯᐊ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᔭᐅᖁᔭᕗᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᒋᓪᓗ ᑭᒍᓯᑎᑦ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᓂ ᖃᓄᕐᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒪᖔᑕ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖁᑎᑎᑦ/ᑲᑐᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ.
ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᒍᑦ ᕿᒥᕈᓂᐊᕐᑕᑎᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᑲᓂᕈᕕᑦ, ᐃᓱᒫᓗᑎᖃᕈᕕᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᐅᖁᔭᐃᑦ
ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᖃᑕᐅᓕᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᔭᕐᓂᒃ, ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᕗᖑᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᓂᐊᕐᐳᒍᓪᓗ ᐃᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑕᕆᐊᖃᕐᐸᑦ.
ᐃᓱᒪᒍᕕᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓈᒪᒃᑐᕐᒥᒃ ᑐᓴᕈᑎᑕᓖᑦ ᐃᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ, ᑭᐅᖁᔨᔪᒍᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᖏᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔨᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕙᑎᓂᒃ ᓇᒥᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᖏᔭᐃ ᑭᓱᒪᖔᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᓕᕐᑎᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖓ ᓯᒍᕋᐅᔭᖅᖁᖅᑐᔪᐊᖅ.
ᐃᖐᓇᕈᑎᑯᑦ ᐅᕙᑎᓄᑦ ᑐᔪᐃᔪᓇᕐᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᕙᓗᓃᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑭᒍᓯᕐᑎ ᐊᐱᖁᑎᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᐊᑕᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᐅᓗᒋᑦ.
ᑭᒍᓯᕐᑎᑦ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᕗᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂᐅᖏᑐᖅ ᐋᒃᑐᐸ 7, 2020. ᑐᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᑲᓂᕆᐊᖃᕈᕕᑦ ᐅᕙᑎᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᓚᐅᖏᓂᕐᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᕐᓂᒃ,
ᑐᓴᕐᑎᓯᔪᓇᕐᑐᑎᑦ ᐅᕙᑎᓂᒃ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᓂᐅᖏᑐᖅ ᐊᒐᓯ 31, 2020.
ᐊᐱᖁᑎᒃᓴᖃᕈᕕᑦ ᒪᑐᒪ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᖓᓂᒃ, ᐅᒪ ᐊᑕᓂᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ.:
Teresa Tufts, Species at Risk Biologist, Canadian Wildlife Service
ᑐᕇᓴ ᑕᕝᔅ, ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᑐᕐᒥᑐᓄᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓕᕆᔨ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
Environment and Climate Change Canada / Government of Canada
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᐅᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ/ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ
PO box 1870 Iqaluit, NU X0A 0H0
ᑎᑎᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ 1870, ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ X0A 0H0
Teresa.Tufts@canada.ca / Tel: +1 (867) 979 7058
ᐃᖐᓇᕈᑖ/ᐅᖄᓚᐅᑖ 1 (867) 979 7058
ᑎᑎᕋᕐᑐᖅ,

ᑯᕋᐃᒃ ᒪᒃᑖᓐᔅ
ᐊᐅᓚᓯᔨᐅᑲᐃᓇᕐᑐᖅ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᒥᐅᓂᑐᓄᑦ, ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐅᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᑯᑦ
ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᑯᑦ ᓯᓪᓚᐅᓗ ᐊᓯᔨᕐᓂᓕᕆᔨᖏᑦ/ᒐᕙᒪᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᑏᓴᕝᕙ 2021
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ
ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᖅ: X

ᐋᖅᑭᑦᑕᐅᔪᖅ:

ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎ: ᒥᓂᔅᑕᐅᕕᖓᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ (DFO) – ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᑦ
ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᐃᑦ
ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᐃᑦ:

ᐳᐃᔩᑦ:
1) ᑑᒑᓖᑦ/ᐊᓪᓚᙳᐊᑦ:
 ᑲᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᐅᔪᓂ 2020/21
ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᔪᔪᑦ: Jones Sound 38, Smith Sound 0, ᐅᐊᓐᓇᖓᓂᒃ
ᑕᓯᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᑉ 184, ᑰᒐᓇᔫᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑕᖓ 74, ᑲᓇᓐᓇᖓᓂᒃ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ 178, ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ
ᑐᓄᓂᕈᓯᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᕕᐊᓗᐊ 312, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᕐᓇᕐᒥ 140.
 ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ 2021/22 ᑑᒑᓕᒍᑏᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ (ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᒥᓃᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ) ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᐃᓪᓗ
ᑐᓂᐅᖅᑲᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓘᓐᓇᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᒐᓱᐊᖅᐸᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᖃᑕᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ
 DFO−ᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (KWB), ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (KWRB), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖏᓐᓄᑦ (QWB) ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᐅᓛᖅᓱᑎᒃ 2021−ᒥ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑕᒫᖅᓯᐅᑎᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᓕᕈᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓗᑎᒃ 2021/2022 ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ 2022/23 ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓇᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ.
 ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯᐅᑉ ᕿᑎᖓᓂ 2021−ᒥ, ᒥᑦᑎᒪᑕᓕᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ
ᑲᑎᔨᖏᑦ (MHTO) ᒥᑦᑎᑕᒪᓕᒻᒥ ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦᓴᑦᑑᓯᒪᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᑑᒑᓖᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᖃᐅᕐᓇᕐᒥ ᐊᐱᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ DFO−ᑯᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᕐᓇᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᓂᕕᖓᑖᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᓄᓂᕈᓯᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᕕᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ.
ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ (IFMP) ᐅᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐳᐃᔨᓐᓂᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒋᐊᖃᙱᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕕᑦᓴᖏᑦᑕ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᑲᔪᑎᑦ HTO (ᐃᒃᐱᐊᕐᔪᒻᒥH ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ MHTO−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕌᖓᓐᓂᒃ
ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᓄᓂᕈᓯᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᕕᐊᓗᐊᓂ. DFO−ᑯᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ MHTO ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓂᐊᕈᓐᓇᙱᒋᐊᖏᑦ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ
ᑐᓄᓂᕈᓯᐅᓪᓗ ᐃᒪᕕᐊᓗᐊᓂ.
 DFO−ᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᒐᓱᐊᖅᓯᒪᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᑑᒑᓕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ 2021−ᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᓕᒫᑦ
ᐊᑲᐅᓈᕈᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ. ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᕋᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓴᓐᓂᕈᑎᐅᑉ ᑐᓄᓂᕈᓯᐅᑉ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᕐᓇᕐᒥ ᑑᒑᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᔭᐃᑦᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑲᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᖑᓯᒪᔪᒥ,
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ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᑦᓱᓂ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑑᒑᓖᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ.
DFO−ᑯᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᓅᕙᐃᕝᕙ 30, 2021−ᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᕈᒪᑦᓱᑎᒃ,
ᑐᙵᕕᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ.

2) ᐊᐃᕖᑦ:
 ᑲᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᖑᓯᒪᔫᑉ 2020/21−ᒥ







257−ᒥᓃᑦ, ᐃᓘᓐᓇᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᑦᓴᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᑦᑐᖃᖅᓯᒪᒐᓂᓗ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᑦᓯᒐᓛᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕆᔭᑦᓴᓐᓂᒃ
ᐊᐃᕝᕙᑦᓯᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ.
2021−ᒥ, DFO−ᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᒻᒥ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ (HTA) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐊᐃᕖᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᑦᑏᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ. ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᔩᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑖᖑᓯᒪᔫᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑮᓐᓂ
ᓄᓇᓖᓐᓂ 2021 ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᖅ. DFO−ᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖅᓱᑎᒃ HTA/HTO ᐊᖓᔪᖅᑳᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᓗ ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᔨᓂᒃ
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᖃᑦᓯᐊᖏᓐᓇᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓅᖓᔪᓄᑦ 2021−ᒥ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᑦᑕᒥᓂᐅᔪᕗᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓈᓐᓂ
ᓄᓇᓖᓐᓂ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂ.
ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ 27−ᓂ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ
ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓄᑦ (NWMB) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ DFO−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ 2021−ᒥ, ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᔪᑦ. ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᔫᒐᓗᐊᑦ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ
ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ, ᓄᕙᔾᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ 19 ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑕᕈᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᓯᒪᓂᖓ
ᐃᓚᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒋᐊᓚᖓᔪᒥᓂᐅᒐᓗᐊᓄᑦ. DFO−ᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᑐᑭᒧᐊᑦᑎᑦᓯᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᓅᑎᑦᓯᔨᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐱᒍᒪᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᐃᕝᕙᑦᑕᐅᔪᓅᖓᔪᕗᓪᓗ ᑐᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ
ᑲᔪᓯᑦᓯᐊᖅᑐᖃᖅᐸᑦ ᐊᐃᕝᕕᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᓄᕙᔾᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ-19 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ,
ᓇᔫᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᐃᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᖁᔭᐅᓛᖅᑐᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᕈᓗᒃ.
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᔪᑦ
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (TAHs) ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ
ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ, ᐊᐃᕝᕙᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᕙᑦᑐᑦ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᕐᔪᐊᓕᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓄᖅᑑᕈᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᓯᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓅᑎᑦᓯᔨᓂᒃ, ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᓪᓗ
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ IFMP.

3) ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᖃᑯᖅᑕᐃᑦ:
 ᑲᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓐᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᖑᓯᒪᔫᑉ
2020/21−ᒥ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 350−ᖑᔪᔪᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᖃᑦᓯᒐᓛᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓂᒥᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ.
ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᓱᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᖃᑎᒌᑉᐸᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑎᒍᑦ
ᓄᕙᔾᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ-19 ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᑎᑦᓯᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᓇᔫᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ. 2021−ᒥ, ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᔪᔪᑦ ᔮᓐᓄᐊᕆ, ᕕᕗᐊᕆ, ᒫᑦᓯ, ᔫᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑦᑑᕝᕙᒥ. ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᔪᓂ,
ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖅᑕᖏᑦᑕ ᑐᑭᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᓂᕐᒧᓪᓗ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᐱᔭᕇᖅᑕᐅᔪᔪᑦ.
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᑲᑎᒪᓛᕐᓂᐊᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᓅᕙᐃᕝᕙᒥ.



4) ᐊᕐᕖᑦ:


DFO−ᑯᑦ ᐊᐱᕆᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖃᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᕐᒥ. ᑭᐅᔪᖃᓗᐊᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᖅ, ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒻᒪᑦ DFO−ᑯᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ
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ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᖃᕈᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᒫᖅ ᓯᕗᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂ ᑲᔪᓯᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᓄᑦ IFMP. ᓇᔫᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒌᒍᒫᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕈᓐᓃᑐᖃᖅᐸᑦ.

5) ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ - ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᐅᑉ ᐊᑦᓛᓐᑎᒃ/ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓ (NWA/EA) ᐊᒥᓲᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ:








ᓄᓇᓕᖓ ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ, ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (QWB) ᐊᑐᓂ
ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO) ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᓕᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᑕᕆᐅᖓᓄᑦ ᐳᓚᖅᑲᓲᑦ
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᑎᓄᔾᔮᑉ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ, ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖃᓐᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᓂᖃᐅᓂᖃᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓂᒃ
ᐳᐃᔨᐅᖃᑎᒥᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᕝᕕᒋᓲᖏᑕ. ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ
ᑎᒥᖓ (HTO) ᐱᔪᒪᓂᖃᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᖃᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕆᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ
ᐋᕐᓗᓂᒃ.
ᓄᓇᕘᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (NWMB) ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᖓᓂᒃ
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᒡᒍᑎᖓᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᓄᑦ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 2, 2021)
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᔪᖅ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᐱᖅᓱᐋᖃᖅᑐᓪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑐᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑎᒥᖓᓂᒃ
ᐃᓗᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᖏᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᑦ ᖃᓄᖅ ᓯᕗᒧᑦ ᓅᓐᓂᐊᒻᒪᖓᑕ. ᐊᒃᑑᕝᕙ 25, 2021
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐅᐊᖕᓈᑕ ᐋᕐᓗᖏᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓵᕆᔭᐅᓂᑯᑦ ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓄᐊᕙᐃᒥᑦ, ᑭᒡᒍᑎᒃᓴᓕᐊᑦ ᐊᐱᖅᓲᑎᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓂᕿᖏᓄᑦ
ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᐅᑎᔪᓄᑦ. ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐃᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓖᑦ ᐴᓕᑯᓗᐊᕆᓇᐃᑎᑦ ᐸᐃᕖᓄᓪ (ᐱᓯᐲ) ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᓂᖃᐅᓂᕆᓲᖏᑕ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᖏᑦ ᖁᑦᑎᒃᑑᑉ ᐋᕐᓗᖏᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᐊᑕ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ 20092019 ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ. ᑎᑎᕋᐅᓯᐅᓂᒃᓵ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᖅ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑕᖅᑭᓂᒃ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᓛᖅᑐᖅ
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᐅᑉ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᖏᓄᓪᓗ ᖃᓄᑎᒋ ᖃᓂᒻᒪᓯᖃᐅᓂᖏᑕ ᓴᖅᐸᓖᑦ.
NWMB−ᑯ ᓴᓇᔨᖏᑦ ᐅᐸᒍᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᑦᑎᐊᖅ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ−ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔪᑦ
ᐅᖄᓚᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᐅᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ. ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᒃᑑᕝᕙ 14, 2021 ᐅᖃᐅᓯᓕᒃ
ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᑎᓄᔾᔭᐅᑉ ᐃᒪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕆᓇᓱᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᑲᒪᒋᔭᖃᓐᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ−ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ ᑎᓄᔾᔭᐅᑉ
ᖃᐅᓪᓗᖅᑖᑦ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᔨᖏᑦ (CSB-WG) ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖓ ᐊᒃᑑᕝᕙ 15, 2021.
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓵᙵᔭᖃᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑑᐃᓯᒪᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᖏᑕ
ᐆᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᓄᔾᔭᒥ ᓄᓇᓕᒻᒧᓪᓗ. ᐊᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓃᒃ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔨᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑐᙵᕕᒃᑯᓐᓂᒃ
(NTI), ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓗᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ (QWB), ᐸᖕᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᑦ ᒥᑭᒋᐊᓐᓂᐊᖅᑎᑦ
ᑎᒥᖓᓂᒃ (HTO) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ (DFO).
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒃᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᓰᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᐊᓐᓂᖏᑕ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ
NWMB, ᐊᕕᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᔾᔪᐊᑦ ᑎᒥᖏᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓪᓗ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒋᓲᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓂᒻᒥᒃ
ᐊᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᖅᑯᑎᓂᒃ ᓵᖓᔭᖃᓐᓂᒻᒥᒃ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᓂᖃᐅᓂᕆᓲᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐳᐃᔨᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᓂᕿᓪᓚᕆᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᑕᐅᑦᑎᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑕᑎᖃᕋᓱᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖄᒃᑲᓐᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᓪᓚᕆᒃᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗᓕ ᐸᔾᔭᓪᓗᖓᓂᖃᓐᓂᖓ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ
ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓕᖅᑯᓯᕆᓲᖏᓐᓂᒃ; ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᒻᒪᕆᓐᓄᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓵᕕᓃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ NWA/EA ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓄᑦ; ᐊᖑᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ
ᓵᖓᔭᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓂᒃ ᐅᓗᕆᐋᓇᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕᓗ ᐋᕐᓗᐃᑦ
ᑎᒥᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓵᕆᔭᐅᔪᒃᓴᑦ ᐊᕝᕗᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑕ; ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᓐᓂᖏᑦ
ᓂᕿᑐᖅᑏᑦ−ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔾᔪᑎᖏᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᓄᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ
ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᐅᒃᓴᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑕᐅᖅᓰᖃᑎᒋᓲᑦᑕ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᑦᑎᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᑎᒍᑦ.

6) ᐊᖑᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᖅ:


ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂ DFO−ᑯᑦ ᐊᓪᓚᕝᕕᖓᓐᓂ ᒫᓐᓇᕈᓗᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᒋᐊᓛᓕᖅᑐᑦ HTO/HTAᓄᑦ ᑐᑦᓯᕋᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᒃ ᕿᓚᓗᒐᕐᓄᑦ, ᐊᐃᕕᕐᓄᑦ,
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ᑑᒑᓕᓐᓄᓪᓗ. ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᔭᒐᑦᑐᓪᓗ) ᐊᑑᑎᖃᓪᓚᕆᒻᒪᑕ
ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓱᖏᖅᑑᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᑦᓴᕆᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ.
DFO−ᑯᑦ ᐃᓇᑦᓯᒋᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᑦᑐᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᖁᔨᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᑑᑎᒐᔪᐃᑦᑐᓂᒃ
ᐳᐃᔨᓅᖓᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᓂᓪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᒋᐊᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᓯᓗᐃᑦ
ᓯᓈᓂ ᓯᑯᒥᓗ ᐊᓂᒍᓐᓇᐃᓪᓕᖅᑲᔪᑦ.
ᑭᖑᕙᐅᖅᑲᒋᐊᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒻᒪᐅᖅᑲᒋᐊᖃᕋᑎᓪᓗ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᐱᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑖᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᒪᓕᒐᕐᔪᐊᑉ, ᐳᐃᔩᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᖏᓐᓂ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᑎᒌᒍᑎᓂ. ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅᓪᓚᕆᑦᑐᖅ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᒥᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᓱᕉᑎᖃᖁᔭᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᖑᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᓗ.

ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐲᑦ:
1) ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᖅ:
 2020/21−ᒥ, ᑲᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᒥᑦᓵᓃᑦᑐᑦ 17,900 kg ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐲᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᓐᓂᕆᐊᖏᑦ
ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ.
 2021/22−ᒥ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐱᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᒪᑐᐃᔪᔪᖅ ᔪᓚᐃ 28, 2021
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᑦᓱᓂᓗ ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓰᑦ ᐱᖓᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ. ᒥᑦᓵᓂᑦᑐᑦ 42 ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ 12−ᓂᒃ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓂ.
 ᒥᑦᓵᓃᑦᑐᑦ 17,300 kg ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᓪᓗᐊᓖᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ
2021.
 ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᖃᓛᕆᐊᖓ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒡᒋᖅᑐᒥ
ᐅᑭᐅᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ.
2) ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ:
 2021−ᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᒥᑦᓵᓃᔪᔪᑦ 13,300 lbs, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥᓗ.


ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕈᒻᒥᒃ ᐆᑦᑐᕋᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑑᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᔪᔪᖅ 2021−ᒥ ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᖅᐸᕗᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᒥᒃ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᖅ ᐋᑎᒃ ᕘᑦᔅ−ᑯᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᐊᑦᓯᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒫᓂ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᓂᑦ
ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓛᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᓕᒫᑦ ᑎᑭᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᐸᑕ ᐅᐃᓂᐲᒡᒧᑦ.

ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᓱᖅᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓃᑦ ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓖᑦ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᖅᑐᑦ (ᖃᒪᓂᑦᑐᐊᖅ,
ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᓴᓪᓕᖅ, ᓇᐅᔮᑦ, ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ) ᓴᖅᑭᖅᑕᐅᔪᔪᑦ 2019−ᒥ.
ᐱᔪᒪᔭᐅᑦᓯᐊᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖃᑦᓯᐊᖅᓱᓂᓗ 2019−ᒥ, ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2020−ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2021−ᒧᑦ
ᑐᕌᒐᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᓴᐃᓐᓇᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᓄᓇᓕᓕᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ
ᓄᓇᓕᓕᓐᓄᑦ 2019 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 2020−ᒥ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᓕᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ.
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓯᑲᓐᓂᕈᑕᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ
ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐊᕐᔪᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐲᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ.
 2021-ᖑᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᓯᔪᔪᑦ 50−ᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᒻᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᔪᓂᒃ
ᓯᑕᒪᐅᔪᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒃ ᓇᐅᔮᖅᐸᓯᒻᒥ ᓴᓂᕋᔭᑉᐸᓯᒻᒥᓗ. DFO−ᑯᑦ ᐊᑭᓕᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᖅᑎᓂᒃ ᓄᐊᑦᓯᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ.
3) ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ:
 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ DFO−ᑯᓪᓗ ᐊᖏᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2021−ᒧᑦ ᓄᑖᕈᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐱᓐᓄᑦ IFMP−ᒥᒃ, ᐱᖃᓯᐅᑎᑦᓱᓂ ᐊᑐᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᑎᒥᓐᓂᒃ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑰᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ
ᑭᓪᓕᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᔭᐃᒃᑯ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕼᐊᓗᒃᕕᒃ ᑰᖏᓐᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᓴᐳᑎᓂᒃ ᑕᑭᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᑳᖅᓯᒪᓗᓂ
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ᑰᑉ ᐊᕙᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᕼᐊᓗᒃᕕᒃ ᑰᖓᓂ. IFMP ᑕᑯᑦᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓛᖅᑐᖅ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᕝᕙᓂ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᕐᓂ
ᐊᔾᔨᖏᓪᓗ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᕈᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᓄᒃᑎᑐᑦ, ᖃᓪᓗᓈᑎᑐᑦ, ᐅᐃᕖᑎᑐᓪᓗ.
2021−ᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕈᑎᑦᓴᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐱᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ ᐊᑑᑎᔪᔪᖅ ᐱᖓᓱᓂ
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ (ᐃᑲᓪᓗᒃ, ᕼᐊᓗᒃᕕᒃ (30-ᒪᐃᓕ), ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᔭᐃᒃᑰ ᑰᖏᓐᓂ). Lauchlan ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Surrey ᑰᖏᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᔪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᒍᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᖓᑕᔫᑦ ᐃᒫᓅᓲᑦ ᐅᐱᕐᖔᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᒥ.
ᑲᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ 30,186 kg ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᒥᓃᑦ 2021−ᒥ, ᑕᑯᑦᓴᐅᑎᑦᓯᑦᓱᑎᒃ 71.9%−ᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᒍᒪᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 47%−ᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑰᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᓄᑦ.
ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᒐᔭᕆᐊᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ.
ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ

2021

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ

ᑰᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ Kg,

ᑰᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ Kg,

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᓪᓗᐊᖏᑦ

ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᓪᓗᐊᖏᑦ

20,000

20,000

14,803.08

ᕼᐊᑯᒃᕕᒃ (30 ᒪᐃᓕ)

5,000

5,000

4,998.68

ᔭᐃᒃᑯ

17,000

17,000

6,616.18

9,100

ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ

ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ

9,100 (*5,000)

ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ

ᐃᖃᓪᓕᐊᖅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ

60,200

42,000

30,186

ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕐᕕᒃ
(ᐊᑎᕆᒐᔪᑦᑕᖓ)

ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ
ᑰᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ Kg,
ᐅᖁᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᓪᓗᐊᖏᑦ

ᐃᑲᓗᒃᑐᑦ (ᐃᑲᓪᓗᒃ ᑰᖓ)

ᐸᓕᕐᔪᐊᖅ (Surrey
River)
Lauchlan R. (Byron
Bay)
ᑲᑎᑦᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑦᓱᑎᒃ
* ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑰᑕᐃᑦ





ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓇᓚᐅᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᖅᑕᖃᓛᖅᑐᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑕᐅᓯᒃᑰᖃᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ IFMP ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᒫᖑᒍᒫᖅᑐᖅ.
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᒥ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᒃ (ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ
ᓱᖏᖅᑑᑎᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᕐᓴᕐᓂᖅ) ᑲᔪᓯᑦᓯᐊᑲᓐᓂᔪᒻᒥᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᑎᑦᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ DFO−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᑲᑎᖅᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑦᓴᓂᓪᓗ 200−ᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐱᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᖓᓱᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᕐᓂᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᐅᕋᓱᐊᕈᑎᓂᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᑦᓱᑎᒃ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖅᐹᖅ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓂᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑑᑦᓱᓂ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ,
ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ 50.
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑕᕆᐊᖃᙱᓐᓂᖅ ᓄᕙᔾᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ-19 ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, DFO-ᑯᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᔪᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᒃ Lauchlan ᑰᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐱᓐᓂᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᒐᓗᐊᖅᓱᓂ.
DFO−ᑯᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᓯᒪᔪᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᑎᑦᓯᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ Lauchlan ᑰᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ (ᐊᕐᕌᒍᐃᑦ ᐱᖓᔪᐊᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂ)
2021−ᒥ, ᓄᐊᑦᓯᓂᖅ ᑲᑎᖅᓱᕆᐊᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᕇᔭᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ Lauchlan ᑰᖓᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, DFO−ᑯᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᐃᔪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᒃ
ᑐᙵᕕᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᑲᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ 2021−ᒥ ᓴᓂᐊᓂ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᖅ Gravel Pit. ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂ
ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑏᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ EHTO−ᑯᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐱᓐᓂᐊᔪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᓂᑦᓱᑎᓪᓗ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ.
ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᐅᒍᒪᔪᓪᓗᐊᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐲᑦ ᓂᕆᕙᑦᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒥ ᓂᕆᑦᓱᑎᒃ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᓗᑎᓪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᓱᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ, ᖁᐱᕐᕈᐊᕐᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᓴᓂᐊᕐᔪᓐᓂᒃ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᕈᒪᔭᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓇᓕᓐᓄᑦ DFO−ᑯᑦ ᑐᓴᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᖅᓱᑎᒃ
ᒫᓐᓇᖃᕐᒥᒃ. 2021−ᒥ, 151 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕋᑦᓴᐃᑦ ᓄᐊᑕᐅᔪᔪᑦ ᑕᕝᕘᓇ ᐊᐅᓚᔾᔭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ
ᐱᒋᐊᓛᖅᑐᖅ ᐅᑭᐅᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ.
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ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑕᑦᑕᐃᓕᓗᐊᕈᓐᓃᕐᒪᑕ ᑮᑕᑲᐃᓐᓇᐅᒐᓗᐊᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕆᐊᖅᑐᖅᓯᔪᔪᑦ ᓄᙳᐊᓂ ᐊᐅᒡᒍᓯᐅᑉ.
ᑕᒪᓐᓇᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᓂᐱᓕᐅᕈᑎᕗᑦ ᐃᒪᖅᓯᐅᑎᒋᓚᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 2013−ᒥᓂᑦ
ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᔪᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᓱᓇᒃᑯᑏᑦ ᐃᒫᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᔪᙱᑦᑐᑦ, ᓇᓗᓇᖅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᑯᖓᓄᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔪᖃᕐᓂᐊᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᖅ. ᑐᕌᒐᕆᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓴᖅᑮᒍᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᕆᑕᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ
ᓄᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᕙᑦᑕᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᐲᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᑐᐃᓐᓇᐃᑦ, ᐆᒐᐃᑦ, ᑲᓇᔪᐃᓪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᑉ
ᓴᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ Granier watershed.

ᐊᑯᑭᑦᑐᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᕋᐃᑦ (ᓇᑖᕐᓇᐃᑦ):

1) ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᕕᒃ (CSTMA)


ᐃᑭᕐᒥ ᖃᓕᕋᓕᓐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖃᔪᔪᖅ ᐸᓐᓂᖅᑑᑉ ᑲᖏᖅᑐᐊᓗᐊᓂ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ 2021 ᔪᓚᐃ ᓄᙳᐊᓂ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᓱᑎᒃ ᓯᑦᑕᕝᕙ ᐱᒋᐊᓕᕋᑖᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍᓄᑦ. ᐊᑯᕐᖓᓐᓂ ᓯᑯᒥ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᐅᑉ ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᑭᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᔭᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᖅ, ᒥᑦᓵᓂᑦᑐᑦ 456.25 t ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ 500 t ᑲᑎᑦᓱᑎᒃ
ᐊᖑᔭᐅᒍᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓈᖅᑕᐅᔪᔪᑦ 2021−ᒥ.

ᐋᖅᑭᓱᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ: ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔩᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ − ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓪᓗ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ Arctic
ᐅᓪᓗᖓ: ᐅᑦᑑᕝᕙ 28, 2021
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ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᐋᒡᔪᓕᕐᕕᒃ 2021
ᐅᕗᖓ
ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ: X

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ:

ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ: ᐊᕐᕕᖅ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᖅ, ᕿᑎᕐᒥᐅᓂᑦ
ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ(ᑐᑦ) ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓘᑕᐅᔪᖅ(ᑐᑦ):
 11-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐴᑎᐊ (Gulf of
Boothia), ᖃᓂᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᑰᒑᕐᔪᒃ, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ (ᐅᒃᑑᐱᕆ) 2020-ᒥᑦ.
 ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐃᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᑦ 8-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓕᖅᑐᑦ ᓱᓇᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᑐᖁᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.
 ᓱᓇᒥᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᖁᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ. ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᖅ. ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᕈᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ:
ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅᑕᓖᑦ, ᐱᕐᓕᖅᑐᑦ (ᑎᒥᖏᑦ ᐱᐅᓗᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ), ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᓂᑦ
ᐋᓐᓂᐊᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑐᖁᔪᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᕐᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᕿᒫᑉᓗᑎᒃ.

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ / ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ / ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ
ᑕᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖅ / ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑐᖅ
 ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᖅᑎᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒌᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓂᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᓴᐅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᒪᓂᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ.
 ᐊᓛᔅᑲᒥᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᓇᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᑐᖁᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᙵᑦ.
 ᓄᓇᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᕿᓇᓗᒐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᑖᙳᖅᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᑕᐅᒃᐸᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ.
ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓕᕆᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ:
 ᓄᕙᒡᔪᐊᕐᓇᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒍ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᔭᖕᓂᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᖅ, ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔩᑦ
ᑎᑭᓐᓂᖅ ᐊᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐃᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 8-ᓂᒃ 11ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖕᒧᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ.
 ᓂᕿᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐃᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 7-ᓂᒃ ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᖦᖢᐊᖅᓴᐃᔨᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ













ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᐱᕐᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᕐᒪᑕ.
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᓄᓇᒧᐊᕐᓂᑯᓂᒃ ᕿᓇᓗᒐᓂᒃ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓅᕐᓂᐊᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᕿᓇᓗᒐᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐋᕐᕕᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ.
1. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᖅᓱᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᑎᒋᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐆᒃᑐᕋᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᖏᓐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑯᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᕐᕕᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓅᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᖏᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑯᐃᑦ
ᑐᖁᓚᐅᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᕐᓕᖅᖢᑎᒃ.
2. ᕿᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐃᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑦ.
ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓖᑦ 8-ᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᐆᒃᑐᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᖔᓂᑦ 20-ᓂᒃ
ᐅᑭᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓐᓈᕋᐃᑦ ᐋᕐᓗᖕᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒋᐊᔭᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ.
ᐅᑭᐅᖏᑦ/ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓘᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓘᖕᒪᖔᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓅᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐆᒪᔪᓄᑦ.
3. ᐆᒃᑐᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᕿᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓂᕿᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓂᕆᓯᒪᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ (ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖁᐃᓂᓂᐅᔪᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓅᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ
ᐊᕐᕕᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᙱᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓂᕆᖃᑦᑕᕐᒪᖔᑕ.
4. ᖃᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᓄᔭᕐᓚᐅᔮᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᓈᒻᒪᖕᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕼᐅᐊᒨᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᑭᓂᖏᓪᓗ ᖃᓂᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓅᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᖁᕋᖅᑐᑦ ᓂᒋᖅᐸᓯᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐴᑎᐊ (Gulf of
Boothia) ᖃᓂᑕᖓᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᐅᕕᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 3-5%-ᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓯᒡᔭᖓᓂᑦ. ᓯᓚᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓄᑦ
ᓄᖅᑲᖓᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᓯᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕌᓂᖕᓂᐅᓇᔭᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᐅᖅᑲᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᖓᑦᑕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᓂᒃ
ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑎᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᑦ. ᖃᖓᑦᑕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᐱᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᑕᑭᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᓐᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅᑕᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐱᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᐃᔪᑦ ECCC-ᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᑑᒑᓖᑦ (ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᕿᓇᓗᒐᐃᑦ) ᒪᖃᐃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 2021-ᒥᑦ ᑰᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ
ᒪᖃᐃᑎᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅᑕᓕᖕᓄᑦ.
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᖑᔪᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᑐᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᑦᑏᑦ ᐊᕿᐊᕈᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑰᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᑦᑎᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᓗᓕᖏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ.
ᓇᓗᓇᙱᑲᐅᑎᒋᔫᔭᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐋᕐᓗᖕᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᖁᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᒪᖃᐃᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐃᖅᓯᒪᑉᓗᑎᒃ, ᑭᓪᓕᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᑦᑑᑉᓗᑎᒃ (ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᑦ)
ᐊᕐᕖᑦ.
ᓯᕗᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓂᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓄᑦ.

ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔨᑦ:



ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᑐᓴᒐᒃᓴᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑕᒑᕆᕝᕕᖕᒥᑦ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ) ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕐᕖᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᖕᒪᑕ, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ.

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᒋᐊᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᖅ(ᑐᑦ):
 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᕝᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᐃᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᑖᙳᖅᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓂᒪᓕᕌᖓᑕ.
 ᑕᒡᕙᐅᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔪᑦ ᑯᕐᑕᐃᕈᔪᐊᖅ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᖅᑮᓐᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅ
(ᔭᓄᐊᕆ) 2022-ᒥᑦ.
ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖅ:
ᓯᑏᕝ ᕘᒍᓴᓐ (Steve Ferguson) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐳᕆᐊᓐᑦ ᔭᖕ-ᒧᑦ (Brent Young), ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ
ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ, ᐅᐃᓂᐲᒡ
ᐅᓪᓗᖅ:
ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ (ᐅᒃᑑᐱᕆ) 22, 2021

ᑎᑎᖅᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ 1. ᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᑐᖁᖓᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᐴᑎᐊ (Gulf of Boothia) ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ (ᐅᒃᑑᐱᕆ) 2020 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᕆᒡᓗᐃᑦ (ᐄᐳᕆ) 2021-ᒥᑦ.
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑎ
BM-2020-13
BM-2020-14
BM-2020-16
BM-2020-15
BM-2020-06
BM-2020-01
BM-2020-17
BM-2020-03
BM-2020-12
BM-2020-18
ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᖅ 2

ᐅᑉᓗᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᖅ
ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ (ᐅᒃᑑᐱᕆ) 1, 2020
ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ (ᐅᒃᑑᐱᕆ) 1, 2020
ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ (ᐅᒃᑑᐱᕆ) 1, 2020
ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ (ᐅᒃᑑᐱᕆ) 1, 2020
ᑲᑕᒑᕆᕝᕕᒃ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ) 10, 2020
ᑲᑕᒑᕆᕝᕕᒃ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ) 10, 2020
ᑲᑕᒑᕆᕝᕕᒃ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ) 10, 2020
ᑲᑕᒑᕆᕝᕕᒃ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ) 10, 2020
ᑲᑕᒑᕆᕝᕕᒃ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ) 25, 2020
ᑕᖅᑮᓐᓇᕐᔪᐊᖅ (ᔭᓄᐊᕆ) 26, 2021
ᑎᕆᒡᓗᐃᑦ (ᐄᐳᕆ) 14, 2021

ᐆᒃᑐᕋᐅ
ᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅ
ᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐄ
ᐄ
ᐄ
ᐄ
ᐄ
ᐄ
ᐄ
ᐄ

ᑕᑭᓂᖓ
(ᒦᑕᐃᑦ)
21.3
10.3
15.8
7.8

ᑕᑭᓂᖓ
(ᒦᑕᐃᑦ)
(ᖃᖓᑦᑕᖅᑎ
ᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ)
7.2
14.5
8.3
10
8.9
7.5
7.9

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖅ
/ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖅ

ᐅᑭᐅᖓ

ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖅ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖅ

32
18

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖅ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖅ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖅ

12
19
8

ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖅ
ᐊᕐᓇᓪᓗᖅ
ᐊᖑᓴᓪᓗᖅ

12
43
16

ᐅᑭᐅᖏᓐᓄᑦ
ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ
ᐃᓐᓇᖅ
ᐃᓐᓈᕋᖅ
ᐃᓐᓇᖅ
ᐃᓐᓈᕋᖅ
ᐃᓐᓈᕋᖅ
ᐃᓐᓈᕋᖅ
ᐃᓐᓈᕋᖅ
ᐃᓐᓈᕋᖅ
ᐃᓐᓇᖅ
ᐃᓐᓈᕋᖅ

ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑕᕆᐅᑉ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒥᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᕐᔪᐊᒃᑯᖏᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ
ᑐᓴᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎ: X
ᐱᓇᐃᓗᑕᖅ:

ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕈᑎ:

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑏᑦ:

ᑎᕿᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ (ᓯᐸᐃᔅ ᒪᓐᑎᓚ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐸᐃᔅ ᕙᔅᓯᐊᑕᔅ) ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ
ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᐊᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ
ᐃᓃᑦ

ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ (ᐹᓐᑕᓚᔅ ᐳᐊᕆᐋᓕᔅ)

ᑕᖅᓴᓖᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ (ᐹᓐᑕᓚᔅ ᒫᓐᑕᒍᐃ)

ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ (ᓯᐸᐃᔅ ᒪᓐᑎᓚ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᐸᐃᔅ ᕙᔅᓯᐊᑕᔅ)

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓ
ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ (ᐹᓐᑕᓚᔅ ᐳᐊᕆᐋᓕᔅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐹᓐᑕᓚᔅ ᒫᓐᑕᒍᐃ) ᐱᑕᖃᓲᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ
ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖓᓱᖕᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᕙᒃᖢᓂ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᕕᐅᑉ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᓪᓗ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦ.
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᓕᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑑᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᓂᑦ,
ᑖᒃᑯᐊᒃ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (WAZ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ)
(ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1).
ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 2020, ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔩᑦ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓕᕆᔨᓂᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᒻᒪᕇᑦ ᑎᕿᑦᑐᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐ ᐃᒪᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ) (ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦ
ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ (SFA) 4 ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᕙᓵᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᓄᑦ (COL).
1

ᑖᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑎᑦᑎᕙᒃᑐᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᓯᔾᔩᓄᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ
10 ᒪᐃᓖᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑐᖃᕐᓂᕈᓂ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ) ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᒃᐸᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᕙᒌᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑐᖃᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒍ ᑭᒡᓕᐅᔪᓂᒃ (ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᖅ 2.5%
ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐊᒃᑕᖏᑕ, ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 100 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ) (ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2).
ᐅᑭᐊᒃᓵᖓᓂᑦ 2020, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᓅᓐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ (SFA) 4 ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᑦᑎᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓐᓂᐊᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᖓᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓴᖅᑮᓪᓗᓂᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᑮᓇᐅᔭᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓐᓇᔭᕋᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᒐᓱᒃᐸᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᓴᖅᑭᓐᓂᖓ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᑦ ᑎᕿᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᖅᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ. ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐸᒡᕕᓴᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᒐᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᐊᕕᕐᓇᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᖓᓱᖕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ ᐅᓄᙱᒻᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᖃᖅᐸᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᓯᑯ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ.
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᐅᖓ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᓐᖓᓂᖃᖅᑐᑎᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓂᑦ.
ᒫᓐᓇ ᒪᒃᐲᖓᔪᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓᓪᓚᕆᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᕙᓂ ᐃᓂᒥᑦ. ᐃᖃᓗᖃᓛᓂᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᑦ 2
+ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 1997.

ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᔮᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐅᔭᓚᐅᑲᖃᑦᑕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ, ᓴᖅᑭᔮᑦᑎᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᒥᑭᑦᑐᒥᒃ
ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓛᓐᓂᓚᐅᓱᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑑᕙᒃᖢᑎᒃ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐃᓛᓐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᑯᑦᑐᔫᓕᕇᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᓄᑦ ᖁᓕᓅᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ. ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐊᑯᑦᑐᔫᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑑᓚᐅᑲᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓯᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᐃᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ.
ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᓇᓂᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᐸᓗᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓂᑦ,
ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐅᑎ ᐱᑕᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᑐᐊᓘᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᑑᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕆᐊᕆᔭᖃᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᐊᖑᓂᒐᒃᓴᒥᖕᓂᒃ ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓂᒃ. ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᒪᕐᕉᖕᓂᒃ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ (ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ) ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓄᑦ
ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ. ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ
ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᖅᓯᒪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒧᐊᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓪᓗᑎᒃ.
ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 2 + ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2016. ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ
ᓴᖅᑮᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ 2003-ᒥᑦ 2010-ᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2010-ᒥᑦ 2015-ᒧᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᖓᓂᒃ ᑲᑕᓚᐅᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (1978-1990)
ᑯᕝᕙᓯᓕᕇᖕᓂᖏᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 2016 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ
2000 ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᖃᖓᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ−ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓛᖅ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2014 (ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 3).
ᒫᓐᓇᓕᓴᐅᓂᖅᓴᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᐅᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐅᒥᓱᒐᓚᐃᑦ−ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ (ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓᑐᐊᖑᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ) ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ
2 + ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᓴᖅᑮᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑎᕿᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2019 (ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᒃᓴᐅᖕᒥᔪᖅ 2018 ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧᑦ−ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ), ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ
ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2016 ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᑦ.
ᐱᑕᖃᙱᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ
ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ (SFA) 4 ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ),
ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᖃᑦᑎᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐃᓂᓂᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ
2

ᐅᑎᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᓱᐊᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᑦ. ᐊᒻᒪᓗᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑕᐅᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᕌᓂᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖅ ᐅᓄᖅᑐᓂᒃ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᐃᓐᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.

3

ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒦᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᓄᓇᒥᙶᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖃᑎᒌᓄᑦ−ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ
ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓄᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 2 +
ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔭᖅ 0 (ᑐᔾᔭᐱᒃᖢᓂ ᑖᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ [EAZ]).
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᕋᑖᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᓕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕆᓗᑎ
ᐃᑲᔪᕈᓐᓇᕐᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᑕᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ. ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᔭᖓ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᐊᑦᒧᐊ (Nordmøre)
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑯᓪᓕᖏᑦ ᐱᓗᐊᕐᔭᐃᖅᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᑦᑐᓂ
ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᑦ. ᒪᕐᕉᒃ ᐳᑐᖏᑦ 17 mm ᐊᒻᒪ 15 mm ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᐊᓂᐊᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᑎᓐᖑᐊᖅᑐᒋᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ 22 mm ᐳᑎᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᑖᓐᓇ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᐅᕙᓂ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᒃ (SFA) 4 ᐊᒻᒪ 5. ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᕆᒋᐊᓐᖓᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᐳᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐃᒪᓐᓇᑎᒋ 28.37% ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 17 mm ᐳᑐᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪ 18.69% ᐅᑯᓄᖓ 15 mm ᐳᑐᖏᑦ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ
ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᓂᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒪᓂ ᐅᑭᐊᔅᓵᒥ.
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ
ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᑦ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓕᐅᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᓴᔅ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᖅᑏᑦ (ᑕᑯᒍᑦ
ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ 5). ᐅᑯᐊ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᕕᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᔭᖓᓂ 2021 ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓗᑎ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓂᕐᒧᑦ.
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊᖑᒐᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓱᓕ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᑖᓃᖏᓐᓇᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᑦᑭᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥ ᑭᓪᓕᖓᓄ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᓂᖃᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᐅᖏᓛᒥᑦ
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᒥᑦ.

ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑭᒡᒍᑏᑦ
ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 2020-ᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᓚᐅᑐᖅ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓂᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ
ᐊᑐᓚᐅᑲᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᑭᒡᒍᑎᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ
ᐱᓕᕆᑦᑎᐊᕈᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ 2020-2021 ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᓐᓈᖅᖢᑎᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓃᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. ᐊᑐᕐᓃᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᓚᐅᑲᒃ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑖᑎᒍᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᑦᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐃᓂᓂᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒃᖠᓯᒪᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᖃᑦᑕᙱᑦᑐᑦ.
ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᖃᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓇᕝᕕᐅᔪᓂᑦ−ᑐᒃᓯᕌᖑᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖓᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᑐᓴᕋᓱᐊᕐᓂᕐᓂᑦ
ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᖅᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒦᒃᑯᑦ (DFO) ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ.
ᓄᙳᐊᓂᑦ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ, ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᓄᑦ (COL) ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑐᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᓅᑦᑐᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ 5 ᒪᐃᓕᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᑯᖔᕐᓗᒋᑦ
ᑭᖑᓂᑦᑎᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓖᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᒃᐸᑕ 10% ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒍ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᖏᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ
(ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2). ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᒪᐃᑦᑎᑦᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᐃᓴᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ ᓅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓃᑦ. ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ
ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖃᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂ 8 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ (ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 26, 2020-ᒥᑦ ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 21, 2020-ᒧᑦ). ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐱᑕᖃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ
ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᕗᖓ 2021, ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᒪᕐᕈᑲᓐᓃᓐᓄ 8 ᐱᓇᓱᐊᕈᓯᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᖏᑦ
(ᒪᐃ 28, 2021 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᔪᓚᐃ 23, 2021 ᐊᒻᒪ ᔪᓚᐃ 30, 2021 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 24, 2021) ᐱᔪᓐᓇᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᓂ
ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᖅ. ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥ, ᐃᓚᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒫᓐᔾᓇᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᓯᑎᐱᕆ 25, 2021 ᐱᖃᓯᐅᔾᔨᓗᑎ ᐊᒥᐊᒃᑯᖓᓄ ᐊᕐᕌᒍᒧ (ᓯᑎᐱᕆ25, 2021 ᑎᑭᑦᑐᒍ ᑎᓯᐱᕆ 31, 2021).
ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ, ᑭᒡᒍᑎᓯᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒧᖅ ᑭᒡᓕᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᑕᐃᑯᖓ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ
(SFA) 4 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓐᒥᑦ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐃᒪᒃᑯᓂ ᓅᕕᒻᐱᕆᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᒣ ᑕᕐᕐᑭᖓ
ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑐᖃᐅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᖏᓪᓕᒋᐊᕐᑕᐅᓚᐅᔫᖅ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓂᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ SFA-ᒥᒃ. ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥᑦ
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ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑏᑦ ᐊᖅᑯᓵᖃᑦᑕᐅᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓂᑦ
ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ/ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂᔅᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ,
ᐃᓚᒋᐊᓪᓚᐅᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᑯᒧᖓ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᑲᖕᓂᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ/ᓄᓇᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ.

ᑭᖑᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᕈᑏᑦ
ᒪᓕᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑐᐃᓐᓇᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓪᓗᒥᒨᖓᔪᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓄᑦ,
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ – ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᔅᓯᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂ
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᓗᒍ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᖅᑭᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕙᓂ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂ
ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᒃ (SFA) 4-6 ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ (EAZ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᐱᖓᓐᓇᖓᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᑉ ᐃᓂᖓ
(WAZ). ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᔪᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᖅᑕᖃᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐲᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓪᓕᓯᒪᖏᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑕ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐃᓂᓂᑦ. ᐊᖏᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂ
ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖃᕐᓂᖅ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓂᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔭᐅᒋᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ. ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᓚᒍᑕᖓ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᕆᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ.
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ (DFO) – ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᖔᖅᑐᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᒪᓃᑦ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ
ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓐᓇᖅᑕᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᖃᑦᑕᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᐃᓃᑦ (EAZ) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓂᒋᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ
ᑐᑭᓯᑦᑎᐊᒃᑲᓐᓂᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᓂᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᓂᕿᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᖅᑎᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᖑᓇᓱᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ
ᐃᑲᔪᒃᑲᓂᕐᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑦᑎᓪᓕᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓗᒍ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᐊ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᔅᓴᒥ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ. ᓈᒻᒪᑎᓪᓗᒍ.
ᓱᖅᑯᐃᓈᓂᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᓱᓕ ᐃᒪᐃᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐃᒪᐃᙱᒃᑲᓗᐊᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᓛᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᐊᕋᓱᒋᔪᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑭᒡᒍᑎᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑲᓐᓂᕋᔭᖅᑐᓂᒃ. ᒫᓐᓇ ᑐᓂᓯᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᑖᒃᓱᒥᖓ,
ᓴᓂᖅᑯᐃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᑏᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ.
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ᐱᕙᒌᑕᖅᑕᖓ ᐆᒪ:

ᐃᐊᔨᑲ ᐹᕆᓪ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᖔᖅᑐᓂᑦ ᑲᒪᓃᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ

ᐅᓪᓗᖅ: ᐅᑐᐱᕆ 19, 2021

ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1 – ᓄᓇᙳᐊᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ
ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2 – ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᓄᑦ (COL) ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ
ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 3 – ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ: ᐱᑕᖃᖅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ
ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 2 + ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K (ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ
ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 2020/021)
ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 4 – ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒋᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖅ: ᐱᑕᖃᖅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ
ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 2 + ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K
(ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ 2020/021)
ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 5 – ᐊᑕᖏᖅᖢᒋᖅ ᓴᖅᑭᑕᖅ: ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ ᐊᐅᐸᖅᑐᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᑦᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᑭᖑᑉᐸᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ

6

ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 1

ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ
ᑎᑎᖅᑭᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐅᕙᓂ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ
ᐃᒪᕕᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ

7

ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 2

ᐃᒪᕕᖕᒥᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓄᑦ ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᑦ
5.2. ᐃᒪᐃᑉᐸᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᒥᐅᑕᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᑭᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᖏᓂᖅᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ 2.5%-ᒥᒃ ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 100 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ,
ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᐊᓯᔾᔨᑲᐅᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒥᑦ
ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑎᒍᑦ ᖁᓖᑦ (10) ᒪᐃᓕᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᓵᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᕝᕕᒋᓵᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐃᓕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᓗᒃᑖᖅ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ. ᓅᕌᓂᒃᐸᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑕᖏᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓅᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᓂᐊᒍᑦ, ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅ
ᖃᑭᑕᖏᑦ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᒃᐸᑕ 2.5% ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 100 ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻ, ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᖅ
ᑲᔪᓯᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓗᓂ 10 ᒪᐃᓕᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᒥᓂᒃ ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᓵᖅᑕᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᖁᑎᖃᖁᓇᒋᑦ. ᓇᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᒃ
ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖕᒥᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᒧᑦ (ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓄᑦ
ᐃᓂᒧᑦ) ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᓵᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᒪᒋᔭᐅᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ
ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᓂᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓ (ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒦᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓂᒨᕐᓂᖓ)
ᖃᖓᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᖅᑲᕐᒥᐅᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖁᒥᐊᓐᓂᖅᓯᐅᑎᒃᑯᑦ
ᑭᓗᒎᕌᒻᓂᒍᑦ.

ᒪᓕᒃᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᖓᓄᑦ (COL) ᐃᓚᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑐᖅ ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 26, 2020, ᑕᐃᑯᖓᓱᖓᖅ
ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 21, 2021:
5.2.3 ᐱᔭᐅᙱᖢᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 5.2 ᖁᓛᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃ
ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᒃᐸᖕᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ 4,
ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᒃᐸᑕ 10% ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᓗᒃᑖᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑭᖑᒃᐸᐃᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᓂ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᓚᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ
ᐊᓯᔾᔩᑲᐅᑎᒋᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒡᕕᒋᔭᖓᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᒥᑦ ᒥᑭᓛᖑᔪᓐᓇᖅᖢᓂ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ (5) ᒪᐃᓖᑦ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᙵᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ
ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᓵᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᑦ ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓐᓂᕌᖓᑕ ᑕᓪᓕᒪᑦ (5) ᒪᐃᓕᓂᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐅᖓᑖᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᓇᓕᐊᖕᓂᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅ ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᓵᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐅᑯᐊ ᑲᓕᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᒃ
ᑭᖑᓕᕇᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᕐᕕᓂᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ. ᓇᐃᓴᓐᓯᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᖅᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ
ᐅᒥᐊᕐᔪᐊᒥᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔨ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᕐᕕᖕᒥᓄᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᐊᒧᑦ (ᐅᖃᐅᓯᒃᓴᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒧᑦ) ᑕᐃᒪᐃᑦᑕᐃᓕᓂᕐᒧᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᕕᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᒪᓇᓱᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᔭᖏᑦ ᑲᓕᑕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕐᒥᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓗᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᖓᑕᐅᔾᔨᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ
ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᓇᓃᓐᓂᖓ (ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒦᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᓂᒨᕐᓂᖓ) ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ
ᐃᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᑦᑑᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗᑦᑕᐅᖅ ᐅᓄᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᖑᓂᒃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓂᖏᑎᒍᑦ ᑭᓗᒍᕌᒻᑎᒍᑦ. ᖁᓛᓃᑦᑐᑦ
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 5.2.3 ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓐᓂᖓᓂᑦ 0001 UTC ᓄᕕᐱᕆ 26, 2020 ᑕᐃᑯᖓ 2400 UTC
ᔮᓄᐊᕆ 21, 2021-ᒧᑦ.

ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓓᓴᓐᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᕐᑮᒋᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᒣ 28, 2021 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ, ᔫᓓ 23, 2021 ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ:
5.2.3 ᐱᔭᐅᙱᖢᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 5.2 ᖁᓛᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓃᑦ
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᓂᖓ 1, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᕐᑖᓘᑉ
ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓰᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᓂᖓ 4, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᓱᒥᒪᓂᖓ 5, ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᕋᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᑉᐸᑕ 10 ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐅᖃᒣᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᒥ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᓕᑕᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓓᓴᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᔨᔪᖅ
ᓅᑦᓴᐅᑎᒋᐊᐱᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥᓂᑦ 5 ᒣᓕᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒋᑫᓐᓇᑕᒥᓂᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᖅ
ᓅᕌᐱᑐᐊᕈᓂ 5 ᒣᓕᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᓴᒧᓪᓗᓃᑦ ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᑫᓐᓇᑕᒥᓂᑦ, ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᓕᕐᒥᔭᖓ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐸᐅᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ
ᐱᖓᓲᔪᕐᑐᕕᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᓓᓴᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᖁᑎᒥᓂ ᐊᓪᓚᒋᐊᓕᒃ
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(ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᕕᑦᓴᒥ) ᓱᕐᕐᑯᐃᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᑦᑌᓕᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᒥᓂᒃ ᑲᓕᑕᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕐᑐᕕᓂᐅᑐᐊᕐᐸᑕ , ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᓯᓗᓂ (ᓄᓇᖕᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓂᑯᑦᓯᐊᓂᓪᓗᑐᖅ ᑕᕐᓯᓗᒍ)
ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᕕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑭᓗᑯᔮᒻ-ᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᖁᒣᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᒥᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 5.2.3-ᒥ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ
ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᑎᒃ 0001 UTC ᒣ 28, 2021 2400 UTC ᔪᓓ 23, 2021 ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ.

ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓖᑦ ᓓᓴᓐᓯᖓᓂᒃ ᐋᕐᕐᑮᒋᐊᕐᓂᒧᑦ ᔪᓓ 30, 2021 ᐱᒋᐊᕐᕕᒋᓗᒍ, ᓯᑉᑎᒻᐱᕆ 24, 2021
ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ:
5.2.3 ᐱᔭᐅᙱᖢᓂ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 5.2 ᖁᓛᓂᑦ, ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᑭᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ
ᐅᑯᓄᖓ ᑲᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᐃᓴᖅᓯᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᓂ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓚᖅᓯᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ: ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓃᑦ
ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᓂᖓ 1, ᓄᓇᕗᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᕕᒃ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᕿᑭᖅᑖᓘᑉ ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᕿᑭᕐᑖᓘᑉ
ᐃᑭᖓᓄᑦ ᑲᓇᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ, ᑭᖑᕐᓚᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓰᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᑐᓯᒪᓂᖓ 4, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᕝᕙᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓇᓂᐊᕐᓂᒥᒃ
ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᓃᑦ ᐊᕕᑦᓱᒥᒪᓂᖓ 5, ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᒐᓱᐊᕋᑎᒃ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖄᖏᐅᑎᑉᐸᑕ 10 ᐳᓴᒧᑦ ᑭᖑᕐᓚᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐅᖃᒣᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᒥ ᐱᖓᓲᔪᕐᑐᓂ ᑲᓕᑕᕕᓂᐅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᓓᓴᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᔨᔪᖅ
ᓅᑦᓴᐅᑎᒋᐊᐱᒋᐊᓕᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒻᒥᓂᑦ 5 ᒣᓕᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᓕᒻᒧᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓐᓂᐊᕕᒋᑫᓐᓇᑕᒥᓂᑦ. ᐅᒥᐊᖅ
ᓅᕌᐱᑐᐊᕈᓂ 5 ᒣᓕᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᓐᓂᓴᒧᓪᓗᓃᑦ ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᑫᓐᓇᑕᒥᓂᑦ, ᑲᓕᕝᕕᒋᓕᕐᒥᔭᖓ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᐸᐅᓂᕋᕐᑕᐅᒋᐊᓕᒃ
ᐱᖓᓲᔪᕐᑐᕕᓪᓗᓂ ᑲᓕᓐᓂᐊᑎᓪᓗᒍ. ᓓᓴᒥᒃ ᑎᒍᒥᐊᕐᑐᖅ ᐅᒥᐊᕐᒥᓗᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᓯᔨ ᐊᓪᓚᖁᑎᒥᓂ ᐊᓪᓚᒋᐊᓕᒃ
(ᐅᖃᐅᓯᑦᓴᒥᓂᒃ ᐊᓪᓚᕕᑦᓴᒥ) ᓱᕐᕐᑯᐃᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᑦᑌᓕᒐᓱᐊᕐᓂᒥᓂᒃ ᑲᓕᑕᕕᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᓗᐊᕐᑐᕕᓂᐅᑐᐊᕐᐸᑕ , ᓇᓃᓐᓂᕕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᓯᓗᓂ (ᓄᓇᖕᖑᐊᑎᒍᑦ ᓇᓂᑯᑦᓯᐊᓂᓪᓗᑐᖅ ᑕᕐᓯᓗᒍ)
ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᓂᒃ ᐱᕕᕕᓂᕐᒥᓂᒃ ᑭᓗᑯᔮᒻ-ᑯᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᖁᒣᓐᓂᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓀᕐᒥᓗᒋᑦ. ᑖᒃᑯᐊ 5.2.3-ᒥ ᒪᓕᑦᑕᐅᒋᐊᓖᑦ
ᐊᑐᕐᑐᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᕐᓱᑎᒃ 0001 UTC ᔪᓓ 30, 2021 2400 UTC ᓯᑉᑎᒻᐱᕆ 24, 2021 ᑎᑭᑦᓱᒍ.
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ᐊᑦᑕᑕᖅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖅ 3

ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ: ᐱᑕᖃᖅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᔮᖓᓂᑦ ᐱᓇᖕᓇᒥᑦ ᓂᐅᕗᓐᓛᓐ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᒥᖁᑖ (NAFO) ᐃᓂᑦ 2 + ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 3K (ᑭᒡᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔨᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᖏᑦ
2020/02)


ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᖅᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒻᒪᕆᖕᒥᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2003-ᒥᑦ 2010-ᒧᑦ. ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᔪᑦ
ᐱᓕᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 2010-2015 ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᑉᐸᖓᓂᑦ ᑲᑕᖅᑳᖅᑎᓐᓇᒋᑦ (19781990)
ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓕᕇᖕᓃᑦ.



ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ (ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᑦ ᐊᖏᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ < 15 ᓴᓐᑎᒦᑕᓂᒃ) ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ
2000 ᐅᖓᑖᓃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᐅᒐᔪᖕᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᖓᒃᑰᓂᖓ−ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖁᕝᕙᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ
ᑕᐃᑲᓂ 2014-ᒥᑦ.



ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᑐᖁᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᐸᓯᒃᑑᕐᔪᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ (< 1%) ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2006.
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᖅ ᓱᓕ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᙱᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᑲᒃᑐᖅ, ᐱᔭᐅᔪᒪᙱᒐᔪᒃᑐᑦ (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᔪᑦ)
ᑕᐃᑲᙵᓂᑦ 2006 ᒥᒃᓴᐅᓴᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 500 ᐃᒃᑕᕆᖕᓃᑦ.



ᑲᑎᒪᓃᑦ ᐊᔪᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᓐᓂᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐃᙱᓐᓂᕋᐃᓗᑎᒃ
ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᓄᑦ (ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕᒦᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ [DFO]
2012) ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᒐᓱᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᔪᑦ
ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᕝᕕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᐊᓂᒃᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᖁᑏᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ
ᐋᖅᑭᖑᐊᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓲᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ.



ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᓂᒃ (LRP)
ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂᓕ, ᐃᓱᒪᒋᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᔪᕐᓇᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ
ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᓂᒃ (LRP) ᐋᖅᑭᒃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᕋᓛᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᖅᑲᓇᐃᔭᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓚᐅᓱᖓᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᑲᑦ
ᑭᒡᓕᓕᖅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ, ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᓄᑦ (LRP)
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖔᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᙱᑦᑐᑦ.



ᐱᑕᖃᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᓄᑦ (LRP) ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ (ᐃᓚᐅᓪᓗᑎᒃ
ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᓕᕆᔩᑦ ᑲᓇᑕ [DFO] 2012) ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ
ᒫᓐᓇᐅᖅ.



ᐱᑕᖃᖏᓐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᓛᑦ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᕕᐅᓂᖄᕐᔪᒃᑐᓄᑦ (LRP), ᐊᔪᕐᓇᖅᑐᖅ
ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ ᓇᓕᐊᒃ ᐊᕕᒃᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ (PA)
ᐋᖅᑭᒃᓱᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐱᑕᖃᕐᑐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ. ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐋᖅᑭᒋᐊᕈᑏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ
ᐅᔾᔨᖅᓱᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐅᒃᑯᐃᖓᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᔾᔪᑎᓄᑦ.

1
1

